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PREFACE

The Holy Spirit is working -among the . Churches. in an- ...

amazing way and moving them closer to the unity as envis-
aged by Christ, “that they all may be one” (Jn 17:20). The
Churches are seeking the real evangelical content of their
traditions and want to go beyond formulas and terminologies.
The Eastern Orthodox, Oriental Orthodox and Roman Catholic
Churches have fast progressed in active ecumenical discussions.

I have ventured to ‘traverse a field which is still un-
touched, but which must be brought to the Ecumenical Move-
ments of our time, The Chr:stology of Mar Babai the Great.
of the East Syrian Church represenis the Christology of the
© “Nestorian. Church”, which is as relevant today as other

Christologies. ~ w o

In presenting thi_s'work, 1 am indebted to several of my -
teachers, benefactors and friends. I would like to make special

mention of some of them. First of all my thanks are due to ..

my Archbishop His Grace Most Rev. Benedict Mar Gregorios, -
the Metropolitan -of Trivandrum. I am indebted to the Sacred
.Congregatmn for the Oriental Churches for generously granting’
.me a scholarship for five! years., I wish to remember the
Augustinian Patristic Institute and all its professors. T am
happy in a yvery special way to remember the director of this
dissertation, Prof. Joannes .Gribomont O. S, B.,, who was
- always most available, showed his genuine personal -interest
' in my work and competently directed it all the way. I
" would like to thank Prof. Basilius Studer 0.S.B., Prof.
‘Victorinus Grossi 0.S.A., Prof. Placid J. Podipara C.M:il,, Prof.

-+ Dr. Luise Abramowski and Prof Joseph Koikakudy for their"
valuable suggestions and corrections. Once again my - hearty -

thanks to all who have helped me in the preparatmu of‘ thls_-'_}

L work

o

‘.Gﬂmmmlﬂ
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INTRODUCTION

Here is an attempt to understand the Christology of
Mar Babai the Great of the Nestorian Church in an ecumeni-
cal perspective. There are but a few studies on the life and
works and especially on the Christology of Babai. No important
study on Babai’s Christology from an ecumenical point of view
appeared. The present day Nestorians also have not presented
the Christology of their notable theologian, and consequently -
no serious attempt was made towards an effective dialogue
between the Nestorian Church and the other Churches. In the
Nestorian' Church of Persia, Babai alone wrote a systematic
Christology and enjoys a unique position there. Even today
his Christology has not come to the forefront of theological -

discussions and has yect to receive its due position in the one .

Church of Christ. - The effort here is to look at Babai’s Christo-
logy in his original presentation, to realize his specific contri-
bution to the Christology of the Universal Church, and to
observe how his Christology could be a point of departuré for
" - a dialogue between Christians of divergent traditions,

The Church in the Persian Empire is commonly known
as the “‘Nestorian Church”, or ‘‘the Assyrian Church”. It is -
also called. “‘the Persian <Church,” ‘‘Babylonian Church
“Seleucian Church” “the . Diphysite Church in Persia,”” and
“the East Syrian Church.” - The members:of this Church call
themselves “the Church of the East,” or “the Catholic Apos-
tolic Orthodox Church”. Although they opposed the appella-
tion, “Nestorian™ in the beginning, today they do not hate it.
- They used East Syriac as their liturgical language.
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CHAPTER 1

The Llfe and Wurks of Mar Bahal The Great

Under three articles this chapter deals with' the life and
works of Mar Babai the Great. Since there is no .adequate
history on his life and works, it is necessary to present it
here. The first article looks into the ancient sources which
speak of Babai and his wrltmos The - second article dlscusses
his hfe and the third, his- works

Art I The Scm'ces :

The earhest avallabie written document Wh]Ch mentions .
‘ Baba1 is the corrcspondence of Mar Isciahb ITI, the Cathohcos

{649-659)." Some of his letters serve as a source for the life
dnd actw1t1es of Babaj.?

" 'The treatises of DadISO Qatraya (+690) “On Sohtude”
and ““Commentary on the Book of Abba TIsaiah’ help us fo .

. know somethmg about ‘the customs- in- the nov1t1ate under
_B::lbal3 o

1.. R. DUVAL ed. Iso"yahd TIT. Patnarcha Lzber Ep:stularum
{CSCO 11/12), Louvain 1914{1915 (= Liber Eprstularum) The -
first number (e. g. 11) referstothe Syriac text; the second (e. g’
12) to the translation. This order will be folIowed all through
this work. Cf 1. M. Figy, dso'yaw le Grand. Vie du Catholicos -
nestorien Iso “‘yaw . III .. dAdzabene (580-639), in - OCP 35 (1969) :
. 305-332: 36 (1970), p.:5-46 (= Iso‘yaw le Grand). - '

o 2. 1so0‘1amB,  Liber Epistularum, p 2-3/8-9 (Ep. .2 written
" fo Babai on the study of Faith): 13-16/15-17 (Ep. 11); p.
22-29/21 - 26 (Ep.'17); p. 238 239/172 173 (Ep. 8 as Cathohcos)
“The first numbcr {e. g. 2-3) refers to the. Syriac. text and the

next (e. g. 8-9) to the version, It ‘is the cfeneral rule followed'-

" all through this work.

‘ 3. Dadiso was a monk. of Rab Kmnare in the Qatar d1s—'
:"l‘.rlct of the Persian Gulf. DADIso. QATRAYA, A  Treatise on

‘Sohtude, in A, MINGANA Early Chr;snanf Mystws {Woodbrooke 3
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- Another minor source is the “Anonymous Chronicle’” im '
* " the ““Chronica Minora”, composed by a monk between 671}* :
. ;and 680.% : ' ‘

Th Monasttc History” of Isodenah;’ Blshop of Basrah

. gives some bmgraphwal references on Babai. Isodenah’ dled" L
Tafter 849.5 His work isa history of all the founders of mona--

steries and schools in Persia or among the Arabs, and of
wr1ters on monast;c 11fe :

. The ““Historia Monastica®” “The Book of Governors’™
by Thomas Bishop- of Marga contams the most substantial -
‘biographical - data on Babai. In chapters 7,8,27,29 and 35 of"
his work, this ninth century writer menhons' Babai® ‘As
" Tsodenah, so-Thomas also did not have first hand 1nformatlon, -
but he had “the advantage of being in close touch with  the-

' trad1t1ons regardmg Babai, because he worked in the Northern =

regions, where Babai carried -on most of his activities.¥ The- -

testimony of. Thomas can. be accepted. as a moderate presenta-
“'tion of the: great ‘religious leader. But. in some. cases - whﬂrc L

Thomas glves a theological 1n’[erpretat10n of the events hlS_'
. wews must. be accepted w1th cautlon - :

'S:u'd&es Voi VID,. Cambri'dge 1’934'15 76-143' (= On Solitude)s
- p.79-80, R. DRAGUET, ed. Commentaire ‘du livre - d’Abba “Tsaie:..: . -
- par Dadiso Qatraya’ (Vrke . s) (CSCO 326[327) Louvam (1972. L

G Abbalsaze) p. 183/141. |
B 1. Guint, ed.. Chronicon: ananymu»n i Chromca Mmom I'

(CSCO 1/2) Louvain: 1903 (= Ghronicon angnymum); p.- 23}21~22 L

SCF ¥ M. Frey,  Tehd'dnah, - Métropolite:: de Basra, ef sop

Oeuw‘e, in 08 11(1966) p. 431-450 {—Icho dnah). J: B. CHager,. . =

0 ed..Te Livre de la.Chasteté composé-par Iso denah évéque: de- Bag-mh .
- in MAH xv1, Paris. 1896, n. 39 (=Livre de la Chasteté). S

6., V. M. FiEy; Icht‘dnah, p. 432. 1. S_Assemani andj B,

'.Cha‘bot considered him-an author’ of the e1ghth c,en,tury (rBO .

O, 1 p: 194.. 4; Live de la Chasteté, p.: 228).
. ISODENAH,  Livre de:la Chasteté, pi 228 e
‘8 E AW BUDGE ‘Historla Mondstica.  The Book: of Gover-

: ,.'-'.m)rs of Thomas Bishop: of. Marga, A< D- 840;- 2' vols., Eondon -
1893 (=Historia. Monastica) ; .cf. also- F. ‘M. Figy,” Thomas de.

. Marga, Nowle de- lltterarure Urmque i I_e Muswn 18 (1%5) p.

. 361-366.

9 Cf Hisrona Monasr.rca vol 2 p‘ 23
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Another useful” document is the “Chronicle : of Seert?”
or the ‘“Nestorian History” as it is called.!® The “‘Nestorian’
History” (=ChrS) was written - in praise of the leaders of the.:
Syrian Church in the- Persian Empire. It has alot of repetition -
and ‘the compiler does not seem to be critical in the sélection
' of maferial. There is no clear evidence regarding the author |

...of this history.nor.of.the time. of.its. composition..-Since-it o;tes---

Iso* Bar Nun (+828), it must be postenor to him.!*.

A later work, “‘De Patrlarchts Nestorianorum: Commen~

. taria” also serves as a minor  source,'? Tt is primarily about

. the Patriarchs. or Cathollcm of the Nestorian Chutch writteri -

by Mari Ion Suleiman in the twelfth century. Amr Ibn Matti

and Sliba Ibn Yohannan made two independent résume of” the
: lustory of Mar1 durmg the . fourteenth century.!® .

~ Finally we have the Catangus lerorum” by Abdiso, -

i the Metropohtan ‘of " Soba’ and Armenia in -the fourteenth

- century. Tn. this catalogue Abdlso relates about the Wnters of h

the Syrlan Church prior to h1m it '_ c

10 strozre Nestorrenne Inedzte (Ch:omque a"e Séerr) ed A N

SCHER ‘¥ Perisr, 'P. Dis, and R. Griveau,  in PO 1v, 3;

S ) (Premlere Partie); Vi 25 Xan, 4 “(Seconde- Partle) Parls '
'1907 1919 (= stto:re Nestorzenne or C'hrS) R. DEGEN,- Zwer Mis-

B zellen Zur Chrorik Yo Seert, in COC 54 (1970), W1esbaden P
- 76-95; W. F. MACOMBER, :Further Precisions Concernmg the Mosul
-Manuscrtpt of the Chromcle ofSéerf in OC' 55 (1971) p 210—213

- 11.- PO, AV, 3P B, . -
125 He GISMONDI ed Maris Amri et Shbae De Patnarchrs :

.Nestonanorum Commentaria, Romae 1899 .(De: Patrmreh:s) p 52}3 S
L "30 (pars altera) tr. p. 54 (pars- pr1ma) o

CCf. F. NAu, Amr ibn Matta, in’ DHGE’[ 2. 1367
14 ABDIso Enumemtro hbmrum ommum eccleszaszzcarum ed

o '; By J. S. Assemans, in BO, UL 1, Romac. 1725 (= Catalogus
 librorum), p.-88-97.. = ST e e
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_ _ Art I1. The Life 01' Babai
§ 1. The Early Life of Bab‘u

Babai (551-628) was born-in Bet- Amata‘ in Bet-Zabdai?

where he received his primary education in the Persian books.% . j

Tater he went to Nisibis to study medicine and to attend the

theological school of Nisibis. He ‘had his' formation  under 8

Abraham of ‘Bet-Rabban, the head of the School.t Very little
is known about Babai’s  school life. Isodenah states that he
became a teacher in the Xenodochelon After some time Babai .
entered the monastery of Izla.® newly founded by Mar Abraham

of Cascar in 571.7 The Chr§ attributes his change of career to, . = .-

a mifac}_&;.’ The legen_d ;goes_ that when he was reading .in_ ) the-

ool ML FIEY Nisibe mez‘ropole syriaque orieniale et ses su ﬁ” :
ragants- des origines & nos' jours, CSCO 388/Sub. 54, Louvain 1977
(=Nisibe), p. 254-255: “Bet—‘Aynata au Bét-Zabdai était situé sur
Te Nahr Baynata qui se Jettc dans. le Tigre entre Finik et Cizre”
(p. 255). Cf. G.HOFFPMANN, " Ausziife aus syrischen. Akten persz-'
scher Miirtyrer, Leipzig 1880( Ausziige), p. 173.

2. Bet-Zabdai was adistrict on the western or right bank
of the Tigris: adjacent to Gaziret Ibn Omar, After 410, -Bet--
Zabdai was asuffragan .See of Nisibis. The first mentioned

Bishop is Mar Yohannan who participated in the Synod of 497 of )

Mar = Babai, the Catholicos; cf.” G. LEVENQ,. Beth-Zabdai; in
DHGE, 1. 8 Paris' 1935, -col.. 1241-1244; ¥. B. CHaBoT, Syno-
dicon Orrentale ou recuezl de synodes nestoriens; Paris - I9Q2
(Syn Or‘p67 T S
3. Historie nestarlenne, _II ch 84 p 210- 211 :
‘4, - -Abraham was_the head of ‘the School .of Nisibis from
527 to 569. Cf. F. ‘Nau, ed. ‘La Seconde Partie de Ihisioire’ de =~
Barhadbesabba - Arbaia;” -in PO IX 5 Parls 1913 p, =143
(=Histoire), p. 128-143, : LT
5. ISODENAH, Livre de la Chastele n. 39.p. 25 :
o6, J. M. Figy,. Nisibe, p. 134-159; G. HOFFMANN, dusziige,
p- 167-173:. Mt. IzZla is. situated on’ the Southern - edge of -the

moutain called Tur-*Abdin, There were several monasteries on .. .

Tzla. The mountain was divided into. two by the Perso-Roman’

" frontier. The mondsteries of the Nestorian ‘Church were located =

in the Persian territoty, Whllu those of ths Monophysztes were,
in. the: Roman territory. -

7- M. VILLER, Abraham de C'ascar ou Abmham le Grand i

o DS, t. 1, col. 110 TSODENAH Livre de la Chastete, . I4 p
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Xenodocheion, he heard a voice asking him to go to Izla 8 In
fact, there were more obvious reasons for his transfer to the
monastic community life under Abraham. In 571 Henapa took
- chargé of the school of Nisibis as director.y It was prec1seiy
in that year that Abraham of Cascar founded the Great Mona-
stery on Mt. fzla, where the Nestorian Diphysite convictions
were defended, developed, and propagated Babai mlght have
jomcd the monastic community in a reaction to Henana.

Within a few years of monastic life, Babai left Izla,
although .the exact time of his departure is not known. It
might have been after the death of Mar Abraham the Greaif
(+588). In his home country he founded a “‘great monastery’™
and attached to it were schools for children which he initi~
ated W Tt §s.not certain what kind of schools he startéd)
Definitely he got inspiration from the school of Nisibis. How—
ever, it “could not have been on the same level with that of
Nisibis, -especially: when under’ Henana, Isodenah says that
the. monastery . which Babai founded was. a big establishment-
©in Bet Zabdai.'! He guided - ‘the monastery .until 604 when he -
was ‘called to be the successor of Mar Dadiso in the Great
_Monastery of lzla. It is not known to whom he eutrusted the
care of h1s monastery aud school '

§ 2 Baba; as Superior of the Great Monastery of Izla

-_Bdba1s early public life cmnclded with the rule of
Catholicoi  Ezekiel (570-581), Isoiahb 1 (582-595), Sabariso
(596-604), and Gregory I (604-608/9). His becoming the head
of the monastery. was -in 604 the year when Gregory was
elected as Catholicos, : SETER

‘As Abbot, Babai brought about stricter discipline in the
. monastery. Dadiso, his predecessor, had already reestablished

T -9: THoMAS OF MARGA, Historia ‘Manastrca 2,p. 37-42:His~

- 'toire nestorzenne, 11, p. 211 J M FIEY NISibe p. 14,4%1_46,;
©oowith oo 74

8. 'Histoire nesrorzenne, i1, p 211. T

9. J. M. Fiey thinks that it is still 1ater that Henana

‘took the charge of the school. He says it is in- 573(Nrsabe, p. 59) co
©10. IsopeNau, Livre de lg Chasteté, n. 39 p. 25 -

11, Ibid. n. 14 p 8




- . accustomed under Abraham to 11ve a very
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. religious dlsclplme
mmpie
- life. Under Dadiso, some left the monastery, such as lab:_ )
© Nisibis.! Babai was a man of docirine and of action; “but. ho:_.

had to pay a high price for the reforms he tried to mtmduce L :;'_"-:

of Nisibis, mon‘ks _and nuns could marry and thlS_ oustom:' .

prevailed in the Persian Diphysite Church for some time.Z-
Abraham of Cascar and other spiritual leaders, after, their.
visits in the various monasteries in -the Byzantine Empire,
especially. in. Egypt, began a reform movement in Persia.® The-
Great Monastery of Tzla tried to reshape Persian monasticism:
~ after the pattern of the Western. couniries. It seems -that the.
custom: of married, monks gontinued to exist even in the 7th-
century in the Persian Church. At the. -instigation of some: of
‘the zealots in his monastery Babai opposed the: monks whof'_'.-
11ved WIth women 1n the outer cells of the monastery '

Thomas of Marga depicts this ]1fe quite- colourfullyk
A certain monk Elijah, originally an Arab, was the instru--

ment. of clearmg the monastery of married monks.* In a hasty'

. mood, Babai and others destroyed - the habitations ~of such -

monks ~ and expelled them from the monastery.® Some other-
- monks hvmg in' the inner monastery were 11kew1se expe]led
--_1nclud1ng a certaln holy monk J acob‘S ' :

1.. Hrstozre nestarzenne, II p. 134 w0
‘In the Synod of Seleucia in 485 permission for monks
and nuns to marry was promulgated (Cf - BO I, 2, p. 178
872). And at another Synod in 499, it was declded that the _
Catholicos also. could marry (BO 1I1, 1. p. 430). :
3. “Mar Aba, the  Catholicos (536-552), did" not marry,

and in 554 in the Synod under Joseph, the Catholicos; it was
" ‘decreed- that the Catholicos and Bishops should: not marry -

“(BO 1II, 2, p. 872). Although the canons of Abraham and o,

Dadiso do not speak about the question’ of marriage of monks AR

- it is-understood that their reform movement 1ncIuded cehbaoy

~ ¢ for monks and nuns..

4. THOMAS OF- MARGA sttona Manast:ca, 2 p 50ff
5. Ibid; p, 58fL.
6. Ibid. p. 60‘ :
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.. It could also-be true that the sources which: supperts-
-’_':j.'-'the measures taken by ‘Babai may. be accusing-soeme  monks. of
incontinence.” It is. very difficult for us to pass a judgement.
:on:- the reality, the gravity and the conditions of this in-
continence, .which the reformers use as a reproach to the group-

they tried to supplant throughout the Church’s history, As - :
was.said: earlier; such.a foundation for the reproach’ is not .

‘totally improbable. It could have been the continuation of the
.Persian't—ra-dition or an aberration in monastic life.

The final effect of the steps taken by Babai and the
veformers was a mass-exodus of the .monks, not only of the
unworthy ones but also of good ones who dlshked the refor~
tnation and the violent. temper of their superior.® From what
“Thomas writes about the' monastic. settlement, = heing soon
extended throughout the Persian  Enipire, it is evident ‘that

o ~the monks who left the Great Monastery stayed on as monks_ -

and found peace elsewhere. It is 1nterest1ng to note that_'
'Ehjah who 1nst1gated the: expulszon of monks. also- left with
__hiS nephew, Hananiso, Most probably, . Elijah .might have been '
Iepmached by other monks for his, hot temper N

‘ Dad1so Qatraya (+690) in hls reatlse On: Sohtude refers
to. the monastic life of novices undet Babai. Dadiso. .speaks..of
a very. deep. life of prayer and. _special - attraction . for solitude:
. During: the week-days of- Lent, the monks..used to ‘live within |

their’ own: cells. The monks: did. - not - visif fellow monks;

Saturday evemngs they came together having fasted all day; .
because "they (novices only'?) received Holy Communion: on .
Saturday evening throughout the year. ®nce they- came together;
there was common reading, evening service, Communion_
common supper and finally Vespers The whole Saturday night

~was’ spent i prayer and -in the reading of the . works- of-

. Theodore and of the Fathers of the desert. The .novices..used -
. io to ask questions to the Fathers and r_et_:eived' enlightenment'

T 37-58,

7 THOMAS OF MARGA Hrstorza Monasnca 2y p 46 50

- 8. Chronicon Anonymxm p 22[20 THOMAS OF MARGA

op cit., p. 62.
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from them. The weak brothers were strengthened by part1-_
- olpatmg in the community activity durmg the week - end.® '

Dadiso speaks of another custom in the nov1t1ate under:
Babai. The novices were not obliged to recite the hymns:in:
their cells at Compline; instead, it. was enough to recite ten- ot~

_more ‘“‘marmiatg™ (collection of Psalms), the praise, and ° ‘the .

Sanctus”; for the night prayer, it was enough to recite ten or
more “‘marmiatd’, the hymn, the praise, and “‘the sanctus”; -
here also only one hymn sufficed.!? : '

Among Babai’s canons for the monks, there are some :
of special importance: Canon 4, partially damaged, conﬁrms
the monks in the Theodorian exegetlcal and theological tradl-
~tion. Canon 5 speaks of Saturday vigil as a preparation for
Suriday. Canon 6 deals with the uninterrupted reading at’table.
Canon 17, it seems, was intended as a remedy to hinder such.
hasty deeds in the: monastery as of the monk Elijah, ‘the

: expuls1on of many, and the general disturbance _there. The

Ganon” says, “A monk shali not dinsult his brother before the

superior, or ‘beforé others; he. shall not 1nqu1re about tho"
manner of life. of others” 1"

© Life in the monastery under Babai was deﬁmtely striet
and in accordance with the spirit of Mar Abraham, its founder.
Some could not tolerate the strictness. At the earliest oppor— .
tumty, they found peace elsewhere. But the ‘inspiration, givern
by the pioneers of Izla spread aH over the Pers1an Emprre andf
lasted fora Iong time. -

§ 3 Babai as VlSltor of the Monastenes

: _In 608 or 609 .Gregory, the .Cath_olicos: died and t_hé.
Persian King Chosroes 11 (590—628) did not ai_low the Persian

9. DADISO QATRAYA, On Solitude, p. 79- 80

10. IDEM, Abba Isaie, p. 183141, Here is the quotatlon- '

: from Babai cited by Dadiso, “Recite at Compline, ten Marmiata, .
-or more, the praise and the Sanctus; during the night,. rec1te
ten Marmiatd or more, the hymn, the praise, and the sanctus.’

11. A. Vsoeus, The Ritles of Babai, in Syriac and Arabzc'

'Documgems Stockholm, 1960 (= The Ruies of Babai), p. 176-1842
178. 182
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Christians to Have a new Catholicos until his death. The rea-
son of the displeasure given was that the Bishops in - their
Synod in 604 did not elect a candidate of the king’s choice..
In fact, there was more obvious reason for the prohibition. ¥
According to different sources, from 608/9 till. 628 Babai was-
the vistor of the monasteries of the Northern parts of the
‘Persiani Church, and acted as' a close collaborator of “Mat Aba
the Archdeacon

Mar Aba was closely -associated with Sabariso I; the:~
Catholicos (596-604), and Gregory the Catholicos (604-608/9)..
In the Persian Diphysite Church, the Archdeacon was in charge
of the temporal goods of the church and was the second impo~
rtant. clerical authority, Mar Aba might have encouraged Mar
Babai, the Abbot of the Great Monastery of Izla, to share the- -
responsibility with him in the absence of a common head.

 Mazi speaks of Babai as the co-leader of Aba?: “The.
church remained without a Catholicos for 17 years,® during
which time Mar Aba, the Archdeacon and Mar Babai thie Great.
from. the Coenobium of Mar Abraham administered it”’. Amr
states almost the same thing: “Mar Aba the Archdeacon toge--
‘ther; with Mar Babai the Great administered the See. Both are:
remembered in the “Book of the Dead”.* The ChrS also connect&
Babal w1th Mar Aba the adnnmstrator

““This saint, encouraged by several Metropohtans and.
bishops, earnestly laboured to restore the affairs of the
Church and to hinder the accursed heretlcs from harmmgv
the Christans.>™> — :

1. By the beginning of the seventh century, Chosroes had.
several plans for the conquest in the West, where he had to
face either Chalcedonians or Monophysites. In such a situa-
tion, it was more expedient for him to treat all equally..
Hence under the pretext. of displeasure, he made an oath not
to permit the election of another Catholicos during his hfe
-tlme ‘

MARI De Patrmrchzs p 54.

Histoire nestorienne, 11, p. 204; p. 235 speaks of 18 years
" AMR, De Patriaréhis, p. 30.

pw N

Histoire. nestorrenrze 11, p 204 211 212 On A’oa seer -
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‘Thomas gives: furjther details regarding the office of Babai .

:as - visitor. When there: was no head in the Persian: Chusch,

-three. Metropolitans of ‘the northern region agreed to make "

Babai, the **visitor” or the “responsible” person for the monas-

teries -in their dioceses. The three Metropolitans were  Cyrias' =
of NlSlbiS Yonadab’ of Adiabene, and: Gabriel of Karkha de o
“Bet-Slokh; * belonging -to the  provinces-of-Hadiab, Bet-Garmai - ..
.and Bet-Arbaye, They wrote, entreating him to undertake. the-
task.®? Their letters must have still existed in. the Great Mona- -

stery at the time of Thomas  of Marga

One would. like to probe mtc the motlves of thlS dec1s1on N
which seems to have been: very exceptional: Was the absehce
of ‘a Catholicos: and the hostility of the king the only reasons .-

‘to organize this partial monastic-jurisdiction? Ts it ‘necessary-
to suppose the -existence . of internal problems in the mona-

- steries and perhaps a theological division on Evagrian and, _'
Messahan lines? It is curious that only the three Metropoll-'-

tans agree on Babai’s name. Anyway "‘Babai accepted their
Icquest and vmted the monastcrles :

‘ The Mcssahans are presented as the first reason of the
appointment.” Tt is not:unusual in such monastic documents 16

~reserve -the' real reason as “last”. That Messalianism was a -
- serious problem for Babdi is clear from his commentary on -

:the Gncstlc Chaptcrs of Evagrms

Ce A SCHER Etude supplémemmre sur les - Ecrivains. syrzens n. 9 in .
- ROG L. x1(1906) p. 11-12; B

6. THOMAS OF MARGA, Htstorza Monastica, 2, p. 90- 92
7. Ibid. p. 91;-About the messalians, Cf. J. GRIBOMONT,

.Le Dossier des origines du Messalianisme, in Epektasis: Melanges”
. patristiques offerts au Cardinal Jean Daniélou,  Paris 1972, p.
-~ 1610-625; M. KMosko, Liber Graduum, in PS’ 1, 3, Paris, 1926,
| CXVI-CXXXIX; A, GUILLAUMONT Liber Graduum in DS t. 9,

' fasc. Lx1, Paris 1976, 749-754; PETER BAESS Der liber Gradunm,

" Fin messalianisches Buch? ie ZDMG (suppl. 1), 1969, p. 368-

374 and the bibliographies therein. R. MURRAY, The Features of =
* the Earliest Christian Asceticism, in . Christian Sparzrualzty, cd T

P, -BROOKS, London- 1975, p.. 63 717.

8. About the references of Babai regardlng thc Mcssah- e
ans, of. A.- GUILLAUMONT Le Témazgnage de Baba: le Grand .
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Henana is presented as the second’ reason, The Ori-

genism. among the monks and the influence of Henana among
such monks could have been the basic reason. of the app01nt-

‘ment;: There were various kinds = of problems among the

‘monks, so the three Metropohtans thought it ‘better ‘to ap-
_point’ Babal to deal with them. E '

Babal had to visit the monasteries in order to investigate
the orthodoxy of the monks.® Thomas gives some instances of
Babai’s visitation in some monastenes and states how gladly _
he was received there.!® '

The very special authonty glven to Babzu by the three
Metropolitans - supposes that. there was 4 strong. opposition en
the part of the monks and pérhaps of somc Abbots and their
monasteries.; This is clear from the questlon put up by Thomas
;ln his exp031t10n ‘ . ‘ . '

“EE any-conte-ntioué‘-' man;  or anyone- peaceably
~disposed . should- ask; “ifad not these great Metro-.
" politans power- to puf an end to the wickedness

which: was springing up in their dominions, w1th0ut-

the help of Mar Babaﬂ *711 -

. In the opinion. of Thomas Babai was the r_nosf suited
to do the werk A R '

“I answer yes, but every- Metropolitan s not
necessarlly a doctor,neither. can every doctor know -
how to decide all questions in dispute, nor can
every doctor successfully contend against all the
various false religions; one- doctor has one quali~
ty, and another doctor has another. In the ~holy
Mar Babai, however, ‘all. these .various qualities
are found.”!2 DR o

Lsur les Messalzens in Sympostum Syrmcum 1976 (OC’A 205)

" Rome 1978, p. 257-2635.
' 9. Cf. THOMAS OF. MARGA sttorm Manastwa, 2 p 90 92
10 CIbid. p. 97, _ .
.- Ibid. p. 93.
' '_12.. Ibid. p. 93.
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. Babai’s views and actions were stronger and more
thorough—going than the plans of the bishops who gave him
power, and it is quite natural that he encountered criticism:
His actions might have irritated some of the weak and 111 d1s-
posed members of the community.

* This oppositicn is also clear from the fact that he was
absent from the delegation to the king in order to hinder the
imfluence of the IHenanians in the election of the new Catholi-
cos after the death of Gregory. Tt was Giwargis, a young
monk, who represented the Izla monastery, The reason for the .
absence of Babai, according to Thomas, was ill health! Mar .
Aba, the administrator also did not take part in the discussion.
Both of them might have thought it proper not to appear dn‘e—
ctly before the terrible Chosroes!

_ There is something more about the opposmon to Babal, o
from Thomas himself. Gabriel, the Metropolitan of Karka
de Bet-Slok (around 720); the successor of Gabriel who appo—..

inted Babai as visitor.of the monasteries, at his old age used

to come to Bet-Abe to pray. There he composed a discourse -
to be read at the memorial of Mar Jacob, its founder. In his .
discourse Gabriel, also called dancer, attacked Babai the Great
and the congregation of Izla from where Jacob was. expelled:

“Mad men who were ‘exceedingly furious, evnvied
‘him with the evil imagination of their mind.”!® .
Thomas -answers it -by saying, a

“Now. we do not think Mar Babai was  stirred
up -to become the cause of the going forth of
many from  that monastery without the  will
of God.”** ' ' o

. Babai the Great had a life-long enmity with his con~ ~

' temporary, Babai bar Nesibnaya or Babai the Small. Babai the _' '
Small was in the great monastery under Mar Abraham. Later

" he ieft it and after much wandering, “established a monastery

- of his own in Izla not far from -the Great monastery of S

' 13. Ihid. p. 246, ©
© 14, Ibid. p. 246-247.
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Abraham. . He had to face great opposition from the disciples - -

of Babaj the Great, The disciples of the latter would not
receive any person into their monastery from the small mona-
stery before he had first anathematised Babai the Small.’> The
ChrS had taken it in good ‘spirit.'® The Anonymous Chronicle
considers it as the work of Satan to have enmity between the

two. It says that both had the purity of doctriné and of pre<
dication.!”

Isoiahb IIT as a monk in Bet-Abe wrote a letter to Mar

Babai the Great and in that letter he praises. the zeal of
Babai.

“(» most holy Father, being poor, -you could
reveal all those satanic deceits of corporal de-

mons; for it seems to me that by this name are to
. be called the impious, »le

The Chronicle of Seert presents Babal as a bu11der as a
worker of miracles, as a preacher converting .the Magi and
‘the heretics to the orthodox Taith 19 Some of these. however

. could be legendary

§ 4. The Last Days of Babai

- In 628, .in his 38th year King Chosroes II was murdered
He was defeated much. earlier by Heraclius the Byzantine
EmperorI Thomas of Marga says that Babai died in 628, after

‘the death of Chosroes II.2 According to the Chronicle of Seert

iBabai died in.the 38th :year of Chosrces, at the age of 75.%
Tsodenah says that he went to the Lord -at the age of 77.% It
-appears that Babai 'did. not live long after his retirement

15." Chronicon Anonymum,.p. 24/21-22;

16. Historie nestoriemte 1T, p. 233.

“17." Chronicon Anonymuni, p. 24{21-22. , : )
18, Isotams, IIF, Liber Epistularum, p. 2-3/8- 9 (Ep 2)
- 19." Histoire nestorienne, 1T, p. 211-212.

1. V. GruMEL, La Chronologie, Paris, 1958, p. 376
- 'THOMAS OF MARGA, Htstana Monastica 11, p. 115~ 116
. Histoire nestorienne, 11, 212,
.. IsoDENAH, Livre de la Chasteté n. 39 P. 25

R SEEY)
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Can 628 If one holds that he d1ed in: 628, hrs blrth must. be i : ;

551 or 5537

.- Thomas. writes that at the election of the new Cathollcos
in 628, a request was made to Baba1 from some cn'cles

- “Now_when a Synod had been assembled all the

Fathers entreated the holy Mar Babai to be the ="

Catholicos, but he would not accept the office at
. all, - for he preferred to end his days: in his cell' in
- the monastery to-that of becoming head of the
‘monastery by strife,”®

The statement of Thomas is not clear. The first part .

tells of the request of all the Bishops; the second part of his ... '

rejection, both s head of the €hurch and of the monastery... -
- In 628, Babai might have completely retired to his cell and
not 1ong after-he- m1ght have de,parted from ‘this. world. .~

At the death of Baba1 Iso;ahb II[  the then B1shop of’_"

Mossul and Nmeveh wrote a letter of condolence to the monks.-r-.-_'_ o

. of Izla. He names one monk probabiy the supenor 7

“To our holy Father Hablba and- to the bIessed
Fathers and holy brothers » . .

After consohng them at . the dermse of theu‘ supenor
: Is01ahb wrltes B :

“Teo whom glonﬁcamon of beatitudes is: miore agree- L
"7 able tham to yol-who: fill the kmgdom of heaven' ..
- :of the Most High? ‘To those namely ‘who with the
‘order - of spiritual ministery like the angels, taught
the Orientals and e]evated themselves to the in- .

C 5. J, M. FiEY says that he dled in: between 628 and 630.,
7 Cf.. Nisibe, p. 148.

1 6. THOMAS OF MARGA sttarza Monasnca II 115 116,

- 7. Isoisms LI, Liber Epism[arum p. 132 16[15 17 {Ep. XT¥

~ /in some other Eplstles also Tsoiahb mentions. Habrba (Ep. XIa

Bt -18).

p.16,5/17,22;X VEE: p. 22, 12/21,°35;° L¥: po 100, 5/76;1);-Babl
wrote the LU at the request of H'Lb}ba and Narsal.(LU p 2
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corruptible life 'from this carnal world; who as in
pure gold fixed the image of their life in you and "
the excellent fignre of the fear of God. for your
sake. {(because) of their solicitude. in. you through -
' their works. (Since) of these and such (others) is
-, that Teader the blessed and most holy, our Father
- Mar Babai. To whom among those who were once
rencwed. in the spirit of their mind according to the
commandment. of the Apostle, is not worthy the
admirable death of holiness at the opportune time -
and the rest of gloriﬁcatit)n in the future . time!’’?

" In Ep. VIII Isoiabh as Catholicos calls himself *the-

o nephew of Abraham and Babai who have begun it the Persian:

. Empirc this. institution and’ all holy way of ‘the spiritual
o dife”. Y In Ep: XVII written to the monks of Izla at a time:
“when there arose ‘some quarrel among them, after the death’
* of Babai, Ismahb ‘reminds them that they are the chlldren of‘
Abraham and of Babai: ' . '

May I’ speak more openly Who are the’ dear"_'
- ehildrenof ‘that” just Abraham and. the ‘good heirs -~
“of the- uprlght Dadiso, and the chaste dlsmples of -
the: 1llustr10us Baba; to whom everythmg was one
and common‘?”m

. ;The Anonymous Chromcle has only words of: pralse for_"
Babai.!' For Thomas Baba1 was . the abode of vanous qua—-

lities: He had

" “the power of arguing against heretics, in interpre- .
- ting the Sacred Scriptures; commienting upon. the-
wmtmgs of the Fathers, and investigating _matters
in those which reqmred searching out. -

Mar Baba1 the Abbot of the Great Monastery of IzIa,

9, Ibid,; p 238~ 239[172 173,

=10, - Ibid. p. 23/22.: :

“I1. " Chronicon anonymuni, p. 23/21

120 THOMAS OF MARGA Hrstorm Manasnm 2 p 93

‘8. Isotam ITT, Liber Epzs!ularum P 13 16/15 17 (Ep xz),'- o
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Thas to be distinguished from several others of the same name,
‘his own contemporaries, or conationalists.!?

Mar Babai the Great. was an able administrator and
‘monastic leader; he gave leadership to the monastic establish—
‘ment at a period when the Persian Diphyaite Church was
facing internal and external enemies. Though there was no
-Catholicos proper for the Church between 608 or 609 and 628,
the Church was not lacking in learned and saintly men,
Abbots as well as Bishops. :

The Persian Church called him Rabba the Great. It is
not sure whether this epithet was given during his life-time or
posthumously, and whether the epithet comes from the
-monastery of Mt, Izla, which was called the Great Monastery
-or from Babai h:mself At Izla at the same period, there were
two monasteries and Babais as Abbots. Both of them died in
628. So it could be that in order to distinguish them, separate
ep1thets were applied to the superiors: Babal Rabba and Babaj
bar Nesibnaya,

’I_‘hc manuscripts of his writings call him only Rabban
_Mar Babai, head of the Great Monastery of Izla or head of
the congregation of the holy Mar Abraham of Mt. Izla.'* Only
-one minor work and the liturgical hymus call him Babai Rabba.ls
Whenever the writers of the Persian Church who lived after
Babai referred to him - spoke .of him as of >‘Rabba” (the
Great).18 : ' SEEEN

13. .Cf. Dhge, t. 6, Paris 1932, 10-13. :

14, LU 1, 7-8; CE p. 8:470; TV 291, 3-4; TG p. 221
{(BRAUN); Sahduta de Christina, p. 201 (P. BEDJAN), CM . .
p. 229 (P. KRUEGER, Uberlicfering). :

.15, X, p. 207, 1 (ABRAMOWSKI, Nestorian Collection);
‘Hymns: Br. Mus. Add. 14675, fol. 161a-162a and other litur-
-gical mss. _
. 16. Dap1so QATRAYA; On Solitude, p. 79 80; InpeM, Abba
Isaie, p. 183/ 141; Isopap, Commentary on Mt HS 6, p. 120;
Mari (p. 30} AMR (p. 54), ChrS (p. 210); Chmmcum Anonymum
{p. 24) Abdiso (BO L1, 1 p. 88). :
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Art III 'I‘he Works of Babal

Mar Babal was a prohﬁc wrlter Even though he was }
2 man of numerous public mv_olvcmonts ‘he devoted his atten-

" tion to writing also,  The Anonymous Chronicle writes only in

'. - general of the “‘many; backs; dlsputatlons and. 1nterpretat10ns
w;thout mentlonmg them by name. ! -

Thomas of Marga specifies 'the number of‘ the who'rks of
~ Babai: v T S TR

“And you may learn -‘concerning all his varied
learning if you will read the books' which he
composed; eighty and four of his works on various:

- subjects- are . still preserved and.are held in honour :
by the holy Church ”2 ‘ :

Lo .The ChrS speaks of many books and montxons some
" of them $ "Abdiso in his’ Catalogue counts 83, 4% Among the,

84 or 83 works referred 10 by Thomas .of Marga and Abd1so~" o

very few have come down to us.” Also some mnot montloned by
Chr§. and Abdiso. are . extant and some of the other wrltmgs
- are known from other sources. There are at: .present two lists
of Babai’s works, which. are presented: here. The number in
“the ‘bracket corresponds to.thé number in the other 11st and '
_the astensk ™. indijcates - that the- work is extant

"Chromcle of. Seert (Hlston'e nestonenne II p.. 212 214)

. _1".--'The ‘book against. those who say that the bodies W111 r1sc :
/' _again on the day of resurreotlon in the form of a sphere
contrary to their actual: constltutlon
1. The book against ‘the' followers of Qusta or Phusta
" known by the name Mossahans

Chromcon anonyrmum, p 23, '
2 ' THOMAS OF MARGA, Historia Monasnca 2 p 93
3. Histoire nestorienne. 11, p. 212,
4. ABDISO, Caralogus Izbrorum . 94 BRSCERDTE ety
Sl AY Scher gwes ‘both- readmgs in: Arablc Qusta in’ the'-
text and Phusta in the margm He selected the readmg “Q 3
b R S T N R IR
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The book in which he narrates the virtues of Mar
Abraham and several of his disciples’

An ascetical work for the novices (8)

The book of Unicd (2) (*) .

The book in which he refuted the letter of the herctw )
John of Edessa

- The book in which he expialned in brief the sentences of'___ "

Mar Evagrius (3) (*)

An Explanation of the letter of John Hazzaya (9) ©

The book in which he refuted the heretic Moses

A treatise on the origin of the feast of Palm Sunday (1) _
A Collection of testimonies from the Greek and the Syriac:
Orthodox Fathers

The book in which he refuted the sentences of Proclus, ’
Patriarch of Constantinople, of Aksenaya bishop of Mab-
boupg, and of the heretic Massya

The book on certain Monastico-Ascetical Questions (*)
The book in which he refuted the writing. of Justm]an the:
Greek emperor relating to Faith

The book in which he refuted the sentences of the dls»
sident monk Mark

The book in which he refuted the belief of the dlSSlant.
Isajah of Taha! -

Catalogue of Abdxso (BO II{ 1, p 88 97)
On the origin of Palm Sunday (10}

_The Book of Union (5) (*)

A Short exposition of the book of Centurxes (7 (*)

A ghort exposition of the book of Aba Markos (*) -

The Hlstory of the followers of Diodore

On the 0r1g1n of the feast of the Cross _
The Book in which the solemnities of the sanctoral cycle
are arranged

(The book) to the Novices (4) ' .
An Explanation of the letters of Joseph._Hazzaya LA

6. The Arabic text reads ‘harb'aba' A, Schér puts the ..

' punctuation in a note and reads: ‘Hazaya’

7. The Arabic. text reads Prubul by'a slﬁé]llng m[stake _
8. Joseph Hazzaya lived after. Babai (8th ¢.). It -has. to

be read John Hazzaya (cf Hxstozre nestorzenne Il p. 213 n, SL o |
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10. The Canons for the monks (*)

11. A Short exposition of all the ° Surta”9 : :

12. The book defending Mathai Msanyana Abraham of NlSl-—
bis and Gabnel Qatraya

' Other known Workslo

o

Tractdtus Vaticanus (%)
A Smali Extract (*) '
3. A work refuting the commentary of Henana on the Nicacan
Creed
.4, A work defending the doctrinal position- of the Per31an
Diphysite Church before the Persian King
5. The biography of Martyr Giwargis (*)
6.. The martyrdom of Christina (¥) -
7. The biography of Dadiso from Bet—DaraJe the second
"Abbot of Izla
8. The blography of the prlest Iohn of Marga and Ramiso
© . of Cascar '
-'9, 'The biography of Isosabran of Karka de Bet-Slok, and
of the Priest and- martyr Abimelek from Qardu and of
. John the Arab, from Hir(t)a :
10.- The biography of the priest and Abbot Daniel from Babel.
11. The biography of Maria, the sister of martyr Giwargis .=
12.  'The biography .of Gregory, the Metropohtan of NlSlblS
13.  Several liturgical Hymns. (*) -

[

_ Among the sixteen works in the Iist.of ChrS, eight
were written against his opponents, five are of - ascetico-mysti- -
cal nature; one is dogmatic, one dogmatic florilege and one
liturgical, : : '

Among the twelve works in the list - of Abdiso, four are

- liturgical, 'six are ascctico-mystical, one dogmatic- and one -

. 'apologetic' The works written against the: opponents are
: total]y absent in the list of Abdlso )

9. - Sirta. are. short biblical verses used in. the Iiturglcaﬂ

. services.

10, Items 7-12 are. known from Baba1 5 Bmgraphy 0 f Mar-
tyr szarg.rs (BABAI TG nl (o BRAUN) p. 221 222)
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OnIy ﬁve works are common to both the lists.. The ChrS

might have taken -the list from older manuscnpt teaditions,

Does: -the. silence of Abdiso regardmg the works . against the'
oyponents indicate that by his time (14th c) ‘those works be--

' ¢ame irrelevant in the passage of time and were not handed - ‘
down? - Or does it mean. that the content:of these. works. were"

incorporated in the writings of the later  writers and Abdiso’s.:
collection did not have them in the ongmal‘? The works: ‘absent
in the list of ChrS might not have had wider circulation; The

monastic -and: liturgical ‘works: were limited: to monastic circlés. = -
while the other books against his opponents might have been - *

available to everyone. Babai might have written several books
of this nature. As visitor of monasteries,  he might - have en-
countered several “heretics’® with- whom he had to-deal. His
long period in that office had necessitated such. writings. For
his  list Abdiso might; have followed the order.of the manus-'
cnpts 1n his 11brary '

Combmmg the three lists gust mentloned we now pro— o

ceed to plage them in a different logical order under five
_headmgs f‘oIlowecI by br:ef explanatlon of each: )

a. . G‘hrzstology

1. The Book of. Umon ( LU) ).

9. Tractatus Vaticanus ( =TV). (*) S R

3. The Small Extract transmitted in the. “Nestorian Collection
7--..‘of Christological Texts”( X) ("‘) BRI

‘i'::DGgmatlc Florilege L _
.""Agamst ‘the: doctnnal posmons of Proclus Philoxenus,
{. and Massya = Ce
' 6. Against Justinian Lo _
: 7. A Work refuting. the commentary of Henana on” the_

oo vNicaéne -Creed : S
i1 8, A-Work defending the doctrmal posmon of the Pers1an'
‘. . Diphysite Church:before the Persian ng S AR TI
b Agamst Di fferent Opponents .

9 “The Work agamst those - whosay: fhiat the bodies wﬂl-'

_resurrect on “th day of resurrecuon 1n the form of a A

Sphere



THE LIFE AND: ‘WORKS OF'MAR BABAL THE-GREAT 21

10.. The “Work against: the followcrs of Qusta or Phusta_ '
. known as Messlians - SRR -
11, Refutation. of the letter of John of Edessa s
12.  Refutation of the heretic Moses .
13. Refutation of the dissident monk Mark -
____-1;4,-,;__-Refutatmn of "Isaiah of _'_I‘gh_al ‘

€. Ascet:co Mystzcal Works

15. The Commentary on the Centurles of Evagrius Pont1cus_-

L (=CE)Y (")
16.. The Comme:ntary on the Spmtual Law of Aba Markos
- =CM) (%)

17." Canons for the Monks. (=C) M ' ' -
18, Some Useful Counsels on the Ascetical Llfc (= CA) (*}
19.  An Explanation on'the. Letter (s) of John Hazzaia :
20, An Ascetlcal Work for the Nowces -

d. Hagwgra phtcal Works

'?2':1.‘.__,The Blography of’ Martyr leargls (= TG) (*)
- 22.. The Martyrdom-of ‘Christina (*) -

.23.. The History of the Followers of Diodore A
24.. The Book defendmg Mathaj Msanyana Abraham of‘ le1-
125 bistand Gabriel Qatraya
25. " The Biography of Dadxso ‘the second Abbot of Izla

v The B;ography of the Prlest John of Marga and Ramlso
. ilof Cascar

S . Blography of Isosabran of Karka de Bet_Slok and

%0 of the  Priest and’ Martyr Abimelek from Qardu and’ of
John the Arab from Hir(t)a

). The . Biography. of:Gregory,- -the. Metropohtan of Nisibis:

;. The Biography. of ‘Abraham- the-: Great the >Founder of: the
- Gireat- Monastery of Izla - ° : o
31. . The Biography of. Ali the Monks Who L1ved and D1ed in

.--,-.;the Great Monastery ) ' s S

e L:rurg:cal Works R

v 32 On the Orlgm of Palm Sqnda,y .
33, On the Orlgm of the Feast of the Cross

. - The Biography of the: Priest. .and Abbot Daniel from Babel_ _ o
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34.. The Book on Solemnities of the Sanctoral Cycle
35. Short Exposition of all the “Surta’”
36. Several Liturgical Hymns '

1. The Baok of Union (=LU) (*)

The Book of Union (LU) is Babai’s most systematlc-
Chnstologlcal treatise and it exists in several manuscripts:

i) Br. Mus. Or. 5441: It is the Archetype of several mss.
It was in the village of Iyel in Hakkara in the confines of
Persia among the books of Mar Yonan’s monastery.. In 1887-88
- Samuel Giamil made a copy of it for his monastery of the
Blessed Virgin Mary in Alqosh. Since 1898 the Archetype is
in the British museum. It is a ms. of the 14 century.!! In this
ms. a few fols, are missing: after fol. 109v about 40 lines; .
after fol, 116r about 9 fols; after f, 206v (end of LU} we do
not know how many fols.'? The ms has 206 fols (fols. Ib-206b).

ii} - Codex Algosh 71: Tt is the copy made by Giamil from
the Archetype!®, and is at present in the Patriarchal library. of
the Chaldean Catholic Patriarch in Bagdad It was codex 37
.of the Catalogue of ‘A. Scher 1z '

111) Fodex Syr. IX lb 146b (H. Hyvemét) It is a copy -

of Codex, Algosh 71, made in 1889. In this copy a few pages

are bound not in order, It was in the library of Professor

H. Hyvernat. A. Vaschalde published an edition in 1915 from

this ms. It is now in the Catholic University of America,
‘Washington D. C. (Hyvernat Syr. IX). J. B, Chabot noticed

11. G. MARGOLIOUTH, Descriptive list of Syrzab and Kar—
shunic . Manuscripts in the British  Museum Acquired - Since 1873,

‘London, 1899 { = Descriptive List), p. 49; A. VASCHALDE, Babai - -

g 'Magm liber de Univne, (CSCO 79/80) Louvam 1915 ( LU) tr. -
dii-v. - :
12. Cf LU (GSCO 79), p. 153, 162 288 _

13, ). VostE, Catalogue de la bzbl:otheque syro-chaldéenne

" du couvent de Notre-Dame des Semences prés-d’ Alqosh (Iraq) f

Rome-Paris 1929 ( = Catalogue), p. 29 - 30.

14. A. ScEER, Notice sur les mss. spriaques c0nservés dans'
{a bibliotheque du couvent des Chaldéens de N.. D des bemence.s*,
in J4 VII (1906) p.: 479 512 N 37. ' :
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some-of the pages misplaced and the study of Br, Mus. Or.
. 5441 permitted him to place them in the rlght order just in

" dime for the edition to come out.!®

V) Ms, Or. Quart. 1168, fols. 1-207 (Berlin, now in
‘I‘ubmgen) It was written in 1895 in Urmia. The copyist had_
three “rmss. of thé work of LU before him.'® They were:
{a) a2 ms. of about 800 years old (=1095?) from the possession
of a certain priest Denha in Rustaga, Today we do not know
anything about this ms, It could be the oldest copy and the
prototype of Br. Mus. Or. 5441 (b) a ms. of about 700 years-
old (= 1195 7. It is Codex Urmia 37. In 1917 the whole library
of Urmia was looted.’ (c¢) a ms, from the monastery of
Mar Yaunan in Iyel. It is Br. Mus. Or. 5441,

* .This ms: 1168 was in the Preussische Staatsbibliothek
in Berlin. Now it is in Tabingen.'® If Br, Mus, Or. 5441 was’
in Urmia at the time of the writing of ms. Berlin, then it is
the oldest available ms, of LU, Con

V) Mingana 209: Tt was written in 1894 in ‘Tell-Kaiphe.
" The work is fully vowelled and divided into five long “‘rishe™.?
Mingana does.not- give: further details regarding it. . :

- vi) Mingana 569: fol"lb—14_6b. It is a copy of Codex
Alqosh 71 done in’ 1901.%0 e

It is genera]ly known as the “Liber de Unione” or.
*“The Book of Union”. Its full title, however, is: ‘““Memre . -
dmar Babai ‘al alahuta u‘al *nasuta u‘al parsopa dahdayuta

15. Cf. A. VASCHALDE, LU {CSCO 79), p. iii-v.

16. . J.  ASSFALG, - Syrrsche Handschrifien, (Verzeichnis der
orientalischen Handschri ften in Deutschlond, Band V), Wiesbaden’
- 1963, v 37-38. (= Syrische Handschriften). o
R 17 L. AsramMowsk: & A. E. GoopMAN, 4 Nestorzan Collec- ‘
- tion of Christological Texts, vols. 1-2, Cambr;dgc University
- Press 1972 (= Nestorian Cotlectmn) p. ix (vol., 1). A. Vaschalde -

o ‘says that Codex Urmia 37 was written.in 1885 in- Gawar in.

" Hakkar from a ms. of c. 600 years old. LU p. V.). -

" 18, ). ASSrALG, op- cit. p. 36.

: 1900 Al MINGANA Catalogue of the Mmgana Collectwn of

Mss." Vol. -1, Cambrldge 1933 1939 (= Gatalogue) vol I,

“eol. 441, R
~.20. Ibm’ col 1080-1082.
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- (Tractatus ‘Madr:Babai-de divinitate et humamtate et de persona '
umoms”)21 This work consists -of seven Memre” (treatises),
“and each “memra” is subdivided into: “reshe. . (chapters), aucI_ o
the numeration of - chapters-one to twentyone goes.on to. the
end of Memra VI, but Memra.. VII has no. such dwxsmn as . it
---begms with the introductory. headmg to the sectioni. Composed,. ;
as a short disputation. agdinst those who deny that the ﬁrst— :
fruxt of our race is unitively assymed by God the Word, and .

against those who 1mp10usly speak. of natural and hypostatlc : :_.

union”and make God_ subject to suﬁ'ermg an epxtome of a]l :

]:ugher questlons s

‘Memra I deals W1th the Trinity, and develops the Inﬁmte; R
Transcendence of God. The nature of the Supreme Godhead[' :

in Himself is “very. well discussed. The Second Memra speaks
of the Tncarnatiori of the Sécond Person of the Trinity. In the.
. third Memra, . ‘Babai explaing the ~nature- of the- ‘union, the

different heresies- regarding the -union, and his- own' opinion- of

-.them. Memre [V.and V. deal: with the: :two natures in:. Christ.

Memra VI has two-chapters: chapter 20. deals, with: the: names
~ of Christ, ‘the:Son of ‘God; ¢hapter 21 explains the expressions,.
+ such . as assumptmn habrtatlon temple .dress, adhesion. and

N union, Among the 21 chapters of the. six Menmre, the last one,
: chapter twentyone zs the chmax of the whole treatlse :

n‘:'

addition, It must have been .an independent treatise; but later

- added to the main ‘work. by Babai himself.. The -last . folios of
this treatise . are missing; it 1s d1ﬁcult to say how many, th&

- .;";work is. niow" 1ncomp1ete 23

21 BABA1 LU . 1!1
$/22. Ibid. 'p.252(205. : o
23. Cf. A. VASCHALDE Babat L:ber de Umane'p ]
289]233 ‘The discontinuation of - the dwmo

1s a pomter 1o 1ts pamcuiar cond1t1,on The

mentmned in the last Memra Whﬂe 1t 1s so done m the ﬁrsi
6 Memre ' : - Bl -

Memm VIF ( T VII) bemg the last does not seem to
be a-continuation " of the -preceding Memmre, biit ‘an independent -

_‘(text)- o
.nto chapters ;
pponent is. not -
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. It consists of the -refutations. of the adversaries.” There: -

afe eleven propositions  of- the opponents There could have
been more in its original form. These proposmons need mot be’
verbatlm cltatlons . 5

y 2 Tractatus Vatlcanus (= TV)*

This has come down through a single ms. of the Bth:
century in the Vatican library (Codex Vat. Syr 178, fol. 229—'
234b. 228. 236).» It comes .after - Babai’s ‘“Commentary on.
the Gnostic Chapters of Evagrius;”” The title of the treatise

, “A Treatise against those who say: Just as the soul and.
body are one gqnoma, thus God the Word and man are one
‘qnoma; by the -author Rabban Mar Babai, - the. Archmaandnte~
of the Great. Coenobium.” 25 This separate treatise is availa-
- ble -~ since 1915 45 an appendlx to A Vaschaldes edltlons.
Qof LU 7 : _ o

Thls small treatlse has three parts concernmg the three .

aspects of one -and the same question: The impossibility of" - -

. the hypost_atlc unl_on, and natural union, the possibility of the.

24 The followmg are the eleven proposmons :

1). **The Word became flesh, and it is He Who (Hmu} was.
cruc1ﬁed and suffered and died”. ° He is in -His nature and in.
His'Qnoma, and nof another, that there nmay not be two.”

2) “God the Word, Who is incarnate, is. wholly (bkuleh) dead.””

3)' “The Virgin brought forth' God Incarnate.”” 4) “The flesh” ot' |
the Word, is the same as the Qnoma and kyana of the same.’””

S 5) "I do not separaté the assumed from the assuming, HOT. are
- there two somns, but became flesh.” - 6) “Just as body and soul.
. are one gnoma man, thus God ‘the Word and man’ are' one” ° .

- kyana and one:.gnoma, constituted from God and. body—soul =
- 7) “God . sent. His Som. and is. made from the woman.’
8) “God” 1ncarnate ‘18 ~anointed (msiha).”. 9) “Holy God holy' _
© Sirong--ope, ‘holy Immorial, who was _crucified for wus.”
- 10) “By His Will, He was crucified and He died.” 11) “You.

- confess that you received not the body and blood of ‘God; @ |
' 'but the body. and .blood of a man™.. (T VIL p. 252- 289}2{)5 233)

255 Cf. A VASCHALDE, LU, p. v-vi(CSCO 79)

' 26. BABAL TV,mp 291/235, Y, .S: Assemani confounded TV"_'- :
Cwith LU, and A, "Baumstark" Has reproduced ‘this assumptlonr_-.”.'--

(BO. I, 1, p. 95; A. BAUMSTARK, Geschichte; p. 138)."

2100 Al VASCHALDE LU (appendix)p 291 307/tr 235 247
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parsopic union, and the ‘significance of the expreésion, _* hypo-
static union™ among the Fathers of antiquity, % .

Qriginally TV could have been two independent treatises.
“The first part is argumentative, while the second part is
-expository, 2 EEE - ' e

The Interrelation Between the LU, TV and The T VIl

The LU is a well planned and well arranged work with
theological and exegetical reflections. It is the culmination of
the Anticchene Diphysite theological tradition. TV shows clear
-dependence on LU. The T VII was written after LU and TV, As
Babai himself testifies, T VIILis an epitome of all major ques- _
tions. 3¢ Severa] of the discussions in LU are there in abr:dged .
form. - e o

That TV is an epltome of some of the chapters of LU -
s clear from the f‘ollowmg presentatlon: '

LU (tr) .. .. .. .. C TV (tr))
P.. 93, 11-29 (ch. 10) = p. 236, 16-29 : at death the divi-

p. 143, 18-25 (ch. 18) . : nity of Christ did .
- ' : not separate from .
body or soul.:

cn 17

p.129, 420 -
130, 23-24° U

136,23-26 =P 241 39 242, 2; 243 2-5. dlscussmn'
R - oD gnoma, '
p. 129, 21-34 =7 242 2-7. 19—26 243, 5-6: dlscussmn '

R : o _ _ .on parsopa
TV p. 291~ 299/235 241; 299- 305 [ 241-246; 305- 306['

246 247 . _

29, TV, p. 291-299 ] 235-241; 299~ 307/241 -247.
©30. TVIIp252/2{)5 S _
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'p. 130, 3-131,10; 138, 14—15

131, 10-133,15 (*)
131, 13-18

132, 10-133, 7

133, 16-135, 13;
135, 28-137, 13

134,15 6
139, 7-8

0139, 9-20 -

= p. 242, 7“13

p. '242,. 13-244,26

p. 243, 17-21

= p. 243, 28-244, 1

= p. 244, 27-246, 8

= p. 243,11-35
= p. 242, 18-19 .

=.p. 244, 1-18

_ T VII also shows dependence on LU:

LU ...oee s
93,11-29 (ch. 10)

143, 18-25 (ch. 18) .

107, 12, (ch. 12)

- 123, 18f. (ch. 16)
140, 1ff. (ch. 18)

T VIL,
p. 211, 36-212, 2

= p. 225, 22ff.

= p. 220, 28f.
= p. 209-213;226-9

terms applied to -
Trinity

: terms applied to

Chnst

'+ mutual glvmg and

taking.

: the expressions:

one of the Tri-
nity and one -of
the men, ‘

: examples illustra- -
“ting the union.

: examples of fire

and wood.

: Christ is'not a - -

mere man,

: oneness of

patrsopa.

: at death divinity

is- not . separate-
from body and
soul, .

.- discussion on

unction,

I not two sons,

;. erucifixion o
. death’ of Christ.”

.and

- {*). -Bamal, LU, p. 162/i31 certain folios are absent in the ms.;
"~ so the dlscussmn on. the apphcatlon of the term 1s not S

perfect here :
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153, 25-8 (ch. 21) -~ = p. 227,22°25° . : refefénce to ‘the
. S ST e destruction” of -
T - _ Jerusalem,
235, 1. (esp. 239-241) = p. 221, 35-223,35 :"as body and soul

@ @VID " are onc gnoma,

Word “and “ian

not. one gnoma.

I-the TVII arguinents are -utilised to meet the changed

conditions -under the influence of the Monophysites and the .

arguments -are - directed against them. In the 10th answer to .
the adversary, in T VII, there is an indication as to the date

of its composition.’! Babaj says that the Jerusalem which
killed ~Christ is desolate, - Babai is referring to the defeat and - -

_ dlspersal of the Jews after ‘the death of Christ, He is making.
use of an oId Chrlstlan theme against the Jews, “‘temple and

- town.” Here, he 'is not speaking against the Chalcedonian e
Jerusalém, taken by Chosroes II in 612. Making use of the : -

example ‘of “the-old Jeérusalem, which crucified- God, Babai is-
- speaking ‘abouit ‘Antioch and:its associate Constantinople. Anti~
. och was brutally -pillaged:by Chosroes after 6i2. And then
- there occurred ..terrible. earthquakes in Constantinople.’  The -
. same happened to those who proclaimed the crucifixion of*

God.®¥® Babai thinks that - the ca]amlties at Antioch were due".- N

to theu‘ false behef

31 BABAI TVII P. 280&" /226 9. B
33 Isoialib 1, the Catholicos refers to earlier. earthquakes

~in Constantingple, and says that it is because of the introduc- "

‘tion .of . the Theopaschite formula-in the Liturgy of the: eity-by.
/Bmperor Anastasios (Iso1asB I, Own.the Trisagion,” p. 690f.)

© . Nestorius had already spoken on the calamities befallen upon .

¢ the Byzantine - Emperor Theodogius:, and upbn . Rome: under

- ¢ [ Pope Lea, as a result of their misconduct in matters of Fa1t11-- R
 (LH 519-520 [ 378-379: BEDIAN [ DRIVER). -

33, BABAI LU 238, 11-14 /193, 25-8; T VII 281, 11 14/

 221,22-25: Truly the ten‘lple which was in Jerusalem.is.made.a .

desert and the sacrifices and libations in it are rejected be- -
cause it ‘was not able -toicure the' ‘comscience iof - these who
sinned,” (LU): “Their ity is:destroyed; their ‘temple :is: burned;

. _and is made a. desert and behold they are dxspersed te all the'
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From: the reference-to the. defeat of Antioch, :it. appeafs
that T VIL was. written after the defeat of. Antloch ~and before
the beginning of the: defeat of Chosroes in.: 620 R

3 The' Sinall: Extract: transmitted - in the “Nestonan CoElectmn of -
' Chnstologlcal Texts” (= X) *3¢ SR

" “The toxt exists today ina 19t'h"century ms. copied from -
an ancient one.*® If seems that X is a self sufﬁclent treatlse
- of Babai himself, and.is an exposmon of the phllosophlcal :
1mposs1b1lity of holdmg two “kyane™ without holding at the |
same tlme two qnome” o ST

4 Dogmauc Flenlege E

The work has nof come down to us. But there isa
collection from the Fathers at thé end of the discussion:of the

L delegatlon to the Persmn King. in:612. It has. passages hows

- :cever from the Greek Fathers on1y 7. Dogmatlc ﬂorﬂeges both

“winds because they crumﬁed him, in Whom ‘God the Word uni-
tively dwelt’” (7 .¥/I). ° Thus happened this timé to the miser~ -

- . able Antioch and her associate which have united to themselves

this ‘most wicked blasphemy, to’ crucify ‘God through infidelity. ~
And’because - thersupon this. impious locution has ' begun by
:Anastasius; the wicked -King, and remained.the whole long.
period of - many years, the miserable city -was punished by di-
- fferent: ‘castigations, such ag.captivities, -serious . destructions
and various caIamItles but it did not turn away from its blas-
phemy. Behold, now .it is entirely desolate of its inhabitants,
tHe crucifiers ‘of God: ‘'some are killed, some are led captives
_.and others are dlspersed to all the wmds to teach all, how the
- punishment is to come ‘upon those who' crucify God and kﬂl 3o
their: Creator™ (T VII, 281, 14-26/ 227; 25-228, 2): S
i 34" L. ABRAMOWSKI " Nestorian . Collection, . p.. 207-209/
123125, _ T
35, Ib:a' vol. 2, p. ix.

. 36, There 'is a “similarity: between: X 124, 7—125 9
-(voi 2), ‘and”LU," p. 132, 10-133,°7 and: TV 243, -28-144, 1 _
' {discussion oni’ one’ Of the: qnome of” the Tnmty umted w1th one - :

- of the gnome of men). SRR

.37 J B CHABOT Syn Or . 579 580
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Monophysite and Diphysué were already in existence.’® Babai
might have made a col]ectlon from the existing one ot mlght
have added some more to face the new mtuahon

5. Against the doctrinal p051tmns of Proc]us, Philoxenas and
Massya :

- It is doubtful whether Baba1 himself ]omed these - three
writers together or a subsequent copyist prior to the ChrS had
done so. The ChrS, which makes the work known puts the
three together. As the title in the ChrS indicates, it is against
the ideas of those three writers, Some think that Massya is
the same as Meskena Arbaya one.of the faithful disciples of
. Henana.’® Anyway, this- work has not come down to the -

. posterity. ' '

6. Against Justioian

Babai' himself refers to his work against Justinian)
~ defending Theodore of Mopsuestia.*® From the corntext of the
reference of Babai, it appears that it is against the ‘Three
Chapters” condemned by .Tustlnian and the Second Council of
Constantmople :

A‘I._ -A Work Rei'uting the Comm_entary of Henana on the Nicacan
Creed is not extant. In his commentary on the Nicaean Creed.
Henana had " attacked . the teachings of Theodore, and
Babai teok pains to defend Theodore’s posmon and to glve
hlS own commentary on the Creed X! :

8 A Work defendmg the Doctrinal Position of the Persian
Diphysite Church before the Persian King is also no longer ex--

- tant, But we have the Creed of the assembly of 612. Although
Babai did not take part in the assembly personally, the: Creﬂd
‘was highly mﬂuenced by h1m

. 38. Cf. M. RICHARD, Les Floriléges diphysites in Chalkedon

I, p. 721-748; F. GRAFFIN, Le florildge patristique de Philoxéne
de Mabboug in Symposium Syrigcum 1972, Rome: 1974 (OC'i 197} '
- p. 267-290.

39. A, Voosus, School, p. 277, n, 15

40. LU, p. 82; 98.

41. Hts!orre nestorzenne 11, p 209



THE LIFE AND WORKS OF MAR BABAI THE GREAT 3l

The document of 612 is composed of three parts: The
Creed, the Results of the disputes and the . Answers to the-
questions of the Persian King,*? The ‘Creed” includes an “‘in-
troduction”, “the creed”, “the epilogue”, and “‘the request of the-
Fathers to the King for a head for the Persian Church.” The
Creed exists in two forms: one in the ‘‘Synodicon Orientale’

and ' the ‘other in the *“Nestorian Collection of Christologicak B

" Texts.,” There are some differences between these two verswns
in the arrangement of arguments. '

Nos, 9—14

As Visitor of the monasteries in the Northern regions
of the Persian Empire, Babai encountered different. kinds of”
heretics. He wrote a number of works attacking them. Although
many were extant at the time of the compilation of the (_,hrS
none has come: down to us.

: The Orlgenlst tendencies were w1despread in monastic
circles in the 6th and 7th centuries, No. 9 is against Origenism,
It seems more. probab]c that they were written against the
S Ongemst propaaanda in the Persian Empire.

CA certam Moses. was the teacher of Henana.®* But it is
not sure whether Babai has written against him especially, if
we follow A. Scher, who considered Moses an orthodox teacher..
Moses asked Thomas of Edessa to write on Christmas and -
Epiphany, and converted Mar Aba, the later Catholicos.** It is
" possible that Baba1 wrote against a contemporary “heretic”,

less known, PR Co ' ST

 John of Edessa and Marl\ seem fto have been heretical
Origenist monks. Isaich of Tahal was one of the faithful disci-
ples of Henana. The other fathful disciples of Henana were
Aha and Meskena Arbaya 45

42 1. B. CHABOT, Syn. Or. p. 564-580..
'43: Histoire nestanenne, I1, p. 189.

44, Ibid. 1. 3.

- 45, stmzre nestonenne, II p. 191
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: _15 The: Commentary on the: Centunes of Evagrlus Pont:cus (—CE)* o

| ot

In the Syridn Church, Babaiis one of the prmczpal' L

ommentators on the “Gnostlc Chapters” of . Evagrlus The
commentary of Baba1 has come down to .us in an 8th century
ms. (Cod: Vat. Syr. 178)%,. It contains Evagnus’ text and

_ _Babm s commentary.. The present commentary is an abrldged.-
version. of a larger one which Babai- had written- earher 47, The,

former has not survived,

Mér Babai made his commentary on the “Commq_n_;'.'
Syriac Version” of the Gnostic Chapters of Evagrius, known .

as Si In this version, the translator was careful to eliminate

the specific Orlgemst Evagrian Chrlstology 48 Babal ‘presents-

Evagnus not - only free from Origenism, bui also’ Opposed
toit 4% In the process of his bommcntary Babai tries to elimi-

nate the still existing Evagrian Origenism, not fully eliminated. .

by the Syriac: translator of the:S! text. 5 In the S! text and:

the Commentary of Babai, there is no ‘‘nous-Christus™ - God-
Logos and flesh umted t6 the nous, Jesus. Christ, -the sub]cct )
‘of Incarnation’ - Christology of Evagrius,’ contained in. the -
‘Greek texts, and in the authentic translation 5%, and condemned' ;
“in 553 and -propagated by the Origenist monks in Palestine
and. elsewhere®! Tt 'is very 1nterestmg to note that’ Babal‘

rea.ds Evagrms 111 the translatlon by Phlloxenus 32

':_46. WL FRANKENBERG Evagrrus Ponncus Berhn 1912 p 2_

A7) Ibid. . 352, 29-30.
. 48, Cf. A, GUILLAUMONT, Kephalaza Gnostica, p 227 233 6.
© 49.. Ibid. p. 263,
50, Ibid. p. 283. ' B
51. Ibid. p. 158-9. 169, for the Evagrlan chture of Chnst

cf Ibid. p. 151-6. A. GRILLMEIER, Christ in ‘Christian Tradition, -

-1, p. 377-384; F. REFOULE, La Ghristologie’ d’Evagre et I’ Orige-

nisme, in OCP 27 (1961), p. 221-266; D. B. EVANs, Leontius of = -

.Byzannum, An Origenist Christology, Washmgton D ‘C. 1970,

3 52. 'Babai speaks of “a heretical itranslation in Syriac. (the
" 'more authentic one as .in- the orlgmal Grcek text; made by
Sergius - of Resaina):cf. A. GUILLAUMONT,. 0p- ¢it., P, 221, -

261. 272. A. Guillaumont has. pubhshed the two Syrlac versions

together (Les six Centuries des Kephalam Gnasnca & Evagre lef o E

Pontique Parls 1958 (PO 28 1)
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16. The Commentary on the Spiritual law. of Aba Markos or_--
Marcus ‘Eremita ( = cCM)*

It is still an unpublished work and is transmltted in a
single-ms, in-the British Museum (Add. 17270)%* “This ms. is
written -in a good, regular- hand of -about the 9th  century.
It consists of 42 leaves (vellum), -all more or-less so;led torn

“apd mutilated. There areé from 30-33 lifes in each” “page. It IS.
a commentary on the two discourses of Marcus the Monk on ~

the .Spiritual law.”®* ‘P, Kriiger made a study of a.copy of
this -ms. and he testifies -that it-was very..difficult to read tha
“text.5 The “Spiritual Law’ has, accoxding to Babai, the double
,-motlve of being.in and imitating Christ.i in :his : twofold -nature. 56

17 Canons for .the ’\donks ( =)*

. This has.come down 1o us m an Arabic translatxon and
. has been edited, and .twice translated. 5’ Inthe ms. Canons 1-3,
- eare; mlssmg, canon 4. s damaged and canons 5-23 are kept

: 53. WL WRIGHT Garalogue of Syriac Manuscrszs in the
«British Museum, vol 2 London 1871 (= Caralogue), p 482-
(. 605). - : ] .
T 54, Ibzd Lokl ' :
.55, P. KRUGER,. Uberlzeferung und Verfasser der bezden
 Memre iiber das ‘geistigé. Gesetz’ des Monches Markus in Ost K.
Stu, 6 (1957), p. 297-299; IpEM, Zum theologischen Menschenbild

Babais des Grossen nach seinem noch unverd ﬁ%ntizchten Kommentar
zu den berden Sermones des Mdonches Markus iiber *“‘Das geistige .-

Gesetz”?, in-OC 44 (1969), p. 46-74. P. Kriiger -reads - “Babai”
An:fol. 40v of the ms. This reading was. questioned by O. ‘Hesse
~in"the Acts of the:17th Deutscher Orientalistenlag . (Markis
Eremita- p.454). After going: through the ms., A, Guillaumont
“could not find ¢ Babai” written there, but abed (fol. 40v). The
_‘nature of the- treatment of the Sub_]BCt is. similar to that of
Babai’s CE; but an objection is that, Babai who 1is a professed
“opponent of the Messalians, ‘does not mention them in this
: ..commentary, espemally when he cited Mark in another work
-as.-a -witness against the Messalians (CE TII, 85, p. 252) .

. {Cf. A. GUILLAUMONT, Le temoignage de Babai, p. 263 5) =
" :86. P.:KRiGER, Uberlaefawm, p. 297,

57, Ms. Vat, Arab. 153, 192a-1925; W. Honprsacu & .

. /0. Seies, ed. Ibn at- Taiyib, Figh -an- nasraniya, (GSCO 167/168), -
" Louvain 1957 p. 174- 178/176 180; A. VOOBUS T/ze Rules of
; _,Babaz p.. 176- 184 L )
SR RN
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" 18. Some Useful'Counseis en the Ascetical life (: CA) *

This has come down to us through four mss. ¥ It is
.an,important ascetical work addressed to monks. It contains
four comparisons between the Satan who assumed the form of
a serpant and the Word of God who took the man Jesus, % -

19, An Explanation on the Letter (s) of John Hazzaia

- John the Solitary, or John of Apamea (5th ¢.) has to

be distingnished from fohnm of Lycopolis or from John of

Bdessa. - Babai cites John in CE, ® and considers him equal

to Evagrius ¢, In his citation, Babai’is quoting from John’s. -
letier to Eutropios and Eu-sebios (CE fI, 6. p. 134/135= L. G..
RIGNELL, Brigfe. p. 80, line 18 - p. 81, line 4). % Babai does
‘not call John, “the visionary (Hazzaia) * but ““John the Solitary
'of Apamea.” It is not impr gbabl;_ that in later centuries, John
was calied “‘the visionary™.? Babai might have commented on
the letter or letters of John. At the uime of Abdiso, there was.

'some confusion regarding John the Solitary and Joseph Hazzajz. -
‘-(Sth c.). J. 8. Assemani translated the statement of Abdiso,
“egron d’Jausep Hazzala” “Epistolaec ad Josephum Viden-
tem’. 63 Recently much research has been made on Jola the
u-SohtaryG‘} But the work of Babal on the letters of Jo‘*n has

- dlsappeared -

758, Ms. Vat. Syr. 592, fol. 8b-26b; Ms, Algosh 247, cah.
"2, fol. 10b-cah, &, fol. 4a; Ms. Bagd. 6033, fol. 14b-4%9a; Ms.
Charf. pair. 80, fol. 33a-53a. Prof, Dr. Placid §. Podipara CMT
“has made an Enffhsh iranslation of it based on the Ms. Vat.
CSyr. 592,

59, Cf. Ms Vat. Syr. 592, fol. 13a (Memra II)

.60. - W. FRANKENBERG, 0p. cil., p. 134

61. Ihid. p. 16.

62. G. RIGNELL, Briefe von Jahr,nres dem Emsrea’[er Lund
1941.

63. Ampiso, Cataglogus I:brorum .. 97; J s, ASSEMANI
- BO 111, 1 p. 7.
. 64. G. RIGNELL, Drei Traklaié von Johmmes dem Emszedler
Lund 1960; W. STROTHMANN, Joharnes von Apamea, Berlm/New_
York, 1972; B. BRADLEY, Jean le Solitaire (d" Apamée) in PS8,
764~ 772 w1th b1bhography
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20. Babai’s Ascetical Work for the Novices. has not come down
1o us, Dadiso Qatraya cites from it.

Nos, 21-31

From the hagiographical writings only two are in exis—
fence today, one in full and other in part. Babai was very
much interested in writing lives of saints. Though we know
‘many of them by names only, they indicate his interest. Since
we do not have thé hagiographies, it is difficult to evaluate
them and divine his motives for writing them. Monastic influ—
‘ence was great in- the Persian Christianity. Babai might have
made use of this style of writing to expound the doctrines
of the Diphysite Church; and that would have helped their
immediate spread among the laity as well as the monks, But
‘how can one account for their total disappearance? '

The Biography o f Martyr Giwargis (= TGY*is extant in more
_ than one ms. % It is the history of & certain Mihramgusnasp,
‘born in ‘576 in the royal family, who became a Christian with
. the Christian name of Giwargis in 596 at the age of 20, when
© Sabariso (596-604) was the Catholicos.’® After some time, he-
became a monk under -Dadiso (588-604) in the Great Mona-
_stery of Tzla and his sister Mariam became a nun in Nisibis
itself. When Babai was the superior, three important events
“took place in the life of Giwargis: he opposed the Henanians;
took part in the delegation to the Persian King in 612; and’
worked’ in company with Subhalamaran in keeping ‘the Shrine
- of St -Sergius under their custody. Giwargis was put into prison
.in two places for 15 months, and in 615 was martyred When
he d1ed he was only 39 years old.%7

_ This monastic biography was written after 620 6871t glves
some indication regarding the internal doctrinal crisis in the
~ Persian Church in the seventh century

65. Br. Mus. Add. 7200; Berl, ms: or. oct. 1257, fol 542-
~719; -Ms. Dijarb., 961 Cf WRIGHT, Catalogue 111, p. 1207;
-J. ASSFALG Syrische Handsu’?rifren P 58 A BAUMSTAR{\., Ges-
chichte, . 138 n. 5.

66, TG (0. BRAUN) p. 262

67. Ibid. p. 271- .

68, Ihid. p. 221-222: In 620, Isosabran of Bet Slok was
martyred. At the beginning of TG, Babai says that he had:
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The -work “the Martyrdom of - Chnstma” is.an 1mperfect
work in its extant form.5® It narrates the ‘story of a cértain
“ Yasdui who became Christian from paganism. It begins with
. the general ideas on the glory of the cross and once it comes
1o the story of ‘Christina it ‘stops- abruptly ‘because some folios

~ -were lost. This affords -very few hagiographical references.’® 1

All ‘the other biographies have heen lost. Item No. 24
seems ‘to ’be an-:apologetical work, defending three teachers.
Mathai Msanyana was a-wandering mornk. . Ahrdham was the -head
of 'the scheool of Nisibis whe introeduced the names. of Diodore
and others -in ‘the -Dyptics.”! Gahriel Qatraya was Director of
the Schoal of :Seleucia.” Abdiso spealks ofa:Gabriel Arya .and-
a Gabriel «Qatraya.’® J. S. AsSEMANT considers -the first.one a.
writer of the.6th century, and the Second, one .of the 8th cen-
tury.* A. ScmEr thinks that the two arc not distinet” persons,
but one¢ ‘and the same. 75 Schér states that Gabriel was a con-

temporary - -of ‘Babai  the ‘Great and refers to the work whlch_"'

‘Babal worte -dbout him, But accordmg to-a ms, -in. Seert: invhis™
Xbrary! :Gibricl seems to have ‘been much younger than Babai ..
-and Had died much-later.”® If this is.correct; then Babax mlght SRR
_ have wrltten about another Gabnei ‘ :

Ramzso was- a d1sc1ple .of Mar Aba, and successor of . .
sai, -the Director of the School of Seleucra Later . Ramlso‘ _
ibecame ; the bishop of Anba A '

already wrltten the. hlstory of Isosabran He states alsoin the
same context ‘that beforé 33 years hé wrote the: hlstory of “Miar
‘Abraham, the first Abbot of Tzla, Mar Abraham dled m 588 So:
TG must have been written in-621 or later:
69. Ms. Dijarb. 96 (n. 49); Ms. or, oct. (Berlin) 1257 (n 21). L
CL. A: BAUMSTARK Geschichte, p 138 Ty 6 -J. ASSFALG, op. czt o
. 58, ' -
70. - P.. BEDJAN, Sahduta de Chrrstma,_ in Acta Martymm et
Sanctorum, 1V, Parls 1894, p 201- 207, ¢ '
71, See: above p. 4.
72, Cf. ABpIso - Catalngus lzbrorum p 172F; A. SCHER '
. E:rivains Syriens, n. xvii,:p. 19, - , :
: 73 Appiso ibid. p. 153. 172.
. 1. 8. ASSEMANI, BO EII, I, p- 153; n 3;. 172 . 8
75 A. SCHER ibid: P 19
o 96, Cf. Ibid. -
nAT Ibzd p.- 12 n. 10
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ISosabran was martyred in 620, Ismahb III as Cathohcos
a}so wrote ‘a- biography of- Isosabran (Lo '

- Abimelek: gf Qardu wast w teacher i 1n Balad and Bet Sahde,_
Isodenah does: not call: him: & martyr.”® The school of Bet

Sahde in Nisibis was.. close: to. -the school. .of Nisibisy . it was . .-

_established: with the approval of the authorities and the
encouragement of Mar Abraham: of Cascar, as an opposition -
to: Henana the teacher of the school of Nisibis: Abimelek was
appointed as the director of the school. He died before 588,
before Mar Abraham the Great who appomted the second
head also an Abraham a0

Jahn the Arab of Hirga®' . studied in Nisibis: and' later
became a pastor of the troops in the mountains of Siggar.
After a few years: he came to Izla, and lived there in a’ place
- called :Meare, near. the. Great Monastery.® A church. was built
there. after h1s daath “The monastery of Meare: of John the:

 Arab?’ was . still-existing at: the time of Isodenah 8% Ms.. Cambr SRR

Add 1979 attrlbutes a hymn to John of Hirta.

Damel of Babel buﬁt a: monastﬂry in: the- desert as. a
hosplce for the. travellers, 5 Isodenah-says; that for some ‘time;
he was with Abraham of Cascar and hIS mona stﬁry was. in: the
mountalns of Ourouk: (Oroh).®

¥ Gregory was:. from Bet Aramaye and: studied’ in the_
‘schooli of Seleucia. He- tatight ficst at Arbel. ands later’
Cascar. Mar Sabarlso made hlm Metropolltanz of? NLSIblS L

78. J B CHABOT, ed sttozre de J’esu Sabran, derite par
Jesuyab & Adiabene, in  NArchMS VII, Paris 1897, p 4856,
79." ISODENAH, Livre de la C'!zasteze, n. 41,
..81}. Ib;dnn42p*26 . ‘ .
: - 81  Cambr. Add. 1979 say,s,, inrt-a? (W. WriGHT,
_Cata!ogue p 146 ix.) T
' 82i - Bamal, TG p- 222.(Ox BRAUN):
83. ISODENAH, op ¢it. p. 249 (n. 46):
84. Bamal TG, p. 222 (O BrAUN) -
-85. ISODENAH, opvcit. p. 243-(m 31X

86. Ibid. 1. 56,p: 254—255 Histoire: nemnenne, 1, p: 187ﬁ'.' R
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. 'Babai himself mentions that the first biography be wrote-
was of Abraham.t’ Ms. Or Paris 234, n. 9 fol. 92v95,. is a
biography of Abraham written in the 13th century in Tur-—
‘Abdin. The name of the author is not mentiomed. It is
adapted from an earlier biography.’® In Ms. Syr 175 (Berlin),
{=Sachau 329), fol. 133bff. written in 1826 in Midyat there is
a biography of Abraham and the author cites from the bio-
graphy written by Babai (fol. 133b}. The author of the biogra—
phy says that Abraham first lived in a place called Madra in
the cell of Jacob of Nisibis (fol. 135a}.%8

References of Marig the sister of martyr Giwargis is
seen in TG We do not know anythmg about the biography
he wrote of her.

Nos, 32-36:

In the liturgical traditions it is usual to attribute liturgi-'
cal’ works to famous men. [t is not impossible that some
works at least, have their origin with the authors themselves..

. Among the five, the first four are missing. Henana also
wrote a work on Palm Sunday (Hosana).”* The Persian
Diphysite’ Church instituted this feast at the time of Cathollcosf
Babai (497 502).92

: Among the different ms, collections in Berlin, Paris,
Rome, Cambridge, British Museum, Mingana Collection, and
other collections. in West As1a d1ﬂ'erent hymns are attnbuted
to Babai. They are: S

i) Hymn for the Season of Annun(:lanon (Subara.) and
Chnstmas *

_87_ Bapar 7G, p. 221 (O. Braun).

- 88. Cf. H. ZOTENBERG, Cutalogue des muanuscrits Syriaques
et sahéens '(mandaites) de ld Bibliothéque Nationale, - Paris, 1874

A= Catalogue), p. 182.

89. E. SACHAU, Verzeicknis der syrischen Handschrl ften,
11, Berlin, 1899 (Handschriften), p. 553ff. :
90. TG (0. Braun), p. 223ff
91. Awmpiso, Catalogus librorum, p. 83. -
92 J.o 8. AssEMANY, BO, 11T, 1, p. 83, 1, 3
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'ii) Hymn for the Season of Denha (manifestation of.
Christ) (® ' ' ! S

iii) Hymn for the Season of Lent (%)

iv) Hymn for all Sundays of the Year (%)

. _ _4A
v) For ©Other Occasions (*) 7

i) Hymn for the Season of Annunciation and 0 [ Christmas {*) (H C): '

The following mss. contain this hymn: Ms. Or. Paris, 24; -
Br. Mus. Ms. Add. 14673, fol. 162a; Berlin Ms. Syr. 29, fol.
.119b (ms. or. quart. 803); Mingana, 507, fol. 68a; Ms. Vat.
Syr. 585, fol. 18v 19v.%® There are mss. of this hymn “in the
West Asianms. collections.  The hymn begins with the words:
“Brik hanani dabtaibaiteh parnes hayan”. It has becn prmted
by P. Bedjan in Leipzig and reprlnted in Rome. % .

{) Hymn for the season of Denha {epiphany) (¥)

“The following mss. contain this hymn: Ms. Syr. 43-
{(Berlin); ms. Cambr. Add. 1980, fol. 229a.% It is a hymn in
Honour of the Greek  doctors in accordance with the spirit of'
the Persian Diphysite Church. It contains the names of the:
“Gireek Doctors such as Diodore, Theodore and Nestorius. It
begins with the words: “Basbil k’ens uzadiqs d’etnasah halen.
warda qachsa ' .‘ ' o

5ii) Hymn for the season of Lent (%) (for the Sundays of
Sauma rabba)

The foilowmg mss. contmn thlS hymn Ms. or, Paris 24
Ms. ‘Syr. 29 {(ms. or. quart.: Berlin 803), fol. 122a; Ms. Vat,

93, W. WRIGHT; Catalogue, 1, p. 136s; H. ZOTENBERG, .
Catalogue, p. 9 (no. 3. r), E. SACHAU Verzezchms p. 125, ix’
{vol. B); A 'MINGANA, - Catalogue, I, p. col. 935; A. VanN
LANTSCHOOT, Inventmre, p. 1II (of. the year 1676) cf. 1.
MATEOS; Lelya-Sapra -(0C4 156), Roma -1972, p. 1144115'.‘7
with n. 3

94, P. BEDJAN,. Brevzarmm Chaldeomm Le1p21g 1886 (3
vols); Rome (1886), p; 57-58 (vol. 1),

95. Cf. E. Sacuau, Verzeichnis, 1, 161 W. WRIGHT, "
Catalogue, I, p. 154.- 8a (of the year 1722,’3) Ms. or. Pans 24 S
f(H ZOTENBERG Catalogue, p 9 (n 3 s) ' REEE
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: Syr 585, fol 21v: Mmgana 507, fol. 67b-68c. 96 It beglns witk
- 'the words: “‘subha lak Alaha »”

; _1v) H ymn for All Sundays of the year (¥}’

The following mss. contain’ the: hymn Berlin' ms. syr. 29‘ .

(ms: -orient.” quart.-803), fol..119a; Ms. . Vat. Syr. 585, fol..18r..

v; Ms. or. Paris, 24; Br, Mus. Ms. Add. 14675, fol. 161a.%7 It
begins: with the words: “Aban dbasmaya gadis b'aineh.” '

v)  Hymns Jor Other Occasions: (¥)

" In:the mss: there are some more Hymmns attributed to:
Babai, but we dbo not krnow for which occasion: they were’ -
written. Br. Mus. or. 4525; :Ms: Cambr. Add. 1998, fol. 200&;

Mingana, 25, fol. 135a; Berlid® Ms;. Syr. 43, fol. 234b,°% Ms. . =

Cambr. Qo 1.22 contains several hymns of different Syrian
authors, including that of Babai:- In some cases; the names of
the authors are erased ® In certain mss, the names of Diodore .
and' .others . are - erased- and other names are written over

them. 190 Tn some - cases,. certain expressxons of the Persian Di- .

physzte Church are erased by a recent’ hand and other expres-'

- s1ons are added 101

It is torbe mioted’ that i the Hudra, the Book Wﬁic]i"
contains the prayers for the Sundays and Feast Days the’ HC

o6 oF H. ZOTENBERG, Gatalogue p. 9 (n 30 W)

E SACHAU, Verzezchms, I, p. 126, n. xiv; A, VAN Lantscoor, .
Inventaire; p.. 112; A MINGANA Catatogue k. col. 93_5 of.

J.. MATEOS, op cit.. p.. 162-163.

. 97. Cf. E. SACHAU, Verze:chms I, p. 125, n. viii: Ag VAN
LANTSCHOOT, Inventaire, P. 111 H. ZOTENBERG Caiglogre, p. %
(i 30 q) WRIGHT, - Catalogue; T, p. 135r, cf.- J MATBG‘S op.
cit. pr 183 184 o, I
98 Ch Ge MARGDLIOUTH Descriptive: list, P46, W
WricHT, Catalogiie, p. 44 (n 5) A. MINGANA, Camiogue" T
 coli 73y E. SacHAU, VerZeichnis, 1, p: V6l. : ;

' 99 Cf ‘W. WRIGHT,. Gatalogue 11, 1082-3 (n. 8)

. 100. Cf-A. Van LANTSCHOOT Inventmre,v P B2 Ms Vat.
Syr. 585 (of the. year 1676)° £ 24v. 46t 431 £
101, Ms. Vat. Syr. 557‘5,.1‘1 3r. “pyrim

and instedd’ of  that ‘bdﬂa”'a tahan® er

. recent hand The same with' thé Ms Vat Syr 58‘5 fbl 18v—19v
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“is not attributed to Babai. Ms. Vat. Syr. 574, fol. 2v-3v con~
tains the HC. But the introduction is just as ““A Praise Recited.
© tiil Denha (epiphany)” (fol. 2Zv). It.is the same case in other
' mss.. Mar Aprem, the Bishop of the Church of the REast in.
India. (the Nestorian. Bishop of Trickur) testifies’ that in the
* - Hudra thé name of Babai is not met.1? Invariably, the collec-

tions of Hynns at thé end of the Psalms in the mss. attiibute: ™ "

it to Babai the Great., There is & serious reason to suspect.

. that they are an addition by later scribes, but the authorship-
. . of Babai cannot be fotally denied.

“The book on the soleminities of ‘the Sanctoral Cycle™
is understood' by J. S. Assemani as the “arrangement of hymns-
for. the temporal and sanctoral cycles according to the order of”
~ the. Chaldean Office.”'%" Babai might have given some ordér to-
the already extstlng Divine Office. But it is said' that it was:

~ Isoiahb III the Cathohcos who arranged the Office as it is-
today : ‘ ! .

. _8102 Ci. MAR APREM The ‘Nestorian Fathers Trlchur 1976
p: 85 .
: 103. J. 8. -ASSEMANI, BO 111, 1. p. 97, n. 1.



CHAPTER 11

.‘The P.ulitical and Religinus'Backgruund of thé :
Persian Empire in the Seventh Century

There will be a discussion of two points here, namely
-the historical and ecclesiastical background of Babai, and the
-Christological problems he encountered. The political and reli-
gious background of the Persian Empir¢ in the 7th century
places one in the whole context of Babai. His theological for-
mation in the School of Nisibis, his monastic training in the
‘Great Monastery of Izla, and the decisions of the Episcopal
“§ynods had definite influence on him and on his Christology,
His Christology ought to be understood in the light of the-
problems he had to face. Hence a discussion of those points
-constitutes the two articles of this chapter.

Art. I: Historical and Ecclesiastical Background '.

Seven points will be discussed in this section: The
-political sitvation in Persia in the first half of the seventh
century and the relation of Persia with the Byzantine Empire,
-the theological School of Nisibis Henana and the Henagians,
the monastic traditions of the Great Monastery of Izla, the’
Monophysites in Persia, the Episcopal Synods, and the Perstan
Synod of 612, ‘

Henana together with his group, and the Monophysites
" .constituted the double internal enemy againts Whom Babai
-made use of all his strength. -

§ 1 The Political Situation

Here the main concern is with the political situation in
_Persia during the period of Babai’s career as Abbot and
Visitor of the monasteries. The relation of Persia with the.
Byzantine Empire durmg this permd shall also. be briefly.
dxscussed S _ . : .
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of Nisibis, and’ Gabriel of Siggar, were' Cliris’tians‘."Am'ong the
great Lords of the State, was Yazden, a Christian: * The
kmg built a cHurch. and a° monastery near the royal- palace-?
for his’ wife' Maria;, the daughter of Maurice, thie' Byzantine
Emperor. On two occasions, in 591, on his restoration to the
throne, and in 593, in. thanksgiving for his wife Sirin’s concep-
“tion, he gave lavish gifts to the Shrine of St Sergius at-
Circesium, * Maria was Chalcedonian while Sirin was Mono—
physite; Yazden was a Diphysite, while Gabriel was a convert:
from DlthSlte fcuth to Monophy31t1sm

In 610, wheu Phocas murdered Maurice, Chosroes IT
took the oppertunity to-attack the Eastern provinces of the
Byzantine Empire. - He captured: Jerusalem, brought the Holy

Cross to ‘Persia,  attacked. and pillaged Antioch and almost. .

reached- the: very Byzantine capital.® He deported large nom-
bers .of Chalcedonians -and- Monophysites. to Persia from the.
conquered. territories. For 12 years (610-622),- he was the Lord
of: the Eastern . Byzantine .provinces; and during. this period,.
he followed his “diplomatic’’ policy towards the Persian’ Diphy=

site Christians. He wanted the support of both the Nestorians =

“and the: Monophysités,. and as an able administrator and -
shrewed: politican; Lie-tried-to pacify: both. In: the conquered:

terntorles the Monophy51tes have been glven the status of a =

.rlan Fa:th” was. c0n51dered the prmclpal Chrlstian faith of the
empire.- But he did net: permit ‘the “Nestorians!” - to prosper -
_under a supreme head; the: Catholices: IR

: 3. Histoire nestorienne, IT; ch, 81, p 524~5 lt speaks also ‘
;-of other Christians employed by Chosrees IL. .
Ci 0 AL ML L. HIGGINS, Ghosroes: IF s votwe 0 ﬁ”ermgs at: Serglou-
o polzs BZ 48 (1955), p. 89-102. . :

S © Cfi A. R. VINE,  The Nestorign Churches, Londbn' 1937

p‘66 76; 1. B. BURY, o__p e, . 214-225; M: 1. HIGGINS Thef-'_ :

Chapters in the H:story’of the szureh in " the szth’”:and Szxth.
. Centuries, Cambrldge 1972 ( Monophyszte M@veme‘nr) ‘p. 335.
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The year of 622, .when Mohammed: ran from Mecca to
Medina, marks a turning point in world history. In that year,
Herachus the Byzantine Emperor, “began his counter - attack
against the Persians, and in 628, the year when Mohammed
returned to Mecca, the Byzantine Emperor reached ' the very
Persian cap1tal This v;ctory of Byzantium over Persia was .
the last one-in & continuous ;series -of hostilities, between Sele-
ucia and Constantinople.® It definitively destroyed the Persian
-power and considerably weakened -the Byzantine Empire too,
50 that the -new Arab power under Mohammed, found it .very
- easy to capture Mesopotamia and-the provinces .of the :Byzan-
‘tine : Empire. '

The advance of Heraclius was accompanied by large
numbers- of Monophysite and Chalcedonian Christians to Persia,
and the Monophy51tes occupied’ several of the Sees and con-
verted several of thelr Vﬁlages

-Chosroes had Monophysxte sympath1sers inside his court
and that added -to shis': ““diplomatic .policy”, -towards _the".
‘Nestorians, The instigation .of the ‘Magi and Mazdeism also
had-a vital role ‘to-play:in :the sporadic persecutlon of the_
_Nestonans durmg the rexgn of Chosroes.

The att:tude o_f ‘the ‘Persian King undermined - the
‘strength of the Diphysite Persian Christians: It weakened their -
‘position and status as the Church of the Persian Empire, and
.as a; result, they . had to .remain without 'a head for several K
:years, and the Monophysites. estabhshed their bishoprics in the
Persian :Empire. According to the Anonymous. Chronicle, Chosroés
“Il.only pretended to-show favour to-the Christians. He .seemed
“to - ‘have  distrusted - .all Christians, - “Monophysites: ;and
Diphysites.’ ' B ' :

6. Cf. :R. E. WATBRFIELD, Christians in Persia, London
. 1973; A S. ATIYA, A History.of Eastern. Ghrz.mamty, London -
- 1968. ' .

' 7 Clzromron anonymum, p 19 :
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'§ 2. The Theological School of Nisibis =

_ The S:hool of Nisibis', the . intellectual centre of fhe
-Seleucian Church, followed the traditions of the School of
EBdessa.? In the Edessan School, Theodore of Mopsuesna was

the authority in Theology and Exegesis.’

In Nisibis and in the whole Seleucian Church, Theodore
“was ‘‘the Theologian,” ‘*‘the Commentator,” the °“Pillar .of
Orthodoxy,” and “the Doctor of doctors.””* Theodore’s works
"were available to the students from an earlier time, contem-
“porary to the life of Theodore himself, By the time Babai had
his studies practically all the works of Theodore were available
in Syriac translation.” In addition to Theodore, other

_ 1. Nisibis was regarded as ‘“‘the mother’, ‘‘the sourcec of
science” “‘the intellectual tower,”” ‘‘the mother of towns.'”
(A. VooBus, School, p. 209). Cf. T. HerMANN, fHie Schule von
Nisibis vom V bis VII Jahrhunderts, ZnTw 25 (1926), 89 122;
N. PIGULEVSKAYA, History of ‘the Nisibis Schoo! (in Russian
" with Frénch Summary) in Palestinskii Shornik, Moscow, 80
- (1967), 90-109; VAN - SELMS, Nisibis, the oidest University, in
T. B. Davies: Memorlal Lectures Cape Town 1966; A. Voorus,.
The Statutes of the School of Nisibis, Stockholm 1961;
W. WoLska, Cosmuas ‘et [écolede Nisibe in La Topogmpa‘zre
Chrétienne de Cosmas Indicopleustes, Paris 1962, 63-84.

2. From A. D. 243, Edessa came wunder the direct rule of
the Romans (J. _B. SEGAL, Edessa the Blessed Gi;y, Oxfor_d.
1970, p 14}.

‘ 3. Prior to Theodore, the authority in the School was
Ephrem and even after the appearance of Theodore,. Ephrem-
did not lose his position as the Doctor of the Church. In the

~later part of the history of the Edessan School there were two

. groups ‘among the students one supporting the traditions of-

. Theodore and the other, the traditions of Cyril (R. C. CHrsNUT,
.- Three Monophysite Christologies, Oxford 1976, p. 5).

.1 4. F. MARTIN {(ed.), Homilie de Narsai sur les trois docteurs
. nestoriens, in JA, IX, 14(1899), Parls p. 475. :

‘ 3. Qlyore began the work of translating the writings oF :

* ‘Theodore into Syriac (BARHADBSABBA, Fondation des écoles,

p. 382-3), Ibas is known in the Syriac tradition as “‘translator.”

He is associated with the project of translation of Theodore’s

works. (F. S. AssemaNa, BO, TII, 85) Qumi collaborated

with Ibas in the translation (Ibzd) Ma na translated the works:
of Diedore of Tarsus, Elisa is credited with* the completion
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Antiochene Theoleogians also were available in Syriac transla-
-tions either partly or fully. The School of Nisibis was, thus,.
the real heart of Antiochene convictions and propaganda and
from there it influenced the whole Seleucian Church.

Durlng his tour of the Eastern provinces in the Byzantine-
‘Empire, betweeén 523 and 533 Mar Aba, the future Catholicos,.
came in contact with several Christian communities and various
traditions.® Returning to Nisibis, he brought along a few
theological works of Nestorius, and Liturgies known as those
~of Theodore and Nestorius.” As Mar Aba was the teacher in
the School of Nisibis, he gave the impetus to translate these’
‘new materials into Syriac.® Thus, for the first time in the
- history of the ‘“Nestorian Church of Persia” Nestorius appeared
“during the time of Mar Aba. This was a new element in the -
"doctrinal history of’ the Persian Church, and perhaps it could
be the reason for the Henanian :reaction and agitation within:
“the: Church, Abraham of Bet Rabban contmued the movement

started by Mar Aba. :

. A major event took place under the leadership of
Abraham of Bet-Rabban. In 562 or 563, after the peace agree-~
ment called the Eternal Treaty for 50 years, with Chosroes I,
Justinian invited the . Persian Theologians for a discussion and
“asked King Chosroes to send some representatives of the Per-
sian Church to the Byzantine Capital, Chosroes sent a delega-
_tion consisting of Paulos, Metropolitan of Nisibis, Mari, Bishop -

"of 'a work by Theodore (Histoire nestorienne, PO VII, p 127);
"He might have completed the Synac translation (A. VOOBUS
School, p. 125)

6. L. 1. Scrpiong, Nestorro e il Concilio di Efeso, Mllano-
1974, (=Nestorio) p. 303; L. ABRAMOWSKI, Unfersuchungen,
P. 8. 199: she thinks that the journey was between 525-533;

P. PEETERS, Observations sur la vie syriague de Mar Aba,

Catholicos de [église Perse {540-552) in MGM, vol. V, p.69-112
(= Observatiens); J. Lapourt, Le Christianisme, p. 166, ,
7. L. ABRAMOWSKI (ibid). p. 7-13; L. SCIPmNI, ibid.
303, .
' 8. The three WOrkS The Tragedia The Book o f Heracleides,.
and the Letter 1o Quzma were thus translated (ABbDIso,
Catalovus Librorum, p. 35- 36) . R
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.of :Balad, Barsauma BlShOp of Qardu, Isai thednterpreter of
the School in - Seleucia, Isoiahb of Arzun the future Cathohcos
-and - Babai, the .,Bishqp of Siggar® Abraham of Bet-Rabban,
the then-director of the .school of Nisihis, ‘was .also invited,
but he did not go or perhaps he could not go personaily; he
prepared a.creed and answered:the questions.of the Byzantine

.court theologians.'® A. Guillaumont has récently. published'a__._.._..

‘Syriac decument, an extract from the discussion at. Constanu-

nople, !
The meeting couId pot bring about -any positive . result

After the discussion with the :Byzantines, there arose.an- ani=" '

‘mosity -against the Neo-Chalcedonian -teaching becanse .of -the
-complicity :between :the Monophysites :and the:Neo-Chalecedoni-
_ans: in .accepting ~certain -controversial expressions -and :in

condemning the “ThreeChapters”. Moreover, Justinian’s at~ -

-tempts were politically -motivated rather -than evangelical. When
the. delegation came back, they.included the names of Diodore,
Theodore and Nestorius in.the Dyptics. The Jlead came. from -
the School and .the Church accepted it. For this Abraham. .of '
Bet-Rabban - fell . into ‘disfavour with the Monophysﬂ:es in
Persia.’? Thus the dialogue paved the way fora further. aliena-
- tionof . thc Persmn and .Byzantme Christiaps. - : :

- The ]eadersh1p of ; Abraham of Bet-Rabban, gavc a deeper
,foundanon and convactlon to .the Iheodorxan Antmchene theo-

Jogical '1nd exegetical. tradmon through the mclusmn of the

names of the three Doctors 2. new commitment was, made. to

““Nestorianism”, .opposed .to -the tradition of the Byz:
Emplre The formulat;on of the delegation, “two natures
“qnome, one parsopa’’- .was also, in the:seyes of-the Byzantmes
a great deviation from orthodoxy, because they ‘were for -one
-._composne hypostasis. -

WO" _

That which was condemned in the Byzantine [Empire -

: 5.,became -orthodo:;y in Persia, -and what ‘the Byzan’cmes d1d ‘at

‘9. Histoire nestorienneg; 11 FO. ¥1I, p. 187,
0 ‘Histoire 1L, p. 628, n. 13-14. : v _

A. GUILLAUMONT, Justinien et 'I’Eglise de. Perse, p.: 62 L

. 1Extra1t de la. d1scussmn que - fit-] ’Empereur- Justlmen LAVEC .
Panl, :Evéque de Nisibe, qui.était nestorien.”™

12 BaBAl, TG p. 1560 (BEDJAN)
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then’ Synod of 553 was heretical in the eyes of the Per51an
‘Christians; what the Persians d1d in, thelr School the. mcIusmn
of the names of the Doctors in the Dyptics- was emphatlcally
unacceptable for the Byzantmes and the Monophy51tes ahke

15 3 Henana and the Henamamans

The. thll‘d hlst0r1ca1 Tactor: to con51der 18 the .internal.. o o

”Henaman agitation -in the Persian Church; simultanecus: with
the life and activities of Babai. Henanianism was one of the_'
chlef factors agamst wh1ch Babai d1rected all his strength

Henana.  was-a: Drphysrte Se]euclan Chrlstlan who ‘had -
his training in:the:-School .of Nisibis:~ He joined :the. teaching
staff;of - the: School’ when Paulos was: Bishop of Nisibis.  Asia
- teacher under Abraham (3+569), Henana had difficulties with
- the ‘authorities: and: had to:discontinue  his- profession for: some -

. time.! In 571, 'when- Bishop Paulos ; dled he returned to the

1staﬂ' .and soon became Jits. dlreetor1 i

A _,'In h1s exegetlcal Works Henana dev1ated from the mam '
stream ‘of” thought of the School based on Theodore of Mop-
suestia. He followed ‘the Comrnentanes of Orlgen and did not
accept all the conclusions of Theodore in various fields of
blbhcal stud;es In the doctrinal field, he deviated from the

Nestonan .tradition in Persia,’ and adhered to.the theoIOgy' . |

. of the Byzantme Empire. It is not certam ‘whether he  leaned
towards the Neo-Chalcedorian theology of 553, or, towards
‘Monophy31tlsm because information regardmg Henana is avai- '

. Jable solely from hostile sources. He might have accepted the . _

““traditions” around the Second ‘Council of Constantinople” and.
was prepared to, make concess;ons with the Byzantmes

_ Henana worte volumes like the great Interpreter Theo-
dore;: to almost all the’ ‘biblical books. and. to’ ali 1mp0rtant'.
: _theologrcal and 11turg1ca1 documents But except for two writ~

100 CE A SCHER, Traltes d’Ism Ie docteur et de Herzana:-' ;
. -d *Adiabene, PO, V11 (ﬂTmnes),p i Il sttorre nestonenne PO.- s
o XL p.. 530 o .

4
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: 'thejr Synod of 553 was heretlcal in the eyes. of the . Pers1an
: *Chrtstzans what the Persians d1d in their School “the. mclusmn'

-0 of the names ‘of the Doctors in the Dyptics- was emphatically'

unacceptable for the Byzantmes and the Monophy51tes alike.

/§ 3 _ Henana and the Henamamans _

. “The .third . hlstoncal factor to con31der is the internal -
-Henaman agitation -in the Persian Church; simultaneous with &~
the life and activities of Babai. Henanianism was one of ‘the
chief factors against which Babai directed all his strength.

Henana ;was-a. Diphysite  Seleucian ' Christian, . who had
his training in:the:-School of Nisibis. - He joined -the teaching
staff/of; the School when Paulos was’ Bishop of Nisibis. As'a
teacher under Abraham (+569), Henana had  difficulties with -
the authorities-and;had .to-discontinue : his-profession: for some

time: In 571, when- Bishop. Paulos : L died, “he: returned to the
staﬂ‘ and soon became 1ts chreetor1 .

: . In hlS exegetlcal works Henana dev1ated from the mam
- stream of thought of the School based. on Theodore, of Mop-
suestia,  He followed the Commentarles of Omgen and did not
- accept all the conclusions of :Theodore in various fields of
Lo ‘blbhcal stud:es In the " doctrmal field, he deviated from the
' “*Nestorian” . tradition in Persia;  and adhered to_the’ theology
- of the. Byzanffne Empire. Tt is not certam whether he leaned
'towards ‘the Neo—ChaIcedoman theology of 553 0T, towards
Monophysitism, becatse information” regardmg Henana s avai-
. 31abIe solely from hostile sources. He might have accepted the
© ““traditions” around the Second Council ‘of Constantinople and .
. was prepared to, make concessmns W1th the Byzantmes '

" Henana . worte volumes like the | great Interpreter Theo-' .
dore; to almost all the ‘biblical books.. and. to all important .
theologzcal and llturglcal documents - But except f‘or two writ-

Cft. A SCHER, Trmtes d’Isat le docteur e .de Henana".'-".-.

"d’Admbene, PO, VII (—— Traites),p = II stto;re nestorzenne PO
_;".XIII P-. 530 SRRHE

s
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mgs and g few passages on the New Testafnent Commentarles o
preserved by Tsodad of Merv al others arelost. 2o
Henana “had 'direc’t conitact with ‘the 'Origenist monks:
in Palestine. During the interim- period - when he was
dismissed from the school, “he made & jourdey to ‘the

Byzantine Empire and. tor the: @rlgemst ‘monks In-Pdlestine .~

in ‘particular.® His opporents connect h]m with Orzgenlsm :
Severmnlsm and Magmm

Henana tr1ed to make a synthesis of the' various
araditions-as Babai himself ‘did «in Persia. ‘Henana -wanted
to 'be ‘conciliatory, iso ile -adopted ‘formilae, 'which “hé
thought would Jead:to! better «clarifications. But his conélus-
Aoms -were suspebted and repudmted and ‘he “was donstdered’
Tieretical in the ““Nestorian® <traditions ‘of Persia, while the:
:solutions presented by Babal became nermative ffor them.
In a perfect Theodorian tradition, ‘among ‘the ‘“Nestorians™
of :Persia, any. deviation from Theodore was heretical. Both,
‘the " fonastic tradltwn and the eccleslastlcal authonty
-_condentned fhe Hananran movemeﬁt strongly ‘ '

S Even in 585, under the !eadershlp of Isoiahb T,- the_ '
‘Catholicos (582—595).- a ‘Synod ‘warned ‘against all kinds Gf
interpretations 'agaulst Theodore 144 defended Theodore and_
- "rebuked all those who 'in ahy ‘way spoke or wrote agamst :
“hin '_I‘hough Henana was not mentmned hy name,. 11: wa&'
dlrected agamst h1m4

: 2 The two. ‘wotks “éxtant ate: “Cause du vendredi d’ot,,
- :'and “Cause’ des rogations” .(Cf A. ScHER, ibid. p. 53- 82) :
: ;"C VAN DEN EYNDE, Commentaire d°Iso‘dad de Merv sur "1’ Ancien
' Festament, in- CSC@ 126/156 176/179 229f230 303/304 328/
1329 Touvain, 1950-72; M. D. 'Gieson, The Comméntarics "o f
Isho'dad of Merv, b!shop of Hadatha (New Testament. Commen—_
taries), in HS 4-11, :Cambridge 1911-16. :
_ -.3‘-', Histoire mestorfennie, “11. "PO- 13 ,p.:530 . “He . did. not -
" icgase: to traverse the ‘lands; of thé Orient’ unt1l the - death:
of Abratiam, Narsai’s relative and ‘employed: cunmngnes-s.'

et ~until he obtained his place (seat in the School)”

-4 cCh tbid; 1. B Cuagor, Syn. or., 136-8{398 400.




"THE ‘POLITICAL -AND -RELIGIOUS ‘BAGKGROUND 51

Since ‘Henama -did mot ‘pay -any -attention 'to the
strong-worded ruling of :the “Syned,” ‘Isobalibls ‘successor,
Sabariso (596-604) convoked a synod in 596, and rejected’
4ll teachings against the ‘Theodorian tradltlonf’ “Though not’
mentioned by name Henana was the target of the Synod’
rebuke 7 '

Under the authority of -the Synod "Mar- Gregory, the o
‘Bishop of 'Nisibis (596:6(11/2) warned Henana and ‘later
condemned -his writings. Gregory tried ‘to -get the -approvil
«of ‘the Catholicos ‘himself. Fhis attempt ended in the exile
of Gregory himself because :of ‘the ‘intervewtion -of :the
Persian Court_politicians. Gabriel of Siggar, the physician
“and ‘Sirin, the queen supported the faction of Henana and
‘thus he stayed at his post. But after the “exile of ‘Gregory

5. “It is reported also now before the Synod, that at
this time, men have appeared who are called by pame ortho~
«dox; ‘however,-in -their 1mp0rtun1ty ‘they ‘are ‘disturbers-of the

' orthodoxy, ‘of the teachings ‘and ‘the traditions of ‘the- ‘Church,
and are - fighting with . .an adverse ‘but" powerless . strength
‘against the enormous -power of the doctrines.of the truth,

“swhich by the assistance of .grace are piled up and. put into

‘the~writings and traditions: of the Interpreter, “‘Whoever: dares

in secrecy or in public . to be against that which has beén.

:gaid ‘and ‘written'by us -above shall be anathematized and

foreign to all- ecclesmst]cal ‘communities” (Ibzd P 137-138[

'399-400).

<6, Ibid. 198/459: ‘-"W-'e reject and anathematize all those:
whe reject “the ‘expositions, traditions .and teachings  of the
‘tested: .doctor, ‘the'blessed Theodore, the Interpretei; who try
“to:ntroduce ‘new tand foreign ‘traditions “full'of fiction -and
iblasphemy, ‘and:rise ‘against the “pure . and:exact teaching of
Cithat@saint -and of all ‘the true doctors, ‘the: mastcrs wof the
schools who have-walked ;in his vestiges.”

7. Timothy 1 (780-823), the Cathollcos understood it as
against Henana. In his letter to Nasr, the faxthful Tlmothy
asks- him,. ‘Have you not heard that. he (Henana) was ‘andthe~
- matized in a Synod by Mar  Sabariso?’ (0. BrauN, Timothei

ipatridgrchae T epzstulae, CS GO 74/75 Louvaln 1914~1915
p 233-4/161. T e
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in 601,’2 about 300 students deserted Henana -and- Jomed,.-
other schools and monastic centres . Lo

_ In 605 once ‘again the Seleuman eccles1ast1ca1 autho- .
tTities 1ntervened 1o rebuke Henana. The Synod under
Gregory the Catholicos (605-608/9) rebuked all who invented
new ideas and propagated a new spirit contrary to the splrtt-'

of the Fathers ® It referred to a decree of Bar Sauma-in the....

“Synod _of Bet-Lapat in 484 - regarding Theodore; although

_the Synod of Bar Sauma was not accepted as a Synod during-

his - life-time, - at. the time of Gregory in 605 the bishops__" |
' began t0.. quote it as authonty 10 . :

In 610 Henana d1ed ‘but very few of his followers '

tried 10 pmpagate his 1deas with the support of the court SRES

. officials,” In “the. Persian - “‘Nestorian’™ tradition, he is a
heretic md_ even _after_hls _ _death, the au_thoritieswrote agaipst

E 8 Cf Htsto;re nestorzenne II PO 13 p 509&' 530; MARI :
De’ Patrmrrh:s 545 Accordmo to Man there were 800_

‘ students ‘But J, M. Fiey considers that it is an exaggeratlon RER

' ble exagere de direé "avec Mari (p. 54/48) que” I*école .

o eSt;: deja, consxdérable - Iso! yaw le: Grand m OCP 35 (1969)
9y J B CHABOT, Syn Or p 210/’475 “All of us. umted_;-

rs: huit ‘cents éléves; les récits de-la crise: imminente -
nt.le:chiffre dans les environs de trois cents, cequi

.m the Synod define . that each one ‘of us must receive and ;o -
accept’ all tlie commentaries and all the writings of the- blessed_.-'

Mar.Theodore, the Iuterpreter Bishop of Mopsuestia” - The " -
“synod. also . excommunicates/. all :those -who . write against -
~Theodore: - ‘*Whoever calumniates or will calumniate inpublic’: .

or in- private, by. words or by writings, the words and: ;
doctrines ‘of this. doctor of: the religion; whoever proposes. or .
“will.proposc..things- contrary..to. his:. writings .or does-;_ it
accept with the ~whole heart the . things, which this:man of

- " God has written by the: wisdom: of .the. Grace .of God, - will. be

excommunicated and anathematized in heaven and earth by

- the: word: of " God’ who holds the helghts and the depths -

(pid. p. 211/476).

ORI {15 Ibzd p. 211;’475~
i ::::11'.'-
' MARGA Historia Monastzca vol. 2, p. 251

Cf. Tso‘1aHs, | Liber Epzsiulamm B 133ff THOMAS opf'.'_:._ B
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his writings. But he had some ardent fol]owers for some tlme
m Persra 12 ' : ‘ il

Accordmg to the descrrptron of TG, there were d1fferent

groups among. the Henanians.!. After the death of Henana -

.. there was.no. uniform teaching among his. dlsmples The Synod

of 612 was occasioned by the activity of the Severians and-

the Henamans The doctrinal points of Henana erl be dlscue
sed separately in the next article.

' a;§'_4‘._ The M,onastnc Traditions of the Great"Monasterjrof’ Tzla

From the earliest times, monasticism played an important
role in the Christian life of Persia. It was able to produce a
form of Chrrstramty notabiy drﬂ'erent from the one 1n other.
places : :

. ~ The monastre movement maugurated among the Persrans

in the second part of the sixth century by Abraham of .Cascar,
- called the Great, had a vital importance in the history of the
" _ Persian: Church. and in the life of Babai in .particular. After
“his studies and pilgrimages-in the West, Abraham founded the
Great monastery at Tzla!; to which he attracted y'oilng and
enthusrastle ‘meri. Thiy monastery evolved into'a gréeaticentre
" -of ~Theodorian- ‘Antiochene: convictions. It bcgan-as a reform
‘moveément whrch could transform the monastw system in -
Persw.2 : ‘ : : S S

, The nature of the monastic life under Abraham can be
learned from the rules. he prescr:bed for. the monks concernmg

: 12. Henana found followers in Tsaiah of Tahal Cyrlac
"of Nisibis, Sahdona. Babai wrote a book against Isa:a.h Cyriac.

‘the Brshop of - Nisibis became an issue of division of - the

. Christian . community in’ Nisibis (J. M. FieY, Iso'yaw le Grand,

OCP 36{197), p. 18-19); The schism of Sahdona was ended . ©-
" by his: deposition (A. DE HALLEUX, La Christologie de Martyrios-

; Sahdona dans - Uévolution  du nestortamsme in OCP:23: (1957},

 p.-5-32; IpEM, La vie mouvementée d'un‘ herenque de__ VEglise o

. nestorienne, in’ OCP 24 (1958), p. 93- 128..
.13, TG (0. BrAUN), P 247 ' :

~ 1, Cf. above, p, 4. o

'_ 2 Cfs A VOOBUS School p 207
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mainty. religious. and: ascetic. practices, which; were. veiled i:n;
biblical quotations and offered little guidance for daily life?
The community life was influenced by the great spiritual mag-’
ters such as Aba Anthony, Aba Markos (Mark the Monk or
Marcus Eremita); Aba Isaial and’others whom Abraliam quotes:
in his- rutes.t During the- 40 days.of Lent the monks: were, prox....
hibited to leave their - cells, exceptin emergency:® He introdieed:.
& special tonsure; head shaved in the form of a crown, so:the:
members of that community could be distinguished from: the:
monks of the Monophysites (Severians). The Rabban cut off
the hair from the top of his head; leaving a space like a wheel’
and.a crown$ S

. THC» canons by Dadiso who. was. the second hcad.(SSS_--;--. :
604), bound the monks to the faith of the Catholic Church,,
to the interpretation of the Orthodox Fathers, especially of

Diodore, Theodore and Nestonus and to the- teachmgs of the . .
monastic Fathers.” . .

B‘Y‘ t-h'e time of Babai, the third head: of the: monastery;.
tl}c: centre: attained leadership in the: whole church: in:organi-
zing monastic life, in.defending. the - dectrinal- traditions. agae.
inst: the: internal: and external enemies. and. in helping: to: defend:
it in: the court of the Rersian Emperor. From. 604; especlallyy '
after: 608 until: 628, Mar. Babai with the: help. of other monks:
guarded the communities against the Messalians and; other;
heretics; and in those days of political and eccles1ast1g_al cri-
ses it 'was the leadership of the Great Monastery: of Tzla that-
strengthened- the- Seleucian Church in- the “orthodox faith.”:
By a chain process, it operated throughout the Persian. Empire..,

3. A Vooeus, The. Rules. o f Abraham of Kaskar, in. Syrzac
* .and. Arabic Documents regarding legislation relative. to. Syriac' ds-.
*ceticism, Stockholm. 1960 (=Rules of Abraham); p-. 150~ 162 '
-4, Cf, Ibid: canons, 1.3, p.. 155 157, .

5. Ibid. cam, 5, p. 160: :
6. 'THOMAS OF MARGA, . Historia. Manastzca % 0. 40411

" with n. 4; ISODENAH, Livre de la. Chasteié, 1. 14, p. 237

: s, A Voorus, The Rules of Dadisos. in Syriac and Arabic
_-_.Documenrs, Stockholm 1960, p.. 163- 175 can.. i,.p. 168 :
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.. . The monks of lzla were under the current Evagrians
myst;ical revival preva]ent ampng the Syrlans and the GreekS,,.
‘While. among the Greeks. Evagnan thou,ght mtermmgled w1th\_
Orlgemsm, among the. Synans it was, deveid:of Orlgemsm,
<hiefly because of the. Syriac translation by Philoxenys.® The.
_ Seleucxans WEre Antiongemsts, because of Theodore’s. spirit:
they were imbued with. Added. to: that. there was a. cemphmty: '
between the Origenists and the. Monophysnes in the Byzantine
Empire. For the monks of Izla; Evagrius. was. the pillar. oft
mystical theology, devoid of all sorts of Origenistic features
and even. Amntiorigenist.. Henana. represented QOrigenism. to- them,
Bat it is interesting to nofe that these. ‘“Nestorian’” monks.of,
Tzla read Evagrius. in ‘the tramslation. of the ‘“‘Monophysite?’
Phﬂoxenus : :

- In -addition ‘to Theodore, the monastery studied the
newly ‘transiated: works of Nestorius and fiked the Seleuman
faith i the Theodonan-Nestonan patterns, The monks used
largely-thie works of Nestonus and thus a- new element - was;
¢ introduced’ into the hlstory of thie- Persian monasteries. '

The Great Monastery took the lead in disputations
with.the followers- of: Hénana. and:defeated them in argument-
ation.” The head of the-parallel school of Bet- Sahde estabhsh-
ad:in: Nisibis-by deacon. Elisha, came from:- this monastery.
The head of the School, Abimelek of Qardu had his monastic
training under Abraham the Great. The second director, an-
other Abrakiam; also was appomted by Mar Abraham- - the:
Great (+588) 10 I fact; . the monastery was the. l'cadmnr factor
in the ‘opposition to. Henana and’ in, the confirmation . of. the,
f;uth along the, Fheodonan—Nestorlan lines.

§ 5. The Monophysutes in Pers:a

The  Monophysitism" condemuned- inn Chaleedon in-451
and perlochca]}y hunted after by the Byzantme Emperors dId,

8. See ab;ove P 32
. 9: -Bamal, TG p. 495f: (BED7AN) o
x 10. :IsODENAH;. Livre. de: la. Chasteté, p 247 MARI De
‘3 : ;Patrmrchzs, p.:55; AMR, Dei Pamarchzs, ped4i e
S T M:onouhv ,sms‘m Mcmophymsm” is @ _r;ela};;v_ely.'
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. Theopaschles ” o

“+2. Empress Theodora favoured the Monophysﬂ;cs and R

- protected them. Constantlnople remained the powerhouse of i
Monophysism for long. (A. S. ATivA, ‘A History o S Eastern” - |

]
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1ot d:e out in the Emplre nor outside of it. Though there

arose d1verse groups among them under various names, they,
flourished among the non-hellenised peOple in Armenia, Syrla :

B Egypt and Ethiopia. The leadership of Jacob Baradeus un_l_ﬁed.__
" them. By the time Justinian became the Emperor, he found
. them to be a strong power and he did not follow..a.policy of . ... .

a general persecution of the “heretics.” He banished them in
Syria, allowing them to escape to- Egypt or to upper_-
Mesopotarma 111 the Perswn Emplre 2 ’

- The Monophy31tes had great theologlcal leaders in. the
6th century, among whom Mar Jacob of Sarng (+ 521),
Mar Philoxenus of Mabbog (+523), 'Mar Severus of Antioch
(+ 538); and Yohn Philoponus (+565), were the most xmporiaut
Mar Jacob and Mar. Philoxenus were Syrians and. studied

~Antiochene: theology in' the School of ‘Edessa and . wrote in
" Syriac. They chose to -follow Monophyswm and opposed the

Dlphyeute mterpretatlon :as they had studied in the School in -

Edessa, Since. they wrote in:Syriac, their- writings were - most

easﬂy accesmble to the Persmn Christians

Though the Monophy31tes had evera] followers in
Persm no. bzshoprlc ‘of theirs was known before 559.% It was
at . the txme of, Chosroes I that Jacob Baradeus promoted-'

. f

_modern name.. No one used 1t in the first centur:es of its.
growth. In the Roman Emp1re, “the opponents - of :Chalcedon - - -

were the “Hesitants”, the dzakrmomenaz i. e. those who had.

teservations about - acccptmg its - definition. They were = also

called the ‘‘dissidents’ ‘or thé¢ ““headless ‘ones’™ (acephaloz) In

the Persian Empire, they were célled the ‘Sevenans, -the

Christianity, p. 180). The Monophy31tes in Egypt  were not.
persecuted for fear of their reaction (R. BROWNING; - Justinian

- and Theodora, p. 41. 44). Emperor Anastasios was favouring’ the: e
' Mon0physztes and was:-appointing: the’ MOIlOphySltE Blshops AR
| exﬂmg the Chalcedomans (bid. p. 3D, .. Ca

“3.7). M. FIEY} Tagr:t in- OS 8 (1963) P 289 342 301
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Ahudemmeh as the first Metropolitan of the - Orient.* He
worked in and around Tagrit.® At the time of Chosroes II,

the Monophysites strengthened their positions in the Persxan.
Emplre with the support of the court officials.

' In the Persian Emplre the Jacobites (Severians) were

" centred mainly around Tagrit,® on the bank of Tigris south of”
Mossul, and the convent of Mar Matthai’ in Ninive near the.

T3NS of the old Nineve. They had there a few monasteries - -

and hermitages in the mountains., According to Bar Hebraeus,
Tagrit was from early times against the normative theology
of the Persian Church.® After Ahudemmeh, Qamiso (578-609);
and Samuel (614-624) were the Metropolitaiis -of the Orient.. .
Both of them consolidated the Monophysite position in the
“Persian-Empire. In 628-29 Tagrit became the first See of the
Jacobites in - the ‘Persian -Empire and’ Mar Marutha was:
appomted as the first Maphrian there? - From Mar Matthat
- _'_t_he n_elghbourmg places . and cenires  were converted Cton
4 L DUCHESNE LEgt:se au Vie siecle, p. 322.

5. .M. FIBY,. Les Diocéses du ‘Maphrianat’ Syrien 629-1860
in Parole de I’Orrem 5(1974),-p. 158: Before he was promoted,

:  he was Bishop of ‘Bet-Arabaye, ‘and was consécrated by the

Armeman ‘Catholicos, Chrlstopher ‘He might have been working:
among the Arabs - in-the no-man’s land on the border area
' and not in the Persian district of Bet-Arabaye itself. -
;6. Tagrlt Tlgnt or. Takrit (in Latin, Castellum T:gndzs
_ gwen by the Romans to -a formidable citadel against the Persian.
~.invasion),, From the Latin words, comes the word, Tagrit (J.
MOUNAYER Les Synodes Syrzens Jacobites, Beyrouth 1963,
p. 13, n. 1) from 628/9 til} the 12th c. Tagnt was the See of
.,the Maphrsan of the East. :

7. Probably in the place oW known as I—Iolwan on Jebel

- Maglub, about four hours’ journey from Mosul, . in the arsa

© between the Tagris = and : the  Greater Zab (DE LACY O’LEARY,.
- How Greel Science Passed to the Arabs, London 1948, p. 90; for

further details, .Cf. E. A, W. BUDGE, : The Ckronogmphy of Bar. S 8

: - Hebraeus; vol. I, London 11932, p. liii- lxm)

8.. Cf. Bar HEBRAEUS; Chronicon Eccleuasncum t.,.2, Lou-— N

" vain 1877, col. 63-78; I| S. AssEMaNI, BO II, p. 410. o
9 ) M FIEY Les: Dzoceses du Maphrmnaz Syrfen p 142
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Meonophysism.!® It is.said that inthe 7th-century, the Jacobites. -
had five schools in the Persian Empire.!! About 605, there.
“was Monophysﬂ:s propaganda in Hira in the Bet. Aramaye,
region, and the Julianist heresy. was prevalent there. through;
the activities of a certain Sergius.'”? Mossul was essentially a

““Nestorian’ :area, but the Jacobite infiltration: has brought

some to them. By the end of: the 6th century, there was A

.considerable. number of Jacobites. there 13

— Thus by the beginning of the 7thec., there was large.
N number: of Jacobites in-the Persian Empire. Though there was:
no organised hierarchy for them, they. continued their actlvlty._ '
-of converting, the. Diphysites: to the Monophysite; Faith. The.
Jacobxtes hated the Diphysites in- Persia, calling; them;.
“‘Nestorians”, Hailing S$t. Cyril as the pillar of orthedoxy, they:
.showed exaggerated horror for the Diphysite: faith: to.Chaleedon,
‘to. the  “Tomus” of Leo, to the Antiochene theologians and.to,
.+the Seleucian D1p,h){s1te Chqx_stna@s In. the condemnation of th_c;_:
““Threc Chapters” in 553 the Seleucians saw the hand of the
‘Monophysites. The Monophysite success and presence in Persia
irritated the Seleucians. When: several of their- centres -and .
-churches became Jacobite, because of: the imperial support; the

10. Thus: Bartelli: Qaraqoa; Bet-Hudaida: and the: sur-
mundmg ‘villages. at. the. region. of Nimeve: changed obedience:
before '615. (). M. FiBY, Assyrie. Ghrétienne, vol. IT, p. 417. 441, =
-442). In Ba'siqa thcy acquired. a- stronghold the Aramean -
“town -Bazhani and Magara and Merge also became  Monophy-

site. Bet-EBdrai and Bet-Daniel- also passed-to Jacobitism. {tbid)."

- I1. The Monophysites had- schools in Bet-Qoqi (Qiai),
Bet~bar Terlai (bar-TeIlv Bet Bani, Surag, and Tel] Salma-'
(ibid: p. 488-9). -

12, In the beginning of the 6th century the Monophy—
sites, expelled from. the: Roman Empire, - arrived’ in Hira. The
-Catholicos: Sila of 'Seleucia-Ctesiphon (503-523), gave: them. an.
ultimatum: either profession. of Diphysite: faith: or: exile; .some; -
accepted. his: anthority, .while: others™ refused. About 549 the. -
_Julianist heresy was professed. there :and. even.at the sbeginning:
-of the seventh century' it was. strong: there (Zbid: p. 226-227).

13, 1. M. FIBY, Mossoul. Chrétienne; p; 13-14;. Mossulwas

' called “Hesn,a Ebraya” After; the- muslim attack in: 637, 1t was;
called ‘Mossul”, the. point of. meetmg ‘



THE POLITICAL AND. RELIGIOUS BACKGROUND 39

Seleucians felt stfong indignation, but they were unable to.
hinder this growth, : S

~§°6; The Episcopal Synods-

The doctrinal enactments of the Episcopal Synods also. -
form an integral part of.the theological tradition. The Seleucian
Church held several Synods and formulated doctrinal proposi-
tions. Their synodal-acts begin in 410 with the Synod under Isaac
and Marutha of Maipherkat.! It was. at.this Synod that the
Seleucians accepted for themselves: the Creed: and: the decrees.
of the Council of Necaea? In snbsequent centuries, though.
different. formulations. appeared, they. never deviated: from this
Nicaean faith, onee accepted m the Synod- and 1t continued to-
be thelr official Creed.

Th.e: different Symods. of the: Persian. Church.could, be:
found: in: the- edition of: J. B.—.C.habo.t.s' It was the custom of the:

1: J B. CHABOT, Syn. Or. p. 17—36 J. 8. Asscmam has
confounded this Marutha Bishop: of Maipherkatt (Martyrio--
polis) with Marutha of Tigris, the first Maphrian of the .
Tacobites in:the; seventh. century: (B0, I; p. 174f.. 11, 401). The
Marutha here in question played. an 1mportant role. in. the.
Pers)xan Synod of 410, and.he died before 420 (Syn. Or. p. 255,
n. 2

2. The Creed exists in. two recensmns the more com-
monly known is that which is published’ by J. B. CHABOT in-
Syn: Or. (p: 22-23/262-3). The other one is - the one published’
by-T. Ji: Lamy basing: on- a: smgle codex. and: later published-
by A.. Vidpus: with. some: correetionsy, basihg: it on. several mss:
{T. ). Lamy, Concilium Seleuciae:et: Cte;s‘zpizom habitum anno 410;.
Lovanit 1868 A. VooBuUSs, New Sources for the Svmbol in early
Syrian. C'hrzsuamty, i Vigilie: Christianaes  26; (1972), p. 291-6:
Note the: comment of J. Gribomopt;. “The first. Synod. of the,
Church in Persia.topk place at Seleuc1a Ctesipon,. 410. The
Nestorian version of the Sgléucian creed’ scrupulously repro—

O dizcés the Nicaenum:. The Jacobite: version: gives it a peculiar-
-wording; thus- it is- apparently earliér. The- Nestorian: formula:
probably. comes: from: the Syriac version  uff the: Acts of Chal=

cedon’’ (Le: Symbole: de Foi.de SeleucierCtesiphon:(410), in- A: Tribute. - - '

1o Arthur Vécbus, Chlcago 1977, p. 283-294:294).
3. 1. B. CHaBoT, Syn: Or;; A German version in- O BRAUN
Das Buch der Synhados Stuttgart—Wlen, 1200. - :
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Syndds to make’ formulations of Faith based on. the Nicaean
- Creed. A previous article presented their attitude to Theodore-
of Mopsuestia, which was always the same: Just as St Cyril
was the pillar of orthodoxy for the Chalcedonians and - the

Monophysﬂes Mar Theodore was their theologian and doctor Sl

upholding the orthodox faith of the Catholic' Church.*-

"All the expositions of the different Synods are in 1ine
with Chalcedon. They employed less - techmcal terms and ex—
pressed the doctrme in simple terms. :

'If one makes an analysis of the different . Creeds and‘
-Synodal enactments of the Persians, it will be clearly seen that.
. basically they . were Chalc‘:edomans Although. they did. not’
- formally accept Chalcedon, they taught the Chalcedonian
doctrine very clearly and fully, But they had.adopted certain

'_ - expressions: ini accordance with their taste, and except: in’ “the

~use of words,” there was no difference between the Persians:
and thc Byzantmes (Chalcedomans) L

/§ 7 The Pers:an Synod of 612

The gathering - of 612 ‘was occasmned by the plot of

Gabriel of Siggar in the election of the Catholicos. Accordmg
to a previous decision, Chosroes IT had prohibited the election -
of a head after the death of Gregory. So the Persian Church
remained without. a head from 608/609. In the meantlme Gabriel
of Slggar managed. to. change. the mind of the king, Gabrlel :
wanted to have his sympathlser as Catholicos, and: he sided:

© with the “dissidents” of the ' Nestorian trad1t1on” the Hena.— :

‘nians, and the Severians (Jacob1tes)

- Tt is not quite clea.r from Whlch group Gabrlel wanted'
to have a Catholicos. The Severians alone did not have the -
- strength enough to have a Catholicos from their midst. So he

wanted to have a person from the I—I_ena_mans_ __w_ho_ would - -
support: him. There were Henanians' who -adopted the Mono- . &~

physite views and this group -might have: been: prepared: io '
accept.a “Theopa_sqhite’f Bishop as head. In TG; the. opposing . .

4. See abov_e,‘p."'_‘.-iﬁ_ff.'-j N
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grbup is called Severian, and the . Henanlans are mentioned:
\only once that they" 301ned ‘with the Severlans v

_ “The ¢ Nestonans” so called by the opponents knowmg .
-the plot, quickly mtervened and the king asked the two sides:
10 hold a dispute.  Then a delegation, consisting “of bishops,

priests, monks and a deacon took part in the gathering. The .
idelegation included Subhalamaran; Metropolitan’of -Bet:Garmai,

the leadér, who was eventually put to-prison in 6202, Isoiahb
- Arbaya, Bishop of Balad, the future Catholicos who was exiled, -
Gabriel Bishop of Nahargoul Mar Yonadab, Metropolitan of
Hadiab, Sergius. of Caskar, Mar Giwargis, the future martys,

Andrew a priest, Mar Michael Malpana from Bet Garmai,’
Deacon Gausiso and Mar Hananiso the monk.® The delegation

- “wrote a formula of faith, held a dispute with the opponents‘
) and wrote down the results and answered the questions of
the King. Mar Giwargis translated the documents from Syrlac'
‘to. Persian.t But .at the end the King did not permlt them
to have a .Catholicos,” nor did he allow the opponents around

:Gabriel to- mstalla head. - The Creed ofthis assembly was’
presented earller > : -

Although Baba1 dld not take ‘part ‘in it, he had a ‘major

- mﬂuence on 1ts documents and the representative of . the

Monastery of Izla. was later crucified because of the treachery

of Gabrial by denouncmg Mar Giwargis “to.the emperor .that -
“he was a convert from MagISm “a crime” deserving - capital .
pumshment s e

o

,1.- 7G (0. Braun), p. 247..
CIbid. p. 259. 0 .0 ' ‘
iy 3 * Histoire: nestorienne, i p.-529. 534 6 TG (P BEDJAN) .
P 507; (0. BRAUN)," p 253.258-9, >
4., Ibid: p. 257. ;
5. See above, p. 30-31.
,6_'._ _3ee above, p.. 35,
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Art. I - ‘Theolagical Problems
In this article there will be a brief review .of the main

‘theological -and Chrtstologlcal problems, -discussed in the
“Book .of Union™ and the other writings .of Babai, to see how

“the old problems -appear under .new circumstances. They -are . - a

discussed under.five. headings : Hy,postatlc union, Theopaschism,
‘Henanianism, The title, “Mother of God”, and The Accusation
of “two-.-sons”,fand. “quaternity” instead ef Trinity. The first =
‘two, namely ‘‘Hypostatic Union”, and ‘“Theopaschism™ are
the two.main ‘“‘Nestorian problems Henana and his followers
posed-serious theo]ogmal and. Chrlstsloglcai probiems to Babai.

‘Henana was accused of all kinds .of heresies. The title
“““Theotokos” was the touch-stone of orthodoxy since 431 and
ithe Nestorians -used to .give .their own interprétations to it.
‘There had been always hesitation in the Nestorian circles in
.the unquahﬁed use-of the.expression. The. accusa’uon of “two
rsons” and “quaternity” instead of Trinity was as old as the'
.accusatmn of Nestorlamsm in Nestorius. ‘There ‘will be - a
discussion on the history of these problems followed by that
of Babai’s. There is no intention to anticipate the solutions

given by Babai to these . problems. .Rather, basing on the
‘mformatlon given by Babai there will be an attémpt to see
"how the old problems appear to the new Nestorlan theologlan

-f-§ 1, Hypostatlc Union

St. Cyril of Alexandrla used the expressions, natliral _
union (hencsis physiké), and hypostatic union (herivsis kath”.
hypostasin) to designate the union of the two natures in the

" Incarnation of the Word.! Basing on the Alexandrian theologi-
- ¢al tradition, Cyril insisted on.the unity of Christ. He sees the
union in Christ resulting from the “Person’, and :the duality
‘from the " ‘matures?’. "Hypostatic. union -meant for : Cyril, the.
upion in one Person (hypostasis) -of:the divine and the human’
natures. Jesus Christ is both God and man because of the

1. CyRIL, Ep. 2 ad Nestorium (Ep 4y PG 77, 45 B-C;

Ep. 3adNestor1um (Ep 17) PG, 77 106 ff.; COD. p. 40, 41, 44. S

46. 47. 48,
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hypostatic union. The natures .are united without .mixture .or
confuswn St Cyril’s natural and hypestanc umon withonut’
mixture .or -confusion had deﬁmtely its value had the
deeper theologlcal 1n51ght but he lacked .the clar:ty of
expression, which the Antiochenes, his brethren in EpLScopa.cy
-had and they lost no opportunity. to -attack him. :

His termmology and attitudes gave occasion for mis- .

understandmg He was . flexible and ‘could -easily ‘modify his.
‘vigws. Qne can note a great difference between his earlier and
“later -works. The young Cyril followed strictly .St. Athanasius..
Duaring. this peripd, Cyril -does not indicate - the - theological
importance of the.soul .of -Christ. The flesh was .for -him .the
subject of Christ’s suffering, 'samctity and glory. ‘He had no
~hesitation -to uwse the  expressions sueh -as, ‘‘inkabitation;’”
titemple,”” “assumption’ ete:2 In.the :Anti Nestorian struggie,.
* «Cyril applied himself «to -the :study of “Christology "in -depth,. .

o and .one¢ can mnotice ~development -of his ‘thought -during -this

iperiod. He- accepts-a ratioﬁzﬂ -soul: {psyche ilogike)3 -and rejects
ithe expressions such-as, “‘indwelling” (enoikesis) “conjunction®

Lsynapheia)-or “close partxcxpatlon” “(henosis schetike)* ‘He made

use of the: expressxons phy31s and. hypostasrs w:thout .any’.
. distinction, to signify “‘nature’” as well as “person”.® The
dngarnate Word was fot Cyril-one ‘physis, one -hypostasis and
Ohe prosopon. He iemployed the example of body and soul to-
“explain the -Christological ‘unien®, He accepted the “‘mia physis’™
. sformula of Apoﬂma‘rms thinking that -it -originated - from: '
StAthanasms7 S g

2. IpEM, Thesaurus 23 24, 28 Dmlog 5
3. Cf.. Ep 4,
4. Cf. Ep. 17, 4-5. :
_ '5. Cf. Ep. 46, 2 mla phys:s tou logou sesarkomenc” Ep,..
S 17, 8 “mia hypostasm ‘tou 'theou logou sésarkomene”; . He
' “jdentified ‘hypostasis with person (Ep.'17:-COD, p.48). ST
6. ‘Ep. 17, 8: “For the one and sole Christ is not twofold, -
" although™ we conceive of Him as consisting -of ~two distinct
-substances inseparably . united, even -as a man is-conceived of
as consisting of soul and body, and yet is ‘mot twofold hut ong
of both.” :
7. APOLLINAR!US Adverus Jov. 1 (LIETZMANN P.. 251)
CYRIL De Recta Fide ad Regma I, 8. PG, 76, I133f. =
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- In hls “Laetentur Caeh” he ant1c1pates the d1v151ve", :
. -Christology of Chalcedon:® “And as to the ekpressions concern-
ing thé Lord in the Gospels and Epistles, weare aware’ that A
theologians understand some as common, as relating to “onge =
person, and others distinguish as relating to two  natures, -

-+ .explaining those that befit the divine  nature according to-the -
‘Godhead of Christ, and’ those of humb]e sort’ accordmg to hIS.
rmanhood” e .

St Cyril fought against Nestorianism and Apollinarismy.

But he was accused of Apollmarltm Arianism and Monophy—' _
sitism.- His -acceptance of * the “‘mia physis™ expressmn of -
Apollinarius gave  his opponents an occasion to attack hlm'
‘Moreover, he spoke of two- natures before the umon and one
mnature - after ‘the union ‘of the “Word with the flesh: “ We® say-_'
‘that two natures are united, but that after the union there:is
no: longer a division intotwo; we belicve,” therefore. in one =
nature of the: Son: (“m:an cinai -pistenomen ' ten ‘tou - umiow
. physin’y; because He is ‘one though  become man and flesh’:

.Apolhnanus -identified - nature “with- person “and: taught that

-:there was only  one. natufe -in- Christ. By “mia physis?’ -Cyril -

‘meant- the  union ‘of the Word with - a: perfect human- nature, o
' 'subsmtmg 111 the Word .153: T = R _— e

The expressmn natural and hypostatw unign was. very A
’adear to Cyril-and he was; not in: a- theological position; to try - -
to understand the. expressions’ of his' theological” adversaries:!® .
“If we:reject”’; Cyril writes, - “this - hypostatic:union: either: as- 5
1mpos:31b1e or unmeet, we fall into" the error of  making two "~
:sons’”.  His opponents  bluntly- express their mcapablhty m_"
_mnderstandmg the “hypostatlc “upion” '

Nestorlus, for example, understood hypostatlc and-‘
natural union (as the union of ‘body and soul) .as;, resultlng' .
dn a combu]atlon and confuswn “of ‘natures, formmg a new L
-composﬂ:e nature and eausmg suﬁ‘erlng to. the Dmmty But B

: 8 Ep 39 PG 77 173ﬂ' M FOUYAS Th_e‘ Person of -Jeésus -

vChrzst, p. 857 SRR

' 9. Ep. 40 ad Acacmm
“10 Ep.4
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St Cyril: never meant that, and:he: positively held asygchthS‘
henosis.\' Nestorius drew. logical conclusions from the premises:
of Cyril, which. the- latter never thought of. For Nestorius,
hypostatic union - was in ne - way. admissible,!* This - union, as,
he: sees it, is corruptible and passlble As the soul suffers, w1th;_
the_suff_ermgs. of the bedy -in a natural: union, so. the leIIlltY;'

- suffers with the sufferings- of the body.'®* Nestorius- rejects-the -

analogy of body and soul for the union of Word and man
and accuses St Cyril' of Arianism. Taken in themselves, souk
and body are incomplete matures and in the union they suffer
mutually and their union 'is a second creation.'* For Him the
very concept of hypostatic umon was umntelhglble 15 Nestorits
never triedto see Cyril from the latter’s view pomt and was
monotonously argumg against the expression “natural” and
“hypostatic union”. In his logical conclusions Nestorius' may
“be correct, bt in hIS intuition of the truth of incarnation
” 'St Cyril was correct and' in their passion for othodoxy,‘ each
.one faﬂed to see the pomt of view of h1s brother'

"Theodoret of Cyrus . acchsed Cyril of Apollinarism,*®
- and calls him the inventor of the hypostatic upion. As such,
he: says, the expressmn is seen neither in the Scriptures -nor
in the Fathers 17" Theodoret took physis, and hypostasis. as
syn_o_n_yms: and ucnd,crstood them to. mean subs_tance”’ and

‘11.. Ep. 39,
‘12, NESTORIUS, LH . 4950, 161. 179 (DRIVER) L. I
SCIPIONI Ricerche, p. 08: Nesrarm, p. 109. 395-3%6. - .
/13, Nestorius, LH 162 (DRIVER).
“14. Jbid. p. 8-9; 33-39; 161-162; 313-314. :
=15. Ibid. p, 154 155: “Why do you wish that there should
be an hypostatic union which makes us neither understand-
that there is (in the union) . ‘the ousia of man nor understand
{that he is)  man. in nature, but God the Word in nature, that -
is, God who is not in nature what he is in his nature through\

- _the -hypostatic. union, wherein there are. no distinctions. and

o definitions- of - the -various (elements) . What 1s ﬂns un-

1nte111g1ble hypostatic union?> .~ R
; 16. THEODORET HE, V, 3: PG 82 119 D;- Reprehenszo,_ -
- PG 76, 389 Aff.; Ep. 150: PG -83, 1413 A-1416 "B, _
B 17. THEODORBT Reprehenszo PG 76, 400 A.
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“nature”. So for him a union by nature or substances s
" inevitably Monophysitismt a mixing (Krasis) of the natures; ¥
A natural union is a forced union uniting parts which are
on the same level of being: i. e., whose beingis similarly limited’

in time, created and subject to slavery.'® In the case of the .

umon of Christ the analogy of body and soul is inadmissible, 2%

Let us now see how Babal presents the point: He-con~ .

s1ders the profession of the ““natural and hypostatic union
(hdayita kyanaita wagnomaitz) as the basi¢c Christological error.’ .
Cyril is accused of following the teachings of Arfus and on.
some occasions of Apollinarius and on others of Manichaeus.
He is accused of inconsistency in his teaching., He accepted.
“‘assumption” saying that Our Lord took a complete man;
~but later, says Babai, “he spoke of a natural and hypostatic- -
union, saying that, ‘God Himself is born hypostatzcal!y, accor—,
- ding to the flesh and suffered according to the flesh, and. -
tasted death according to the- flesh.”” Cyril took away the:- -
- properties of the humnmty of our lord. 21 '

Accordmg to Babai -the natural and hypostéttic union is. . . .

" a necessary and a forced one as the union of soul and body, -
resulting in the one ‘ gnoma”, man.?? The natural'union results -
in the mixture of the two; the hypostatic unjon results in -one '
hypostasis. ‘When apphed io Christ it is an 1mpossxb111ty ancf_
a cuntradlton .

18. Ibid. 400 B.
19. THEODORET, Erannfes 2 PG 83, 145 A.

20. 1bid, _ , _
. 21. Bamati, LU, 75, 9ff. /61, 1ff.‘ Cyril actually followcd;'
‘Apollinarius in making use of his “mia physis”’  expression.-
-Apollinarius alsoheld that the compositym Christ is one physis,
--and hypostasis and one ousia because the Word as the determin-
© dng principle is the sole source of all life in him (APOLLINARIUS,. -

- “De fide et Incarnatione, 6: (H. Lierzman ed. p. 198-9: “Holy
" Scripture makes no difference between the Logos and his flesh;
.but the same- is ‘one physis, one hypostasis, one, power, one
‘prosopen, fully God and'fully man™). SRR
. 22, Basar LU, 72;’58 79/64 VI p 274F [221f; Ty,
. 291~ 307/235 247 : o S
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In short, we have to say that neither the Antiochenes
nor Babai had the idea of Cyril regarding the henosis physike
and hendosis kath® hypostasin. They could not see the viewpoint
of Cyril, and the same was the case with Cyril regardmg the -
Antiochenes,

: Now we turn our attention to another” group who
- upheld the hypostatic union, namely the Monophysites.” Babai
says that the different kinds of Theopaschites (Monophysites)-
Eutyches Dioscoros, Julian, Philoxenus, and Severus — got their

doctrinal origin f'r.Q%F Cyril # They were d1sc1pIes of Cyril in
upholding the natural and hypostatic' union.

- Eutyches professed _two natures before the union, but
- énc naturc,and one hypostasis after the union.?* Dioscoros is
not quoted, but Babai says, “These evil ones with their progeny
were destroyed by the admirable Leo who holds the seat of
the Great Peter™,* Julian of Halicarnassus asserted, says Babai
that. our Lord did not take the mortal Dody of the race of

. Adam, which is passible and mortal but that which Adam had
before he sinned being 1mmortal and impassible.26

Babai considered Philoxenus also a follower of Cyril
in upholding the hypostatic union and Theopaschism, and acc-
.used him of EutyChianism 27 The accusation of Eutychianism
on Philoxenus is mere polemic. Philoxenus had outrightly con—
demned the Eutychian error.?® There is a citation in LU from .
Philoxenus. Babai consideérs it as unorthodox:29

- 23, Basai, LU, 75 6/61.
24, Ibid. 76/6] ’
25, Ibid,; Cf W. FRANKENBERG Evagrius Pomrcus, p22/23
NESTORIUS, LH 374..
. 26. BaBai LU p. 77, 19-22/62, 31-34; Juliani fragmenta
dogmatica, 48, 121, 122 R: DRAGUET, Julen o Halicarnasse et sa
controverse avec Sévére dAmroche sur  Uincorruptibilité  du corps
- du Christ, Louvain 1924, p. 56 72* -Severus also foughtagai-
nst this aphtharthodocetlsm of Julian (Cf. Severus, La polé-
mique antijulianiste, 1. 11 A. T1 B. 11l ed. and tr. by R. "HESPEL:
(CSCO 244[245, 295296, 301/302 318/319) Louvam 1964 71.
: 27. Bamal, LU, 77[62.
. 28. PHILOXENUS, -Tractatus tres, p. 203- 5/151,3.
29. .Bamal, LU, p. 76, 29-77,-8/62, 14-21
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This is not to. be said as sign and miracle which
our Lord made: thiat he changed water into wine;
that he multiplied the bread; that he cured the sick;
that he expelled the demons; that hc raised the
dead; but this is the sign and miracle which he made:

. when he was not man” he became man; when he

was not finite he was shut up-in’ the womb-ofthe -~ i

Virgin and. hypostatically born from her and sucked

" milk and wrapped up in clothes; when he was not
passible and mortal he died a.n‘d was buried and
resurrected.,

Philoxenus actually did not deny the “wonder-characteri-

stic” of the miracles. The greater wonder according to him was -

“the * becoming’ man.?® Philoxenus also considered the union as
that of the bedy and soul but w1thout any mixture. 1

A‘lthough Severus held that God the Word assumed the

" inortal and passible body of men, hé also upheld a natural and:
* hypostatic union. and attributed suffering to the divinity?? Fur~
thermore, he, cemparcd the:union to that of body and soul, but

. he d1d not consider it a’ forced union and that the divinity

suffercd with-the suffermgs of the body %* That is the explana—-' _
- tion of Babal regardmg the hypostatlc union, Severus in: fact\_'
spoke of a composite nature. He wanted. to mamtam a duahty'

in/ ‘the: one- nature For him before the Incarnatwn the Word
was simple nature, but by becommg man ‘he became “a compo .

site” in regard to' the flesh, " In Chrlst Seveérus conceived two.

essences in abstract, and corsidered him as a composite (Syn-
thetos) nature and hypostasis, but at the same time he opposed
any idea of a. mmglmg of the natures. *

.30: Cf. A. DE-HarLEux, Philoxéne de Mabbog p 152 158 _

PoL oxfy":rs Tractatus tres, p. 208. 19-24[155, 6-11.
- - 1bid, p. 196, 24- 22/147 10- 17 .

32 - BABAL, -LIJ 78/63. '
3. SEVERUS, Homilies, 67 (PO 8 - 350); 5§ (PO 8. p

219 D22-3); Contra Grammaticum; 1, 4. 76~ 7/60 ¥ (CSCO, 111/112 :

' Touvain 1938. 1965); See Chalkedon, T, p. 470; n. 44.

34.  SEVERUS, Ep. to Sergius, p.. 124 5/94 (CSCO, 119;’120 _

Louvain, 1949j. Ep for Oecummms‘ p. 176-177 (E W BRGOKS
ed. PO, 12)
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There are ihree citations in LU from Severus -or from
the Severians:¥ . :

“The union is made naturally and hyp_ostatical_l_y
as the union of soul and body, necessary andfor—
ced, and dccording to the natural law suffers join-
tly.”” “The divinity of the Son is not a complete
‘grioria’ as Father, without ‘the body; nor his huma-
fiity possesses a complete ‘qnoma’ without his divi-
nity, as othér men; nor his humanity has a free
will; for indeed, through a natural union, his will
is necessarily joined to God” “And also this
pature and hypostasis is ‘constituted of God
and man through a hypostatic and forced union;
one is the hyposta51s as all the ‘other hypostases

-The ‘doctrines of SeverUs are mothing but that of Cyn!
in a more philosophical framework. Severns fought against
Chalcedon and the Chalcedonians. He did not make a - strict
distinction between Chalcedonians and Nestorians. In his view,
Chalcedon ‘had abandoned ~ Cyril and the ‘hypostatic uniom.
Though Chalcedon made a distinction betweéen nature and hyp-
-ostasis and #déntified -hypostasis with prosopon, Severus com-
© tirined to use-thet ds synényms in‘the pre-Chalcedonian sense.
. Though he stood for the Cyrillian orthodoxy, he did not have
the theological pliability of Cyril. Severns’ Chrlstoiogy evolved
mto a’ stricter system than that of .Cyril.

; Thlrdly and tastly we speak ©of adother group Lhat up-
held the hypostatic union, namely ‘the Bmpeéror Justinianand
the group -atound him, Babai-consi‘ders Justinian as the climax
of all impieties. Two chiief impieties of Justinian were ‘the con- -
demnation of the ““Three Chapters”'“‘ and. the professmn of
“hypostatlc union through composmon a

] -Babai’s el'aborazte refu-tad:mn of the anathemata -of . Ju‘sti.-'
-~ nian '?hfa's ‘noi-come dowh to us. In the LU he tepeats a few

165, 29-31.

35. BABAI LU, 79 14—16!64 10 12; 30 10—15/65 1-6; 81
T 36. . BABAL LU, 81- 2/66 '
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arguments against two of the anathemata '(anath.ll‘.-IV). He
opposes the expression, “God the Word has. two generations’

‘and refutes it."7 - After a brief refutation of the second anath-—

ema Babai turns to the fourth: “Union is effected hypostatic-
ally through composition”, “one is the composite hypostasis,
which is Jesus Christ, one of the hypostases of the Trinity.”*%8
For Babai, the affirmation of the natural and hypostatic union
leads to the affirmation of a composite nature and comp051te
hypostasis (hypostasis synthetos - qnoma drigabad).

The idea of a composite hypostasis is not an invention
of Justinian, as it has been used by heretics and orthodox
alike.” The emperor reaffirmed it and made it his teaching.
For him henasis kath’ hypostasin is the same as kata synthesin*® -
In his anathemata, he identified physis and ousia*!  Chalcedon
had already identified hypostasis and prosopon.*? So naturally
one comes to the assertion of St, Cyril: mia physis-mia hypo-
stasis and that expresslon was a ‘very dear one to the Mono-
phys;tes :

The chief reason for the opposition of Babal to the

“ system of Justinian was his fear of the attribution of suffering

to the divinity. He could not understand how one “‘composite
gooma” can avoid the mixing and suffering.. Babai has

37. Ibid. 83f. {67

38. Ibid. 101/70; 107/76 TG, p. 248 (O. BRAUN), p. 248
(COD, p. 91)
: 39. The expression “‘composite hyposta51s is seen in the

J Bishops who condemned Paul of Samosata (H. DE RIEDMATTEN,

Les Actes du procds de Paul de Samosate, Fribourg 1952, p. 36, 14);
Origen (Ctr. Cels. 1, 66); Eudoxius, the Arian Bishop of Antioch

{357-9;, (A. HauN, Bibliothek p. 261-2); Lucian the Bishop of

Alexandria (273-8), Diexame, ed. Doctrina Patrum, p. 65); Ps,
Athanasius (Quod unus sit Chrisius, PG 28,124), Apollinarius (Ep.
ad Dionys. 9 H. LIETZMANN, p. 260, 1-2); Cyril of Alexandria
_(Ep. 2 to Nest, COD, p. 47); Andrew of Crete (In trans figuratione
Domini, 47, 67 PG 97 937. 940); Severus (Letter to Oecumenius,
PO, 12, p. 17¢- 7) Ps. Dionysius, The Petition of the Monophy-
sites to Justinian in 532 (ZACHARIAS RHETOR, HE IX 15)
" 40. Apathema, IV: COD, p. 91. »
41, " Anathemq, VIII & IX: CoD, p. 94
42. Definitio deez {COD, p. 62, ;
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nine arguments against the ““union of composition.”” In afl com-
posites, either the whole is put together with a whole, or a
part with a part, or a part with a whole. The parts subsist
hypostatically and. they mutually depend for its being and
operation; both lose their individual properties which they had
in simple nature when they are put together in the composition.
‘The component parts of the composite mutually limit one
another, and a new form is emerged, which in the simple state
the parts did not have. The emergence of the new form and
operations and actions in a composite harmony is the resuit -
“of the putting together of the two parts.*®> But such a concept
«cannot be applied to Christ, perfect God and perfect man, one
of ‘the “qnome” of the Trinity and one of the “‘gnome” of
men, form of God and form of servant, :

Regarding the natural and hypostatic union, Babai’s
ideas were different from those of Cyril, the Monophysites and
emperor Justinian. He shared the views of the Antiochenes and
under their influence, he continued to oppose the AIexandrlan'
‘termmoiogy

R 2, Theopaschlsm

Theopaschism! is the profession that God suffered. As
a heresy, it is seem in the Sabellians. It might mean that God
suffered in the Godhead, Trinity, or in one of the hypostases
of the Trinity, the Word in the divine nature,

But as an expression of the “Communidtio Idiomatum’
it.is seen in the New Testament, and in the early Fathers.?.

43 Bamal, LU, p 10711} 76iT.
1. On Theopaschtsm cf. A, GRILLMEIER, Christ in Chrzsnan :
Tradmon p. 521; M. RIcHARD, Proclusde Constantmople et le -
a,‘héopachz‘me RHE, 38 (1942), p. 303-331; C. MaARTIN, Un -
florilége grec d’homehe Christologigue des IVe et Ve siécles sur Ia
nativité (Paris gr. 1491), le Muséon-54 (1941), p. 17-57; E. AMANN,
: Théopaschite. (controverse) DTC, 15, col, 505—512 W. ELERT
Die Theopaschitische Formel, ThLZ 75 (1950) . 195-260,
2. St Paul speaks of - “‘the princes- of this world”' WhO
" crucified the Lord of Glory” (I Cor. 2, 8). St Ignatius speaks
of the suﬂ”ermg of God: “Leave me that I be an' imitator of '
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‘ The Nicacan Creed had already -expressed sits faith in ° the Son
- wof God... crucified’ for us under Pontius Pilate.” Nobody
" took scandal at these expressmns

St. Cyril of Alexandrla ‘taught a kind of Theopaschlsm L
whlch became a matter of dispute among the Chrlstlans for.

.

o centurtes 10 his 12th anathema ‘Cyril- affirmed,;

If ‘any ‘one does not believe that God ‘the Word
suffered :in the flesh,” -and -was crucified in the
flesh, and tasted death in the fiesh, and ‘became
first-born from ‘the -dead, let him be anathema.?

Cyril wanted to insist on the oneness of the Person (the
‘Word), and the distinction of. the natures; he, however, ex-
- pressed this statement, remaining faithful to the Word-fiesh
frame-work.of the Alexandrian theology. In th:s context and
.sense, -it is . orthodox .and it expi'esses' the, Commumcatto
:ldxomatum” as understood by the Alexa,ndrians

Bt even durmg h1s life time, St. Cyrﬂ had to ~ afswer
the objections of his brothers in the FEpiscopacy. Nestorius,
-Theodoret, and Andrew of Samosata wrote against .it and many.
of the Antiochene Bishops of the.time did not accept the for-

mula. Nestorlus conSIdered Cyrll as a new: teacher teaching
- “the- death of God

And even.ifiyou’ make your way through the whole
'of the New (Testament) you will nowhere find
~death attributed to ‘God ' (the ‘Godhead), but -either
‘to -Christ; or the Son or ‘the Lord, because ‘the . -

the Passion of my God” . (m1meten einai :tou :pathous touw
- Theou mon™). (Ep. fo-the:Rom, VI, 3), Gregory Nazianzen says, -
““We needed :a God.made fleshand pat! ito death.” (“edesthamen.
Theou ‘safkouifienon 'kai nekrowmenon.””. Hom. 45,28: PG 36,
661 -C; .30, 5:col. 709 A), "?in ‘order ‘that we «could live again’.
- e mses ithe expressions, “blood <of God’” “*haima Théou” and’

“terueified God” (“Theos stautoum_enos”} Ham 45 - 19. .22, «28., o

PG 36, 649C.. 653A. 661D,

3. GOD,.p. 50; PG. 76,449 B. 378.A: . ‘Ei tis: ouch homo-

_togei ton tou Thﬂou Logou pathonta sarkl kal estauromenon'
- ,sarkt kai thanatou~ geusamenan sark1



| THE POLITICAL AND RELIGIOUS BACKGROUND 73

name -Christ, Son, .or Lord, which is employed in |
the Holy Books for the Unique Son, designates.
the two natures and it indicates sometimes the .
divinity, and sometimes the humamty, and some-
‘times ‘hoth* T

For Theodoret, “Logos ~has - suffered in ﬂesh”...._.

< (“Logos epathen sarki”} was an ‘unaccepiable expressmn. He
‘could not make the Logos, ithe common subject of the state--
ments. He will freely use another Theopaschite formula, “‘the
Son died or Christ died,” as Nestorius would say. “The
Tiogos suffered,” meant for Theodoret, the ‘suffering of the:-
Logos in ‘the -divine nature, even if “‘in the flesh” is added to-

- dt. Suffering and ‘death ‘belong ‘to 'mortals and hot to :the
Immortal Word .equal-to'the Father. Af the request of -John -
of Antioch, Theodoret wrote, -at .the beginning - of 431, a’
refutation of the Anathemata of Cyrli &

o )Andnew also ':wrote a tefutation -of ithe anathemata of
Cyril. - The divinity ‘united with -the flesh did not umdergo any
ssuffering; God the “Word who is united to ‘the flesh .allowed

. the flesh to suffer and sustained it. Andrew néver:called ‘fthe
sufferlng,” the suﬂ‘ermg of the Word é

The Monophysﬁ:es conmdermg themselves as’ the foilo-‘

4 wers,of Cyril, proceeded to a Monophysite Theopaschism.Peter- .

the Fullo’ added, “who was crucified for us” (“‘ho -staurdtheis
di’ hémas”) in the Trisagion. He thus changed. the theological

4. Loors, Nestoriana. 269, “14-20; cf. also 273, 13-17;

Timothy Aeleurus cites it (Contre Chalcédoine: PO, 13, p. 231);

_cof. L. ABRAMOWSKI, Nestorian Collection, p. 142-6/84-7 (the:
. anonymous refuiation of the 12 Anathemata of Cyril)..

5. The text is extant in the .answer of Cyril: PG 76
385-452:449 C; it was transiated 111to Syrlac (A. BAUMSTARK,
Geschichte, p. 106). _

6. PG 76,316 A-385 A 377 385 (m the answer 'of Cynl)

7. He occupied thrice-the Seat of Antioch (47] 475 7. :
485-8). Cf. PG 86, I, col. 2885 96.
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-prayer to a Christological one.® Severus of Antioch argued
~-that the addition by Peter was a safeguard against the Nes-
‘torians,®

During the reign of Anastasius (491-518), Severus came

~-to Constantinople with a 100 fellow believers (Severians), and -

.chanted the Trisagion with Peter’s addition and -gave great

scandal there. But Patriarch Timothy, a Monophysite minded,

interpolated it in the Liturgy in St. Sophia. During the reign
-of Aunastasius, this form of Theopsschism spread rapidly.'

e Another Theopaschite formula emerged during the reign
-of Anastasius himself : *One of the Trinity suffered in the
flesh”. (“henatss hagias triados peponthenai sarki™). The
Scythian monks, with their ledder Maxentius, by the end of
‘the reign of Anastasius, combined their acceptance of Chalece--
-don with the addition, “One of the . Trinity suffered in the
flesh™.'t About the same time St, Sabas of the Great Laura of
"Palestine seems to have used this ‘expression.!? He may be

~considered as one of the ipfluences that led to the Theopas- -

chite solution of Justinian later.!* Around 513, Severus 'in his
‘homily wused this expression.’* :

v The Theopaschite formula, “one of the Trinity suffered
.in the flesh,” was made the orthodoxy of the Capital by
-Justinian, 1n the “Confession . of Faith™ of 551, he asserts

8. EB. AMANN, art. cit. 506; w.H C. FREND, Monophysite
_Movement, p. 167- 8 Dionysius Bar Salibi speaks of 2 tradition-
which says that the addition is very ancient, and it goes to
“the day of crucifixion of Christ (Cf. 4 Treatise against. the Mel-
kites WS, |, p. 17-95; 125-171; 165 169).

9. Hom. 125: PO 29, p. 249, ,
10. J. B. BUrY, History ' of the Later Roman Empire, 1, p.
-436-441, 7 : o :
11. E. AMANN, Scythes (Moines), DTC 14, 1746 - 53;
-C. MOELLER, ar!. cit, 676-9; w.mn.c. FREND, op. cit. p._ 244,
12 CYRIL OF SCYTHOPOLIS Vita Sabae, p. 127-8 (ed.
*SCHWARTZ).
. 613 W.H.C. FREND op. cit. p. 205 C.. MOELLER; art. cit.,
P 57. . .
14 Hom, 24. PO, 37, p. 137.
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strongly the orthodo;gy of the Theopaschite formula.'® Again
in the tenth anathema of 553, he repeated and procialmed it.
But here the form is shghtly different :

If 'any one does not confess that .our Lord, Jesus
Christ who was crucified in the flesh, is true God
and the Lord of Glory and one of the Holy
Trinity, let him be anathema.'®

_ According to Babai, from Cyril arose the different kinds
of Theopaschites.'” Theopaschism flows naturally from the
- ‘hypostatic union: in the profession of one hypostasis, whether
it is simple (Cyril), or composite (Justinian). Babai continues
the opposition of the old Antiochenes to the Theopaschism of
Cyril. In addition to that, the differcnt Theopaschile express—
ions of the different groups are attacked by him.!?

Theopaschism, as it was professed among them. was a
heresy and an impiety to Babai, He does not oppose the
expression, “‘one of the hypostases of the Trinity,” ‘but his
opposition is to the saying ‘““suffered in the flesh,”!® Although,
independent of the new Trisagion formula and of the “‘one

qnoma” resulting from the natural and hypostatic union, one -

can say God is dead” or ‘“has been crucified,” as Ignatius
or Gregory Nazianzen, in the particular context in which his
theological adversaries used it, was a contradiction for Babai.
He did not reject every kind of Theopaschism; his oppos:tion
was to the form used by his theologlcal adversaries.

. Babai says that the locution of the “‘crucifixion of God”
' began at the time of the Byzantine Emperor Anastasius
(491-518), who remained for a long time in office and spread
the error.2® Here Babai is referring to the interpolation of the

. 15. E. Scuawartz, ed. Drei dogmatische Schriften Justinians
in AAM NE. 18, Munchen 1939, p. 72-111; PG 86, 993-1035.
: 16, COD, p. 94 ' ;

17. BABAI Ly, 76/61,

- 18; .BaBal, T VII, p. 279-280/226; 288/228; TG, p 226
. 264, 268 (O, BRAUN)

19. Basarl, T VI, b 276/223 Babai made a oarallel “o
of the ‘gnome’ of men”

20 Ihid, p. 281/227
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‘Theopaschite formula in the Trisagion in Constantinople, and
* the Theopaschite formula of the Scythian monks and the

- Palestinian monks during the reign of Anastasius.

In the LU there is an entire chapter (18) dedicated to -

the discussion of the crucifixion and death of Christ.?! And in - .
“the T VII, four propositions of ‘the Theopaschités are cited ~
and refuted.22 1, “The Wordbecame flesh, and it is He who -

was crucified, and suffered and died.” 2. “God the Word Who
is incarnate is wholly dead.” 3. ““Holy God, holy Strong one.

holy Immortal, Who was crucified for us.’” 4. “By His will

_ He was crucified and he died,”

Babaf’s opposmon to the Theopaschite ‘formula of his |

opponents was motivated by his theological tradition, which

he inherited from the Antiochene theologians and from his

vision of the hypostatic union. His concept of -the ~divinity
and his liturgical tradition also mﬂueﬂced his thought.

: § 3 Henamamsm

Henana was th= ‘chief “theological and ecclesiastical
adversary of Babai. The Henanian theological and exegetical

“deviation is called Henanianism. According: to tle -déscription.

 of Babai, Henana or some  of his followers Jomed the Sevenans
whlle others ;omed the Neo Chaicedomans.

"0 Babai condemns 'He_-n-ana i thf: LY, TG and:CE. I-I,enami_-

and the Henanians are accused of all sorts of errors. He is
connected with Cyrilof A’lexa-ndria{ ih teaching limitations in
the unlimited. 2 Henana propagited the natural and Lypostdtic

union, and ‘the composite . hypostasis as Justinian taught.

Babai states that among the Persians the errors of the tyrant
~king (Justinian) is taught by Henana and the WMessalians®
,Henana and his followers are co;nnected 'with the Sevenans

Foo 2100 BasAy, LU, 173ﬁ /1403'
- 22, BaABAIL T VII Do 252/205.260/211 279;’226
oo 1. Basax, LU, 109, 17- 18f88 22—23 195#196/158
2. Bamal, LU, p. 77 3335 (tr)
. Ibid. 82/83 148 158 247 (tr)

R
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because they accepted “the one nature, one hypostasis’ and.
Theopaschism.* The Henanians are¢ said to have denied the
resurrection of the body of Qur Lord on the third day, and
to have sald that it was a phantasy.® They held also the
- spherical resurrected body just as the Origenists. Th Henanians
spread the Origenist errors among the Persians.’ ' '

In Chapters 12 and 20 of LU, there are two. c,if:a,ti(:)ns-‘
from Henana. The first eitation reads: >

“He is called Christ (mstha) because he came to
limitation’®, (musahtz), and, “From Infinity he
bhecame ‘ﬁnite, and fell under the Iimitations of
quantity.” “Christ is God and God is Christ”,
~.and, there is mo differencc between these appella-
tions”, and, ‘‘there is no difference between

Only Begotten and first-born™, and, “‘these two
smmfy the same. »7.

_ In the first sentence, there is a tentatlve etymology, but
hlstoncally false of © msma Both msihz and misahia come
from the same root, msah, meaning to measure, to anoint, etc.
For Henana, I—Ie is. Chrlst (Msiha) because He came to Miisahta
{measurement, limitation or human standards). Tt is a new
interpretation given to the name Msiha. This argument makes
sense only in Syriac. Babai attacks Henana for the misrepre-
.. sentation’ of the name, Mstha, and he is connected with Cyril
in: this® - Babai might have had the knowledge of fhe Syriac
tranSIatmn of the Apofogy of Cyrit for his anathemata. and
" had seen similar_ Jideas in Henana ¥ Henana might have based

4 BABAI, LU p. 77 (tr.); TG, p. 596f. (BEDIAN). :

5., Babar, LU p- 184, }-188%. 4/149 3152 17; 158, 13- 16

6. Ibid, p. 183,’148

7. LU 137, 30-138, 6/111, 6/111, 6-12. “God is Chrlst”
s an expres_sion. caming from Ps, Athanasius, Contra Apoll. PG’
26, 1116B: “And man is called Christ, and God is called o
Chmst, and God and man is Christ, and one is Christ,””

© &, Basax, LU, p. 96, L1f.} 77, 33 137-8/ 111, 4F. -

9. British Mus. Ms, Syr. Add. 12,156 (the’ Syriag tr. of
~the Apo]ogy .of Cyrit for, his Anathemata) uses -several times
-the word, Musahta, (Cf L ABRAMOWSKI Babaz der Grosse,
:T_p e R
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his explanation of the name Msihi on Cyril, and might have |

abandoned the primitive tradition kept by the Antlochenes and
the Seleucians. .

The second sentence has a parallel in Philoxenus.'®
~ Nestorius had already aitacked the expression, “Christ is God,

and God is Christ.”” Msiha is Alaha (God), but Alaha (the
Trinity) is not Msiha, Babai distingnished between Msiha, the .

Word made flesh, one of ‘qnome’ of the Trinity, and “Alaha’
the Whole Trinity,

Babai admits the identity of the parsopa, but the identity
of their significance he denies.!! Here also Henana borrows.
from an earlier “Alexandrian. tradition. Philoxenus also has

something similar but he will not say that both mean the same’

thing.!?

The second citation from Henana reads: “Jesus’ depotes

only the operation without the human gnoma™.'3 According to-

Babai, Henana held that it signifies only the operation not the
nature. For Theodore, “Yesus” meant the “evssumed”;‘4 for
Henana only the “operation.” For Babai, “Jesus’ is a term
primarily, indicating the human nature of Chrlst and then his
operations. '’ -

§ 4, The Title “Mother of God” '

_ The title, Theotokos', addressed to. the Blessed Virgin
Mary is an ancient tradition in Christendom, As an expression

10. PHILOXENUS, Tractalus tres, p. 268 /199: “he came to
our Musahta

1%.  Basal, LU, p 172 20- 21/139 14-15: “If you say
the first-born, it is He; if _you say, Only Begotten, it is He
but not in the same way.’

12. PHILOXENUS, Tractatus tres, 38, 15 33 910 “The -

: _Only Begotten became the firsi-born from Mary
' 13; Bapal, LU, p.209,'17-19/ 169, 17-19.

14, THEQGDORE, De Incarnatione lib. 12: H. B. SWETB II '

p. 304, 14 .

s, Bapal, LU, p. 208 28-30/ 168, 33-4; 209, 6-19/ 169,
S 6-18; 11-14. _ A
) 1. On ‘theotokos’, cf. F. 1. DoLGER, Zum Theotokos Namen®,
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of the popular piety, in the early period of" Christianity, it
found acceptance.? Reservations arose only with the Arian
upheaval and the Apollinarian conflict with orthodoxy.

o At the time of Dicdore of Tarsus Julian fought against
this title and accused Diodore as the inventor of the divinity
of Christ. He accused the Christians as “worshippers of..a
man from Palestine.””?

- Theodore of Mopsuestia preferred Christotolos. According

to him, the Blessed Virgin Mary is Theotokos and Aathropotokos:
one by nature, and the other by relation. She is truly Theotokos,
because God is in the man whom she. brought forth; she is
truly Anthropotokos because the human nature is taken from
her; but the Word did not originate from her.* Theodore was
careful to uphold the transcendence of the divinity against the
Arians and the Apolhnanans

That there was a discussion around these terms in
Antioch is clear from Nestorius.® When Nestorius came to
Constantinople as the Patriarch, he fouand. that the city also
was split into groups on the basis of this title. - As a compro-
_mise, he proposed Christotokos. According to the narration of
the events by Nestorius, the gquarelling parties were . satisfied.

J——

in AC, 1'(1929), p 118-123; H. RAHNER, Hippolyt von Rom
als Zeuge fiir den Ausdruck Theotokos, in ZKTh 59 (1935)
p. 73-81; IpEMm, ibid., 60 (1936}, p. 577-590.

i 2. The expression is secen’ in Origen (Selecta in Dt. 22, 23
PG 12, 813C; Hom. 7 in Lk. 7. M. RaUer, GCS, 9 (1930)
p. 50.9); Eustathius (frag. 64. 68.70: M. SPANNEUT ed. Recher-
ches, p. 114.116. 118); Gregory Nazianzen (Ep. fo Cledonius, 101;
PG 37 177); Gregory of Nyssa (Ep. 3: PG 44, 1024 A}
Athanasms (De Incarnatione: PG 26, 1025 A); Cyrll ofJerusa]em
Cat. 10, 77 (PG 33, 685 A).

3.  Cf. FACUNDUS, Pro def. trium cap. 4, 2 PL 67, 621 AB;
CYRIL, Adv. Julianos, 8 PG, 76, 901 C. 924 D-925 A. Cf. L.
SCHWARTZ ACO, t. 1, 5, 216

4, THEODORE, Frag. De Incar Ilb 1. PG 66 992 BC.

Frag. Cmtra Apoll PG 66, 993, 994 Comm. -on the Nzcaean
Creed, V (ed. Mingana), p. 63 4. L

5. NEsTORIUS, LH, p. 98 99 (DRIVER).
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- by the solution- given by the. Patriarch.® The expression: could:
thus avoid the errors of Photinians and the Mamchaeans"'
" Mary is Theotokos and Anthropotokos: one by nature _and:
: the other by union. IR

_- 'Fhe better expression to avoid-all confusion is Chnsto—;‘
“tokos. The: arguments -of Nestorius. are the following: the. S8acred: .
‘Scripture calls her mother of Christ, and not mother of God; the.
Nicaean Fathers spoke of the birth of Our Lord Jesus Christ.
‘Theotokos in the Apollinarian sense has a- nuance of the con-.
fusion of the natures. The Scrlptures attribute the. birth to the:
‘human nature of Christ and not to the divinity. Christotokos
removes the blasphemy of Paul of Samosata and the malice of
Arins and Apollinarius. Just as women are not. called Psycho-
tokos, but Anthrepotokos, Mary is to be called Christotokos.
which is. indicative of both the: divinity and the humanity:® - =

In the Ephesian conflict and afterwards, Nestorius was
very consistent. But bhecause of the historical situations, Nesto~ -
tins. was not at all - understood by the group around. Cyril and - -
he was condemned as a heretic. In the second letter of Cyril to
Nestorius, the formula of reunion of 433, and Chalcedon, the -
expression Thectokos”- . appears. and thus ‘has enter_cd into-
“official”. doguments.? ' ‘ h

s The Monrephysites and the-Neo-Chalcedontans branded
Nestorius - as. a denier of the expression Theotokes. Severus
called him the worshipper of a map.'® The Seleucians, as the : :
followers of the Antiochene tradition im the version of Theod: -
are, Were accused by the Moﬁophysites' of calling the Blessed
Virgin Mary, “the mother of a mere man . But they have always
denied this allegation. SR S Y

6. Ibld'

7. Ibid.

8. NgsTorIUs, Second Ep.to C}rll (PG 71, 49B (56C) Ep.
I, to Celesiine (LOOFS, Nestoriana, p. 167); Ep. HI to Celesttine
{LooFs, p. 18L. 182); De Incarnatione (LooFs, p..303); Loors -
“p. 352. 351, 252. 338, 274-8. 297. 309; ‘LH 98 99 Cf L. L
" SciproNi, Nestorio, p. 63-93.
S 9 COD, 46; PG 77, 177;. COD 62 - '
: 10. SEVERUS Com‘ra Grammancum HE, 2. 28 (ed LEBON
P 80]58) ‘ .
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. As a follower of the Dxphys:te trad1t10n Babai- also oppo— _
“sed the allegation. He preferred the expression mother of Christ

(yaldat Mszha) I He does not have new arguments, but he is
.. very. clear:in his. exposmons regarding: the matter, The - dxscus-.
" sion of Babai. will -appear:in a later arttcle when treatmg the..

" birth of. Chrzst The name Chl‘lst 1nd1cates the d1v1n1ty and L |
who- -

_,_the humamty of the Son in. the | one Parsopa and it i

is born from Mary in his human nature unitively. If any one =

says that Mary gave birth to a mere man only, as 1mp1ously

said by’ Paul of Samosata, the blessed Virgin is deprived of the .
S honour -given to her: ““Blessed . are: you among women’’, i any _

one says“‘mother of. God” in the sense that she. d1d not take
anythmg from our nature our salvatmn w1ll become meanmgless

S 1 is the 1mplety of Manes Some people erroneously sa1d that
the  Word. passed through ‘her as a channel as if He d1d not. L
take. anything: from. her, and called her mother of. God Because

of these -different. groups, 'the Blessed . Virgm Mary'.is called

- Mother of God:and . -mother of map. She is mother of - -man, by _ |

:nature Mother ‘of God .by. union made in the womb 12

In T VH a statement ‘of the adversary is’ ‘refuted: “The

V1rg1n ‘brought: forth .. God Incarnate,!3 The statement ' was

L ‘untenable it meant that the Word had its orrgm from the
i "Vlrgm ‘But no one ever taught that. However, the terminolo-
o gieal- misunderstanding between- the-different-groups had- a-great.
= part to: p}ay in . their discussions; Phlloxenus has. similar expre- -

. ‘ssions’as cited. by Babai;!*: But Ph1loxenus never meant that the

o :'.'Word or1gmated from her

o 11 BABAI LU 99 100/69 70 T VH 264 5/214 271 2/- :
_ 219-220 TG p-23 (0. BRAUN) :
: v«lz “yaldat. Alaha dahwat leh men gaw marb a” -=(‘L=U’
S 100, 425) o
' ._-’“Yaldat Alaha dén metul hdayuta dahwat leh am -
- nastteh’” (TVI, 264, :27:28). '

".--.-.‘“Yaldat Alaha den metul damhayed Ibarnaseh” ('1' VII S

o 271,.28-29). ;
S X3 TVIEL263- 4/214 Dol ' i :
14, - PHILOXENUS, Tracrams fres.. p 251 186 ‘T_ruly and‘-

. -'I'1ght1y ‘the Virgin who brought forth Jesus'is “called: Mother -

of God (Yaldat Alaha) not only because Sh?_;
e :

rought: forth -
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. § S The Accusation of “Two S()ns”, and “Quatermty”

. Instead of Trinity

St ‘Cyril argued that if one repudiates the hypostatlc
' umon one will’ naturally arrive at the teaching of two sons:

‘Giod the Word and the man honoured’ by the title, “Som’l .

'Nestorlus has strongly opposed -this conclusion and dsserted
that he never wants to speak of two sons.® Proclus, in- the :
presence of Nestorius, his Patriarch, preached that if there is
'dlfference detween Word and Christ it will result i ina quater--
- ity instéad of Trinity.® Nestorins denied  the allegation and:
asserted that he never taught that the Son is one and God
the Word another: “Not indeed that ~the Son is ‘One’  and:
God the Word another”.* The imputation that Nestor;us
'taught of two sons, that he taught Jesus to be a mere man-and:
‘s a result it leads to quaternity instead of Tripity, was the
‘tesult ‘of a- mlsrepresentatlon of what he had said > He freed.
“himself from the Samosatan  heresy’ ‘and constantly denied’ the o

allegation. Nestorius distinguished between the -nature and the

person . w]:nle his opponents contmued to 1dent1fy them

‘ Monophys1tes continued the Cyrillian tradmon in accus?'
mg the1r ‘oppornents, the Pers;an Chrlstlans as behevers 1n two

w1thout intercounrse,’ but also because she brought forth God
. Tncarmate’™; p. 255/189: . And she’ brought forth naturally. -and
above nature: naturally because she brought forth: -the : flesh,.
‘and’ truly and above nature because, she brought forth Word,.
Incarnate. .. that God is born from the | Vlrgm and the'
“Nirgin could bring forth God?.

1. CyriL, Ep. 2 ad Nesronum (Ep. 4).: PG. 77, 45B 48 D

In Jo.: PG 73,1009 C-1012 B;. Adv. Nest. 1, 1: PG 76, 24D.

~ 2. NESTORIUS, LH, p.-47, 144-146. 207-9; Loors, . Nestorian, -
op. 308,22 25, 309, 3~ 10 275 1-9.283. 299, 19-21. 335, 25-27. ..
336 17-24. 275, 1- 5 “I did not say that the Son. was one (per- -
~son). and-God- the Word another; [ said-that. God: ‘the Word
was by nature ong and the temple by nature’ another, one Son
. by con;uncnon” {309, 3f.);.cf. L. 1. SeIP1ONI, Nestono, P390t

- PROCLUS, Laudatro m sanctlsstmam Dez gemtr:cem Marwm, Ll

PG & 680692 1 689 A.
4. NESTORIUS, LH p 261 (DRWER)
5 Ibid :
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sons, The Persmn Bishops condemned the accusation in thelr
Synods but the accusanon was continued.

Babai used all occasions to assert strongly the oneness
of the Son, In the LU, whole of chapter 16 is dedicated to
demonstrate that they never taught the error of two sons.®"
In T VII and TV also Babai opposes. the accusation.’

 Babai. condemns the heresy of Paul of Samosata. In
chapter ten there is a citation from Paul. Here the citation,
commeént and the biblical citation  are put together.®’ The
arguments ‘appended to the Creed of 612 also had to answer
- the accusatlon of the adversarres 9

The Monophy31te picture of the Seleucian behef was not
‘objective and fair From Babai’s constant denmial, it is clear:
_that the accusation was strong in the -air. The deep root of
the - misunderstanding. between - the - Nestorians  and . the
" Monophysites .in. ‘Persia - lies. in their inheritance -of the
Antiochene ‘and - Alexandrian thought - pattern and theology:
- ..-Although both were Syrians .using the same Semitic: Syrian
- Christian traditions, hostilities prevailed and they could not
. come to a mutual understanding. The same words had different
meanings among them and each group accused the other for '
-not having the same-meaning :as one had for the terms. In
their zeal for orthodoxy, both parties forgot that the: opponent
- wag’ affirming the very same truth for which they were - ﬁghtm
) x'and condemned the others as herehcs o

6 BABAI LU 152 159/123 128

7. Babar, T VIE o, 272, 24-27/ 220, 28'30 TV 302, 24 25/

244; 9-10. . .
... 8. Basai, LU .89, 9 28/83, §- 25 ] 0 _'
9. L, ABRAMOWSK.I Nestorian Col!ectzon, p 160—3/95 7

"¢ The delegation to Justinian -had to answer thxs . accusation
' (Cf A GUILLAUMONT Ju.s'tzmen et I’eglzse de Perse P __62-&'.__) R



" The second and third sets of terms are purely Chr1stolog1ca1

i (LU) with/a definition of terms, He' clarifies.: their .meaning -

CHAPTER - II[

The Ehrlstuluglcal Terms

- This chapter treats of three sets of terms which eontmu- R
g .ously occur in the subsequent discussion. The first set narne]y,.' "
' kyana, gnoma and. parsopa, is theological and Christological,”
used in discussing the Trinitarian and. Christological relanons '

emp}oyed only in connection .with the two natures of:Christ. .
Union, indwelling, assumption,. putting on.and con Junction explain’ -
variously the mode of the union of the:two natures. Mixture,
admixture. and commixture indicate . how the. Chrtstologlcal union -

. isinot constatuted ‘For: a better: understandmg of Babai’s ‘Christo~ - .
" logy,. it is! ‘necessary to- know: the prec1se meanmg of these_ B
- terms as Baba1 understood them - S :

Art I Kyama Qnoma and Parsopa

0 Babal -does: not deﬁne those terms 1or does he expl‘f n .
-them enough He does not: begm hlS major Chrlstological Work:

somewhat, only in.the seventeenth. chapter That .shows. _

_ phllosophieal concepts and technical language were secon ary._
-+ for him. Nor was he the first one to introduce them among the * =
. persians. They were in current use already, whlch he trled to

R '__clanfy to a degree

§ 7438, ‘n, 61. Cf.-P. GALTIER, Theodore de ‘Mopsueste it RSR 45'3-:""

o Among the Gréeks, Theodore spoke. of two physezs and .
two. -hypostaseis (on the side. of duality),. and one prosopon (fy- = .
postasn) (on the. side of umty) 1 Nestorlus also spoke of Chr\st .

L CE THEODORE frag from De Incam VIII ed.'::.
: _SACHAU - 69; A GRILLMEIER, Christ in_Christian Tradman, I ‘Po

957) 167-169. :See the: descrzptlon of ‘Prosepon: by 'F
o Eunomium, X-VIII (L ABRAMOWSKI Nestorlan
_-130/ 107): O
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. - in. two:ousids. or natures and. one. prosopon2 The Councll of
L Chalcedon dlﬁ'erentlated physzs from hypostasis.| prasopor 5 But
i Chalcedon was  not accepted by all in the same way.* There:
was no common terminology among-the Greek- speaking Chri-
" .stians, and the resultant m1sunderstand1ng was one of the
-main.reasons for the d1v1510ns among them, . ' S

The Pers1an Chrlstxans adopted the Tr;mtanan terms as

explained by the Cappadocians and therefore their manper of
expressions . was similar to the Greeks. Except for. the. Arlans
all Chrlsta_ans used the .same termmology speaklng of the
Trmlty ' : - . '

o With regard 1o Christology they acquired the terms’ w1th
. their ‘divisive ‘background.™ The Syrian Monophysztes accepted T
the  Aléexandrian way of  understanding the terms while the . -

- '_'Seleumans adopted the: Antlochene and thus the Syrlans were. B

L -d1v1ded in. the use. of the. very same words.

age‘ Ephre'

R hypmtasm

The early Syrlan writers did not ‘employ technlcal langu-

"'Greek metaphyswal notmns HIS faith and doctrine were ex— :
' pressed WJthout reference to those terms.$ Narsa1 used kyamz -

S LH (DRIVER) 170. 233 236 Here Nestorlus refers o

- - Gregory, Nazianzen, Ambrose and Athanasms of, A GRILL—
_:-MEIER, op.reitl p STOf .

- ‘Cf: Deﬁnitro Fidei:: COD P 62: hen prosopon kaz mran' o

4. -Some. contmued to 1dent1fy phys:s in the conerete sense '

was'a’poet and ‘he had no interest in’ the typically

' .'w1th ‘hypostasis and consequently with prosopon. They accepted, o

the ‘mia-physis ‘and”became. radical’‘Cyrillians (the Monophy- -

.- ''sites); the Chalcedonians continued the distinction of .Chalcedon: =

{two natures, and one. hypostasis / prosopon: the.Neo-Chalce- |

" donians); ‘a-third group made distinction  bétween - hypostas1s"‘ '

Cand _Pprosopon. For them ‘the Christological form would be: two' f

S natures ‘two :hypostasis and one prosecpon: (Nestorlans) o SR
L -Cf, Ep. 38 of Ps: Basil-(of Grégory of Nyssa): PG 32

v .325ﬂ’ Ep 210;:5: Ep. 2l4 (Bas:l) ‘LH (DRIVER), “p. 247 -'-'189f.-
261, 308f; ; CBABAT LU'p 26;’21 J0-71/57-8; 160- 1130-1: 1717

o138 1V 300/242 ' ‘ ; L
' dan An- Analysisiof d

onﬂw!, An WWS_’-:I';‘p B3 11,38

he' Council- of-“Chalee-"-_". L

R 6. “Cf Jo-Be: BETHUNE—BAKER Nestorms and lu.s Teachmg, o
-Cambndge 1908 p 212—232 o _ B TIRr it
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for physis and parsopa for prosopon.” The Seleucian Synods.
*. wused less technical words, With regard to Christ, they persisted -
" in the mode of speaking of Narsai, namely, ‘Christ is in two
_kyane and one parsopa of Filiation.” 8 L

The word qnama the Syriac rendering of the Greek.... e

hypostasis, was used by the Syrians, to designate the three Per= .
sons in the Trinity and it appears in official documents for
the first time in the Synod of Acacius in 486.° It was applied
to Christology for the first time in the discussion held by the
Persian delegation with Justinian in 562/3. There the form used

was “Christ is in two kyane, two gnome, and one parsopa.” 0

The Synods after 562 did not take up this terminological deve-
lopment, but continued to - .express ‘the faith as before till 612.
The Assembly of 612 has the. same formula as that of the -

delegatmn of 562/3, and. it is. seen in Babai.

Now comes a review of terms as used by Babai, in order

to understand them Although those terms were the transla— -

tion from the Greek regardmg Trinity and they had the same -
meamng for the Greeks, the- Seleucians and the Mon0phys1tes .

- with regard to Chrlstology, they had a different meanlng for,
“the three groups. :

 Kyana - o o

o ‘Babai 'does nbt_ elaborate on kyana. That shows that it-' -
did not pose any problem for his hearers the Diphysite Persians.
It is the same as physis (nature), designating the common: ele--

ments, found in all the members of the species. It is the’ um~_
' Y:rsa_l_ compared to the particular. Hence, kyana is nature in.

7.. Cf. 1. IBRAHIM, " La Doctrine * Christologique de Narsai,
(Thesw in Angelicam) Rome 1974-5, p 320-330.

- .7 8. Cf. J. B. Cuasor, Syn. Or. p. 54- 55/302 (Synod of
* Acacius in 486); 97-8/355 (Synod of. Mar Joseph in 554); 541-
7. 3/551-553 .(Mar Aba in 544) 113 6[372#5 (Mar_ Ezekiel in:
576); 133- 6;’394 8 (Mar Iso‘iahb I in 585); 196—200/'456 4611-
(Mar Sabariso.in 596); 207-214/471-9 (Gregory. in 605) '

© 9..Cf. L. B. CHABOT ‘Syn. Or. p.54-55]302.°

10.. Cf A GUILLAUMONT Justmzen et l’Eglzse de Perse p
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abstract™, Kyana nasoia is human: uature and. Icyana alahaia is.
divine nature. It is different from the Monophy51te ‘kyana”, !

‘ Qnoma

- Babai gives a descrlptlon of gnoma: '?

”“‘Qnoma is called a singanlar _substance, existing by itself; indi- -

visible, numerically one, .and distinct. from many, not only
‘because one becomes but also because, in as much as it recei-
ves in rational free creatures diverse accidents of virtue or
vice, knowledge or ignorance, and in irrational beings diverse.
gccidents as 2 result of contrary temperaments or in- any, other
way, ~which (acmdents) as I said, are not created nor made
alone.” . S :

~ “Qnoma is fixed in its naturality, and is under a species

‘and  kyana whose is the .gnoma and is included among: the

similar qrome, but distinct from the similar gnome, through the
smgular property which it possesses in its parsopa: eg. Gabriel’s.
whlch is not Michael’s; and Paul's which is not Peter’s. Truly
in each gnoma, the common nature is recognized and by reason

"is known, which is this one nature, which contains the gnome

in common of man or of: thc rest, -Qnoma does s not: include

‘the common aspect.”

'.—ml-!—‘

11 ) ".i‘h_e Mono?hysites would say one kyana in C'h_rist‘ and -
that kyana is different from the two kyane of the Seleucians,

“ For the Monophy51tes kyana ‘s concretc and -is indicative: of
- the essence of the being.

12. LU, 159, 16-160, 1/129, 4-20; A, Vaschalde translated.
the first sentence into Latin: “Hyposta51s definitur substantia.

singularis; substitit in esse: suo unico, una. numero, et dis-

- tincta: ést a nfultis.’ o
‘stasis- ‘dicitur ousia singularis subsistens:in se, individua una .

. mumero et distincta est a multis” (Cf. L. AB’RAMOWSKI,". Babai .
" der-Grosse, p. 311, n. 2). ‘See the Syriac: Qnoma ousia yikidaita

o mestmeh mydayyam byateh Ihudayta bmenyvand haw dhad upares men

. sagig’. Vaschalde translated: to substitit in - esse suo reading =

- mgayyam as_mgym (part. act Aph‘el). It hasto be read mgayyam.
© . {part' pass. Pa‘el) ~yatd is here used .as a reflexive pronoun,

ST mgayyam byateh seems to be a translation ‘of the Greek authy-

L 'posra!on or hypostaszs monimos (Cf zbtd p 311 - 3)

L]

It has to be shghtiy corrected: “Hypo-.
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. Qnoma is' a smgu]ar substance an 1nd1v1dual ousia; op—"':' _
' posed o a common ousia, comprising many.'®  The- common’ " -
':"'ousm ‘corresponds to the Cappadocian koiné physis.'* - o

Qnoma EXIS'LS or subsists by itself or in. itself. . It does'-'_-;-
_ .not ex1st 1n aliis™; i e qnoma 1s meommumcable RLIE

7

_ It is 1nd1v1s:ble Qnoma 'as qnoma cannot’ be d1v1ded.
.Once d1v1ded it ceases to be that qnoma : TR

_ It s numerlcally one ‘and is distinct from -many. It/ :
exists or- subsxsts by itself, dlstmct from others of the.same’ "
species. Babals synonym’ for “exists” (rnqayyam) is- ‘ﬁrm s
. {ghi‘a) “and - “confirmed” (msarar).'® Qnoma is: fixed :and non -
‘communicable. It possesses -all the  properties of the common'- _
- nature.'” But it cannot include all the members, _commg-_. ;
_under a. common ‘species, Smee it is ‘fixed; it canfiot be “taken
or addéd: to another qnoma “so'that “it' be with it one qnorna“.’ o
subs;stmg, ‘which™ possesses everything of its nature:”'8 e
'One complete or perfect gnoma cannot receive: another perfeet[,'
qnoma Therefore a’ union: of two perfect qnoma 50 a8, to f'orm: o
: '_ one qnoma is 1mposs1ble e - SRR

_ The humau bOdy WIthout the human soul’is* not-a qnomai
.. mgayyam. (1 e: subs:stmg) But, the angels ‘are; such becausef:i"

130 LU 159 16/129 4 TV 299 28/242 12 301 1-2[-'.

-242 34-5.. . R

"14. - Ep: 38 of Ps: Basﬂ develops 1 ‘o__cti-i‘ne"_ 'o_f-.'(')'iJSia and: -

'hypostasm. There is the universal nature,  common to ifferent! =

members: of a species (koiné physzs) The partlcuIarlsmg ‘cha- -

- racteristic, the.idion-pertains to. the ' hypostasis; : wheéfeas umi=

_ versality: is attributed  to-the: Pphysis. The ‘particularising' ‘cha--~ -

.. racteristics (idiomata) make the universal a hypostasis (Cf. PG 32; -

3256 Ep.: 214) (of Basil). Ousia  has the same relation:to: hy="

. postasis as'the common has to particular. - Every-one: of -us: .

.. both:shares:-inrexistence by the: ‘term -ousia. and’is such ol

" such:sa one by: his': own:properties. ~A. ‘GRILLMEIER, Copilcit

Cipy 3735 withm. 53;° W BLERT;- Der Ausgang der altk:rchl:cherr-‘-'
.;_._Chrzstologze, Berlm 1957 p. 141

v 150 BET59,:16[129;:4<5 TV301 7/243 2—3

16, TH299;+27/241, 39;:300; 31/242 32-33;

17 CTV,:299, 28/242"1-"2 300 2/242 34*5

8. TV, 301, 7/243;:2-5,. _ 2
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"_'-_of their. simple nature. (psztuta) The human soul can be sald- o "
as a non-subsisting. qnoma: (gnoma-lz mgayyam).'® I—Iuman bemg ;

cisa “subs1st1ng qnoma” as Peter or Paul or any other person W

Qnoma is the- eoncrenzatmn of the abstract kyana Such i

___"_'---'as thls or that. Kyana as such never exists except as qnome.: :
"Although ‘originally “qnoma ‘was ‘the Syriac translation” of the

- QGreek hypostasis, it- cannot-be identified; especially after the
" Chalcedonian identification of hypostasis with prosopon ancL
- the- Seleucian differentiation. of .qnoma from' parsopa.. Babai
- follows this _Seleuc-ian-diﬂ"erentiation Qnoma may- be translated,
<‘this or.that.substance”, “‘substratum”, “subsistence”, SFreality’”
opposed to the unreal or illusion.””. It is primarily referring .to
‘concrete. reality or actuality. rather -than-Person (prosopon. or:
persond). The gnoma in Babai. is not the Chalcedonian hypo-
- stasis. So to translate it-into hypostams or to. person is-incor=.
. TECt, and highly misleading, “Having in mind today’s understand=
ing of ‘hypostasis- and . person and readmg Babai. from that .
- standpomt will: Iead us’ nowhere S '

o Parsopa

Parsopa is the property Whlch distinguishes’ one qnoma

- -.-.from another gnoma of the same spec:1es It is. the sum total

_of the acc1dents and propertles glvmg the parncu]ar charac-:

"19 TV 298, 11 18/240 33 241 3. S :

20 In. Severus of. Antioch, there is a smtular dlstmctlon
. -a) Stmple and sel f—subszstent gnoma (ex1sts in its own .right and
‘18’ not “a. composne)' ‘such ds’ Father, and the Holy Sp]l‘lt
b)" Composite self-sibsistent "gnoma, such as ‘Peter; Christ, etc..
C). ‘Non seélf=-subsistent -gnonia: such-as body 'and soul, For -him.

© Christ is ‘@ self-subsistent. . composité gnoma; :‘the ‘product-of-a. .= -

“union of a simple: self-subsistent :qnoma- (d1v1n1ty) with ‘a‘non-

- self - subsistent gnoma (humamty) Cf.. R, C. CHESNUT, Three: - .

o ; Manophysue Christologies, p, 9-12; cf. the discussion of Smpxom
S regardmg the wnderstanding' of Nestorius -(Ricerche;, p. 53-56). .
Lo CF ML JUGTR;  Theologia dogmatica; p. 179 W DEV=

RIES - Die . syrzsc,hm-nestorramsche Haltung zu- Chalkedon p..-614. -

- 616ﬂ' J. PELIKAN, The Spirit of Eastern C'hrzsrendam, “p. 39fT, .

and almost all the wrlters on’ Babalan_ hristology- mvanably' L
“translated!” qnoma ‘to" hyposta31s and m1 . nterpreted the thought'

o _:' of Babal
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-teristic to the dnoma. The indivisible and singular property of T
the qnoma is given by the parsopa, Babai writes, 2

Parsopa mdeed is that property of whatsoever qnoma '
by which it is distinct from others, since the gnoma of Paul is

not- that of Peter, although they-are-equal regarding kyana and.

.qnoma, since both have body and soul, and are living and-
rational and bodily, but one is distinct from another, through
the parsopa because of the indivisible singularity, which each

.one possesses, either age or figure, or temperament or wisdom

-or authority or paternity or filiation or masculine sex or femi-
nine sex or whatever other mode which distinguishes and mani-
fests the indivisible and singular propérty, in so far as this is
not that, and that is not this, although they are equal as
"kyana, because the singular property ‘which this gnoma posses-.
.-ses, by which it is not . that 1s a: parsopa whwh dlstmgulshes
of which kind the' qnoma is.’ -

Parsopa is .called the property of the gnoma. The Word_r
used is dilaita coming from il (belonging to). The other words
used” to indicate ‘the properties. (idiomata) are dilaintz and
d?[alata mgmfymg the same. thmg 23 '

Parsopa is. not exactly the translatlon of the Greek
prosopon .nox the Latin persona. It seems that Baba1 1s apply-
1:ng to parsopa what Basil says of hypostasxs

Qnoma is  fixed and non«commumcavle Parsopa _the
sum total of the properties, also is fixed, but it could be
communicated and it could be assumed by anotier gnoma,
“““Fixed” because it- is the . distinguishing property of a -

-gnoma from the other qnome of the same species  and it shows’™
-that this is-not that. It could be assumed by another qnoma o

.and can indicate everything that the’ qnoma possesses in its
-distinction from other gnome.**" When applied. to men, qnoma.’

-and parsopa are one and the same thmg and there is 1dent1ty o

22 LU 160 2 16[129 21~ 34 '
23. Cf. Ty, 298/241 300/242; LU 57/71 160 1,’129—130
24 -Cf. TV, 299 26~ 300 4/241 39- 242 6. ' o
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between gnoma and parsopa.” When we say’” Paul”; we- mean
the gnoma of Paul and the Parsopa of Paul. % o

In the divinity, gnoma is not the same as parsopa.
Parsopa distinguishes one qnoma of the divinity from the other,
and there it is no accident like in the creatures. The. distingui. -
" shing property of the Word is Filiation and it is ontologwal;
and essential, proper to the Son.* z

CArt. 1T Indwelling, Assumptlon Puttmg on,
E Conjunctmn and Umon

Mar Babal makes use of five terms to explain the mode
of relation of the Word with the man, :

(a) Indwelling: There are two Syrlac words used by Babal'
to denote this concept: ‘emr and sra. ‘Amr-means to dwell,
sojourn, to stay; with “beth’ it means to indwell, to 1nhab1t1 '

srz as an intransitive verb means, ” to dwell, to lodge, and to.

stay with.”? Babai uses another noun also to denote “tind~

welling”’: magnanuta derived from “agen,”? The most commonly -

" used expression is ‘amr and its noun form;* sra is used rarely :

and its noun form is not at all used by “him.? IndweH1ng 18
always followed by, “as in a temple (hatkala) and in _sor_ne'x :
cases: also by, umtxvely : R

, (b) Assumptxon The word used in Syrlac to’ denote “to’
take” ‘Jor. to assume s ‘nsab”; From the verb, nsab the'

. 25. Cf. L. ABRAMOWSKI,' Nestorian Collectian, p. 182,
-~ 5-7/108, 25-26. ’ '
26, -Ihid. p. 1807107, off. o
27, Cf. LU, 26/21 T0-71/57-8; 160—1/130 1; 171/138;
TV, 300/242. .
- 1. ] PAYNE SMITH, A compen,dwus Syrzac chnonary,{)uord '
1903 p 418. . : o . _ :
2. Ibid. p. 596.
3.. T-vil, p. 237/208, 30.
4, Cf, LU, 48, 6; 99, 11-12; 103 20 88 12; 92 24
.168. 9; 220, 18-19; TVII 274 28, .
: 5.' Cf. LU, 59, 15 113 5 209 12 211 18 19.:
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' ﬁnoun nszbuta ((**assumption, takmg?’) is. formedEi The- expressmm Sl

(s used all. through the: LU anad-other. wrltmgs of Babal

. (c) Puttmg ‘on: The word used is ““lbes” 'm eanmg to put
_o‘ » _Stoiclothe oneself”’; metaphiorically... “to- take, to.assume”’,

' ﬁ"_',,,vetc:8 Lbusiz'is the noun denved from the verb It 1s used very- e

- rarely by Babai.®

- (d) Conjunction (adhes:on) The verb used i 1s ngep s1gmfy1ng, B

“to cleave,. to -stick to, be ]OIIled in-marriage, adhere,. _accom-

~pany, follow, agree w1th be in accord with.”” The noun derived - _
from the  verb is naquuta ‘(““conjunction, adhesion, relating, S

“affinity, copulatlon connection,” etc) Nagiputa is the Syriac -

. rendering of the ‘Greek Synaphem 10 Ay suth, ngep need.not . o

signify a unity, but by use’ ‘it ‘got’ that s1gmﬁcance especially
 when it is msed . with;. “mseparable” (mseparable adheswn}
Baba1 uses 11: a.- number of t1mes . :

(e) Umon (Unlty, Oneness) There are two nouns used by

R Baba1 to. denote Unity: -hdaiiita (umon unity, solltude) .derived _-

A from had The second 1101111 is ham'uta, derived ‘from the: ‘_verb
haied, t0 umte ‘to ‘make. one, ]0111 ad]om ‘We see the dlfferent :
forms in Babai:

Ethaiad, to be united, joined (etaphel) “mhaied" :

" (alct. part) ‘whaiad (pass. paﬂ; ) Hazed is ‘the pael form’ derived
. ffom “the noun had? “The most commonly used” expresswn_-by"_-._.:
‘Babai, to describe the unity  of -the two ‘patures in Christ;: 1s _

- haied: and its noun, hdaiyta; 13 Haiduta: is used only very rarely
Hdaii

_s'fthe express:on ‘Used “to.indicate the. unity in- the}f'_-'.--"

o Trmlty, ‘while haiduta is never used for the Trinity. Haidutz is
the result'of: the-union. In-the case of  Christ, the-latter is. ~
“more .a‘pplicab‘le',-:- but ‘because it:is' the ‘most. mtlmate and I

b i————— -

I TR PAYNE SMITH .opy-cit: 3414 - e
© 70 CE LU, 50 7 51, 2 TV p 294 300 TVII 253
257 X p. 208, 3. _ Ced
8, J. PAYNE SMITH, Ibzd 235 L :
© 9. Cf LU, 40, 26; 48 5; 59 4; 63 167 199,
20100 Y. PAYNE SMITH 1b:d P 351 2.
- 11, LT, 47, 8 56; 57;. Ty, 291..301; X 208 4
12. T PAYNE Surtn; ibid. - 127—8 139 T
: 13. LU, 101, 28; 102 5 11 ik
-_14..LU 1023 S
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-;"imseparable union, once umtcd and’ has become one, and ncw
- more two, hdazura is more appropriate. ’}?hat may. be the reason
_ _.why Babai uses hdamm more. frequently than hardura

A II! Mlxture, _Commlxture Admlxture
(Mauzaga, hbukya, hultana) '

_ Babai excludes any kind of mixture in the union of the
. Word.with the humanity. There are three kinds of mixture,

(a) Mixture (Mauzaga):In a mixture, there occurs a - -

corruption of the components and its-parts cannot be separated
-after the mlxmg and the components mutualIy increase the

. .quantity,! “Mixture” is spoken of mhqmds or humids. When -
- two such things are mixed, both lose their original properties

_and receive the quality ‘of the other.? Baba1 makes use of the
, example of wme and water 3 ' : . _

(b) . Commzxture (Hbuk}a) In a ‘“‘commixture, as .iz a
__mixture, after the mixing, the component parts cannot. be
-+ separated. It is the mixing of two or more solids such as the
: Alour-of grain or,of barley or of vetch, with lime or dust or
“.any other similar substance.! Tn another part of Ly, Babal'

IRE _ca]ls such a nuxmg, admixture 5,

S (c) Admzxture (Hultam;) It is- the mlxmg of solxd substan—
- wges, in, Whlch even -after the ‘mixture,” the . component parts

S n_cou]d be scparated Through mutual admlxture thelr quantlty s

. -alone., is. mcreased and. they occupy more space Thus the'

Iy mixing of :the- broad. ‘bean and/ the grain-.of wheat' and. barley o

o ~as anm admlxture 6 But in another place it 1s called commlxture T

Babai is not quite. con51stent in: the use of the three'-f\' S

'-"terms It is not of much 1mpcrtance 111 h1s Lhought The =

CF LU, 53, 13- 16/43 17 20,
i S TAIG0, 218

- Ibid. 248/201, 28.

L Ibid.53/43,:20-24.
- Thid: 248, 14 15/201 28: 29
. Thid 53, 30043, 25-28

Ibid. 248, 15,'201’:,__30-31_.-_

ﬂﬁﬂewﬁéﬂ
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_division into three. categories also might not h_ave come from .
‘him, All these pertain to material substances, . and cannot be'
_applied to spiritual beings. - ‘ R

The admixture of Babai is the same as the synthesis of =
Aristotle,® ‘and the - parathesis - of the Stoics.® With regard to
the other two, although we find similarities of Babai in the
Qtoics and in Aristotle, his view is different. o

8, A Synthesis is formed by the juxtaposition of very
- small parts of its constituent: elements. (ARISTOTLE," De gen.. el
- corr. 327a, 34ff). The elements do not react upon -each: other.:
. They. retain their’ distinctive properties intact. ‘Aristotle speaks.
of ‘mixis ‘or krasis. He uses them interchangeably (ibid. 323 a, 8).
Because of the mixing, there will result a “tertivm quid” the
" compound, in’- which the  properties Of the: component parts. .-
‘remain potentially, His example for: mixture: is. “a drop-of wine’
. in ten ';:hpusand gallons of water” (CI.R. A NORRIS, op.cit.
p..-68-9). S : T o
P 9. - Tuxtaposition (Parathesis), is the same as the Aristotalian
synthesis. (Cf.- ALEXANDER . APHR., De Mix tione.. (ed, BRUNS).
Berlin 1892, p. 216. 17). The other kinds of mixtuies . for-the
Stoics are::(a) ‘Synchusis, a- mitture ‘in which both “ingredients
are altered and cannot be resolved again into.its elements: (ibid.. ~

216.22; 220. 29fL.). (b} krasis di holon . a- mutual. and; totaf . .
interpenetration of two material  substances, in > which: each’ -+
" retains all of its characteristic properties: unaltered, so: that - o
" even in their intimate union, the two. ‘elements: remain distinct- .

(ibid. 216. 28ff.).



- CHAPTERIV

Mar Bahal S Exeqesm

ThIS chapter is a presentation of Babal s exegesis on a
few selected biblical passages; the first {rom the Prologue of
St John: *“The Word became flesh and dwelt among us” (Ju 1:
14).! This is a passage often commented on in the Cyrillian .
-and Monophysite circles in favour of their Christology. It is
useful and important to know how Babai interprets it, The
next is from the second chapter of the Epistle to the Philippians:

“The form of God assumed the form of a servant’” (2: 7).2 It
isa passage often commented on in the Nestorian circles. Acc-
ording to them, it expresses clearly the double nature of Chrisi, .
" The third is from the Epistle to the Hebrews: “Jesus Christ is
the same yesterday and today.and for ever” (13: 8).5 It is also

. af favonte text in. the Nestorian Chnstology{For them, this text .

: demonstrates the unity of the person and the distinction of
' ;natures After the analysm of  these texts a few texts w:ll be
f_conmdered together

‘ “In thig ana1y51s a[l the Chr1stolog1cal wntmgs of Baba1- :
‘shall. be- drawn upon and examined to, s¢e how these passages
-are commented on and’ presented in various contexts

| '.ﬁ Art I The Word became ﬁesh and dwelt among us-

. : Among hls Chnstologcal wrmngs -Babai comments on -
this passage in the T VII and passmgiy in LU. ‘There are four
~brief comments on Jn 1! 14 in LU.% In the first instance
(p. 37/30). Babai quotes.the sentence. and. says that it is.handed
down to ug w1thont mvestlgatron He expresses hlS Wonder at

Me]ta besra hwa Wagen bantt e aE
“Dmita dalaha dmita d‘abds nsab » S
“Yesu' msihi efmali uyaumana hoya wal’ alam

Lv 37/30 48/40 125- 6/101 2; 149- 150/121

B
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1 said. of the. Word “Who .was. in. the. beginni

: ','_5'96 THE CHRISTOLOGY OF MAR BABAI THE. GREAT o

: ‘the - afﬁrmations of the Prologue: God with God and God. be-..”
. .came flesh (Cf. Jn 1: 1.14): How can the mind understand.
* them? - According to him, the mysteries of Christ are to be .

accepted in Faith, The same mood of adm1rat1on is séen in ' -

5. 48040 also. A bricf comment falls on p. 125- 6/100-101:
. “Word became flesh and- dwelt: among ‘us” signifies that the’

Word assumed the flesh ‘and dwélt in it in-one ‘of “Our-qnome; -

.+ 'This becoming shows the excellent and ineffable union with:
- .our humanity, the peculiar ‘and sublime - indwelling, ‘His ineff=-
" .able revelation, and’ the self-emptying-of the Word. in” His

-~ adorable - economy “for the salvation and’ renovation’of’ all; :

Though God the Word is° everywhere He united - Himself with

one of -the human -gnom -and. that is His humamty He as

sumed the .man. Jesus to. H1s parsopa that He may be revea]ed e ,'

in h1m

In T VlI Baba1 comments ‘orleﬂy in three mstances on g
the verse5 1n the. ﬁrst “instance (p. 252-7/205- -8) 'Babai - ace-"

uses. his’ adversaries, saying - ‘that ‘they do not quote this

: jbrbhcal verse fully “The Word beeame ﬂesh” IS followed by

" ¥and dwelt, among, us” (m us). That s1gn1ﬁes ‘one in a

“Aflesh | whrch is ‘made, is assumed 'so that the Word may’ d“reil

. among Us. ‘80 -“‘becoming’ ﬂesh” or the ‘act; of becoming . (hwd)
i3 spoken riot of the Word . which was in the begmmng, _bu 'of-- e

the flesh ‘which was .not. in the, beginning, - ‘Dwelt. in-us”,

3>

' _"Who was' 111 the begmmng drd not begm;‘ _gr.beep,miil_rr‘g__3_,_, _

S When' 1t is said ¢ Word became ﬂesh” St John does not
" assert 4'change in the Word so-that® the: Word was: transfor— ST
- med into flesh. If I—Ie was transformed into flesh, He isno
©mhore Word of God., “Dwelt among us” 31gmﬁes iGod-dwelt in -
the ﬂesh whrch is fleshior ‘man of our nature 264 Tnus’ or-_--" o
our Lord
fis'tem:

__among us”'is as- ‘Emmanuel,. “one!in another’”;
with" us, umted with our nature The Word.: dwelt:

ple . by upion, ‘and one 1s the “Parsopa’ of* Unron-.-t Became

.“-'denotes the assumption. “He became ﬂesh” 13 the- Same a,s_""'.
¢fle assumed; ﬂesh *OIt is. hke the expressron He became a:

EVIL 252 7/205,18 272 4 220 1 '27‘_" ,8[223 f. C

6 TVII 256/208

ng, God the:. Word |
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curse” (Gal. 3: 13) and, “He became sin” (2 Cor 3: 21) He
took upon Himself our sin and curse. In the same way, “He
- -assumed the flesh and dwelt in it”, as one in another.” The .
double nature of Christis clearly indicated by this passage; the
first: part refers to the human. nature which was not in the
beginning; the second part to the Word which assumed the
flesh, unitively in His Parsopa

The second reference (p. 272-4/220-1) also has a similar
 commeni: “Became” is the property of the flesh, which was
not from eternity, nor in the beginning; “dwelt’” signifies “one
in another.” The Word of God was in the beginning, but the
flesh which .was not in the beginning, became or came into
“being. .God .the Word assumed 'the flesh. which is man from
- us to His Parsopa and dwelt in it. Hence there is distinction
between the. assumed and -the Assumer. .

, The .third passage - (p. 276 $/223-5): God the Word did
not become ﬂesh by changmg into flesh. When God sent His
Son (Gal. 4: 4), there came about no change in the Son He
‘had his Godhead from’ abové and manhood from the Jews. The
nature which was not ex1stmg came into being and that is ‘the
.meaning of “becoming’’. He Who was with the -Father ffom

. elernlty assumed the ﬂesh and dwelt in 1t un1t1vely '

Thus for Babai, “the Word became figsh, and dwelt in
s srgmﬁes “the "flesh ~which was "not. ex1st1ng came into

" ‘being.and God: the Word assumed: it -and dwelt-in .it.”" i; e,-the . -

“flesh became and’ Word dwelt 'in if. The Word became not by
. 'changmg into flesh,“but by assuming flesh: “There’ is: a -distin—
- ction between' the flesh and’ God the Word the assumed and_.
: :the Assumer 0ne m another : \ : .

Art II The Form of Ged Assumed the
' Form 0f Sertant

_ In the Nestorian exegetical tradition this passage- is
Very often quoted and commented- on Baba: also refers to it a .

;f. 1bd. 257/208.
G
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g .w.z 4-v--\.~c-

-number of tm;tes and makes hlS own exeges1s ; Takfné phl] 2
N, 5~ 11,.together, singe they form one ;unit, . we exammq \
- - Babai..explains. this biblical text. The TV, T VII and LU use o
-this text to- explam the two_kyane two’ qnome one- Parsopa
o ".Chnstology ' : .

St Paul demonstrates the mconf‘used ex:stence of the'
two' kyane m thexr proper gnonié in the oné parsopa. of the
-one Son Chnst Jésus.! The Apostle: began withi-the parsopa

of - union; _'Jesus Chrlst” (v. 5)./Thén he speaks of the: divinity
i fhe’ ong: parsopa f*He. was thé form of God! dnd he:took
the form of. a'servant’’ (. 6 Y2 And afterwards. he speaks:
of the. humin: nafure which beldngs to the-sdme’ patsapa. ) w1th—
.ont:separation; - ¢ hehusibled -himself. till. death. .o the ¢ross?
(v. 8). Finally St. Paul ends the .discussion . .with__the . same
._uI\non (y 11) ,The. Onef' Who assumed and the one ,who is

sum e

t?le tlme of fhe timon' nd

; ’«3,*’- *a

_rnmently (propeg)g perta;p ng {0 Vo
wunion pertain to the humanity, as Only-Begotten; ft'
Glory, et¢.. Thq -;na:ges-; “Jesus
~(properly) pertam to the re. r'E§f, but by union
. pertain also to God the Worc‘[ 4 Hence the name, C_hnst Jesus’ -

Ig united. arsopa. of
0. t"ﬁe_‘z

“B&B
G 2 Baba1 ofteni” uses the expressmn
mstead of,*in-the form; of God*

3. Bagar, T VII, P.272/220. R
4. BABAL, LU, P. 69[56 209-210/169. - oo

3 i £ ST Py .
ﬁrsfpéagf of the dlvmtty a‘lil of" |

” ar%d, “so%' f-Man}’ , emmently Sl
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signifies the double- kyane iir their gmome in. the: one parsopa_
of Filiation, Son of God, “‘one Son, one Lotd of Glory

o .'r Formof God: Tt is @ name before the uniom;, and it
‘stgnifies the' consubstantiality of the Word with: the Father®
_He is' the form of God in: all things: in etermty, mﬁnlty.

Farm of God assumed the form of a Servam The two_-
forms refer to the two qnome havmg two kyane.’ Assumpncm
does not sngmfy a change in -the one.- The form of God, i. &

. the Divine Word did not change 8. Tt is as a temple and 1ts .

diveller.” ® Without changing into ‘the qnoma of man, the Word

agsumed the form of ‘a sefvant:! ‘He ‘assumed the body and

© dvelt in it? “seen i the body” (2Tim. 3: 16). The two- kyane;
iving as well as Himan;- subsist i their. prcrper qneme« ’Fhere

‘ls g1l fmxt{lre OF “the propertres u- .

i Bt the- twor natures in their ‘ghiome- :are - umted in th«e
" one parsopa of Fxhat*ton ‘Fofm in form; Dweﬂer in His- temiple,
God:in His man. And from the moment of umon or assumptmn

éﬁ”&r i ' ol

etediip o

thid. p 39/32 __#-
kpat, TV, b 294
2?7?]220 SBU- g 293 1gE
"8 Bamar. T VII, p. 257/208; 278/225 LU,,p 232/188
'123/99. “Infinite and ﬁmte natures. +in : the -~ ene unjon: without
confusion in the one Parsopa of . Clifist, 3
C9: BaBal, T VII, p. 260/211; LU, "
-10. BABAI TV, p. 304/245; LU, f
become map;, He assumed the " form;
form. He became ‘in the 51m111tude '
“human nature.” Here

o

37 TI{II’ , 26021 :
F7I205-20F. P & I 27” 15;

"*-“-i-f-'z F&td ﬁ 2337190,
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form, uhited in the one Parsopa of the Form of God, namely
the Parsopa of Filiation.'? ' I

The Effects of the assumption: The man or the humanity
received a glorious name and participated in- all the glories.of
the divinity ¥ It .received the name of Sonship,'* and the

parsopa of the divinity, “so that this is that and that is this.,”!® .

The divinity assumed the flesh and revealed ‘Himself in the
flesh and assumed “‘the name of humanity.” “The Divine Word

humbled Himself in taking the 1ow name. and assuming the
flesh and manifesting in body. - ‘ Lo o

- He became obedient: This signifies that the humanity. of -
our Lord was free. Inhis humanity  Christ underwent all
- justice and was subject to alt obedience. ~His human will, was’
free.l” He was obedient in His human nature, even unto death.!®
The Divinity perfected the obedience of the human nature,.
remainidg with it in-an’intimate,’ unique and . parsopic union,
‘never broken from-the moment of conception.!?

A glorious Name; and supreme Adoration: Because, of. his

sufferings and death, of course, manifestations of his obedience,

- God the Word  who was in the man -or. in. the human: nature
exalted him above all names?® The human nature ‘is exalted .
svith the divinity and -adored ~with .it in ~one.-adoration and.

"'-g]driﬁCation.21i'"The'-humanitymof ~Christ is .adored’-with -one

- unique adoration by all the creatures, with the unique-adorat-

 jon due to the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.2? -

The Creed of 612:#% According to the_'Creed,'j_i-_I'ie “Form =~ .

of God” is applied to Christ in-His Godhead and . the: “form
e e e Lot - - B L. i - .
CUrhid. p. 126-7(102,

. fbid, p. 131/105.

LTy po301243. o LT
LU, p. 190 (tr) oot
hid: 5. 80/63: 105 () T

S 62 63/50-5 1 173/T40. . © B
bid p. 130-1/105; 140/113, © 2 "o - T S AR
Segpid pe 214]173;°T VI D, 283/ 265 TV-302-3/2435 -

22, TV, p. 239/194. SR e e L LT
23, L. ABRAMOWSKY, Nestorian Collection, p.:150-7/88-93.
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of a servant” to Christ in His: Manhood. The ‘' form of God'"
took while *“the form .of servant” was taken; but there is no.’
confusion of - properties .of the two kyane, It is. impossible:
" that He who took should be he. who was taken or that he who
was taken should be Taker. God the Word was revealed in the-
man, whom He took, and the human nature which.was taken.

appeared to men. At the same time, in the vndivided union =

should be confessed-the one Son of God, Christ.- But there
is. no confusion of properties. It is impossible that the God—
head be changed ‘into the manhood and the manhood be
transmuted into the nature: of ‘the Godhead. If - Godhead
changes, there is no more revelation, and if manhood changes, -
no more salvation “And for this :reason, we¢ believe in-our
heaits and confess -with our lips one- Lord Jesus Christ, Son’
of the 'living God, - whose Godhead is~ not hidden, .nor -his
manhood concea]ed but He is perfect God and perfect man.’ 772k

_ The Creed teaches the dlstmctmn between “the two buti,
not their independent existence after the union and their unity
in‘the one parsopa of the: Son. There 15 only -one Son, in the

divinity-and in the humanity. R P Lol

Art III’ “Jesus Christ 1s the same yesterday and
: : today and for” ever

Accordmg o, Baba1 St Pau] here speaks of the one:

_ Son In the. whole Epistle to’ the’ Hebrews certain verses refer, -

to His divinity certain verses to His humanity, and certain to’
the one Parsopa. Thus, the Apostle begins with the Parsopa .
-of Union: Son (Heb. .1:.2: ‘He. has spoken to. us by a Son”),
‘then he speaks of the:same Son.in. His humanity (Heb 1D 22
“whom He ‘appointed the heir of all things”) . and adds, what
(s of the. divinity in' the one Parsopa: and speaks.. as of one
(““tanquam de uno”:. a(i)k d‘al haa) without interruption (Heb.
1: 2-3: “through whom He created the world and He is the

splendour of His glory and the figure of His substance and - |

- He holds everything by the power of His word™). Thronghout
the Epistle this is the method adopted by Paul - he-joins the
distinct ones and dlstlnguishes umtcdly those

24. Ibid. p. 155/91.

hlch are of the -



; 1102 mf, QHRISIQLQGY ;QE MAR BABAI THE GREAT .

'-dl,yxmty anﬁl those .which aze. of the humanity and exposes the -
properties of both .natures svithout -confusion - but at the.same.

' - time -exchanging the properties and speaks as.of one in the

' union-till: the .end and concludes with 43::8, -Paul begins . his:
" epistle with the Parsopa. of he unjon: Son (1:°2) and he.ends
. his.discourse .with . the same Parsopa of union: Jasus- hrist:

{13::8). Paul -thus ,exposed the -two natures, and taught and

confirmed the adorable umiom Wlthout Qonfusmn in -the one
Parsopa «of the Son, Ghrist, for ever.! : :

In the Epistle fo.the- ;Phthpplans 2 5 8. 11) also, qual .
sees th,e same fgnetghad Pgul qu,aks ‘ﬁrﬁt of the Parsopa .o
union (2: 5: Haye this jind among rselves, which was in
Ghrist Jesus); .and then he speaks.of thc divinity jn.the -same:
Parsopa (2 7. ag;d then of the humamty..m_,the same Par:
-50pa, fwmpout gcpgr@tlon and .as.of .one without mtecrrlmtl\gg_
(2: 8f.) and again he speaks of the Parsopa of union at the -

_ end (2 11)2 - -

‘Babai ggdexs%ngl@ rEms;tle oto : the :.Romms B 5, “mem
them is- seen Chnst in the, flesh W];l‘ i8.0¥er all” in the same
way. L

The ﬁrst part namely, i from them is seen _Christ” i'efers'

to ihe Parsopa of Umon whmh A8 eﬁeotcd in the womb; the

@ “m the. ﬂesh” Pertams to th
o the

s «Heb 13 -8 :for rB@hal s a ,concluswe stext . for the umty-
of .Ghrist oneness of: Paa:s&pa) andithe . dualitics .of: «the naturés °
in-that -oneness of ‘Parsopa.. Jesus: .Christ:is “God »the«Word who. '
came=in His-time and. umtwely -assumed- our human nature to

¢ ‘humanity of, _Chnst L S

 HisParsopa and :made 5t.with -Him one Son and Lord:# :He is S

. onei m PEIS dwm}ty »and dn: Has huma,mty, -one mwtﬁhe rPar«sopa 5

;1‘. .LU 68 2/55 6,
';'LU69I56 ” ST
3L EU62505T VII *2‘7“2,’"220‘. R
4. LU p. 50/41., ¢
5. LU 62/50 TViI, 263/211.
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“Yesterdﬁy and today” ref rs_to his humanity; }fo_r eyer”
Tefers to ”h“““ dfvmuy, }m F'the ofic ™4 heswn’”t‘ Flhﬁuo

the same” refers to the 0
»[}‘e; PRSI - SR T SRR

union f"

uf;

.. Jesus Chrlst the Son of God is the one Parsopa havmg
"the two natures m t‘helr proper quome; Pb h natures have their.
T a

ded X e

sopa cgf the ;
Because of the uniofl’
are of the human_ y gr rnggp and those “;‘.t%tch re‘__of Ehe Tivin:
ity or Word are spoken “of one Parsopa, Christ “ {HE"son of
God: 7 .The oneness ¢f: the - Parsopa” ‘and the duglity. of the.
natures in- their proper qnome i3 expressed in severa] o‘;her '
passages. 8. The text- appears ‘at the end of three chapters of_

LU as a proof of ;the oneness angl ghe duahty

ghe umon even. for a moment the.
K Ty o, AR

From: ,the moment“ of _
i “fr L £ the’ mamty_

frovrates

E=A 5- T g
,quans Rpm.l 3

Art. ,IV A fe;v h%r Pass%;ges

, the ‘Epistle to-the “About HlS.
g st

i b, ¥ L L3 £}
one man ¢ obe&nence’ many Wilh beadé ii1:Lst # Obedlence As

an act of man, : but jt 1s spoken Q;t‘ Christ _because. of the - B
_ agsopa of umon i e. “becaude’ of th 1e” 1éness’of" Flha‘tlon of
'he“one Son whose Hre “the - ﬁ?op‘érﬁ@s oi”“t]ﬁef“iu:mmnfty*2 %.‘nd‘*of .

. 6. LU 62[50; Ty, 272/220; 26312;1
A LU A2T-BI1023, it e
8. "LU, p. 209- 410/169—170 244]198 227/184 252/204 1715 2/

' 172/13 Jat I,he end f ch '7) ‘227/18,4 (at
the end of ehap‘ter 20? 1(5* 23272(34‘ (a fﬁe erlT ~'ch"
T LU, 17414

o
i
F
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the divinity; obedience is spoken of him in the union. The
divipity was not separate from :him in his act of obedience.
but was united with him in one parsopa, Thus the verse is’
applied to the one Christ, and definitely understood as the act,
by nature, of the humanity of Christ.>- -

 Rom. 8:3: “God sent His Son in the similitude of the
sinful flesh”. It is the Father who sent the Son, but “sending’”
and “similitude of the flesh’” do not refer to any change i
the divine nature. It is the same Son who is sent by the
Father, and became man, by assumption and union.® '

~ Rom. 8:32: “God did not spare His Son, but gave Him
p to us all”. Tt is through.the humanity that He underwent’
death and He is handed over to u§ not in His divinity.
Because of the unity, it is spoken of one Son.* IR

" Rom.9:5: “From them is seen ‘Christ " according to the
flesh, who is God above everything”. We know what pertains. .
‘to the divine mature (God above everything), —and what
pertains to the human nature (from them is seen Christ aceor—

- ding to the flesh). . But  because of the.union, the Scriptures .
speak ‘“‘tanquam de uno” (@ () kd'al had). Tt is stated to show

that by the union with the -Eternal.Son, -he, - Christ according . - .

to the flesh; is one Son for ever, in. .one, parsopa: of Filiation,
dominion power and .in one. adoration for ever. This, verse.,
indicates also the.two natures, the Assumer and -the assumed,:
Form of God and form of servant, and the identity.of the
same subject: the Assumer and the assumed . arc the same .
Christ. One is Christ in both, one is the Son in both.® . .

Now a few passages from John: Ja1:18: “The Only’
~ begotten who is.in the bosom of the Father.” It pertains.

2.0 LU, 70/57; 174[140. S - e
3. LU, 64-5/52; the same explanation for Gal. 4, 4(T VI,
278/225). - . S B BT
. 4. LU, 65[52; 66/54; T0{57;139/112; 174/141. . .. % = . -
5. LU, 62/50; 100/70; 127(102; 210/170; 247/201; T VI, =
277224, e
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properly  to the divinity of Christ; by union and a.és_ﬁ_mption,:
Filiation pertains to the humanity of Christ. It is spoken of
the one Lord.® '

. Jn 3:13: “The son of man who isin heaven’; “God so*
loved the world that He gave His Only Begotten Son” (Jn 3:16);
“Father loves the Son and has given all things into his hands
(3: 35); ““I am in the Father, and the Father in me” (14: 1)
“All that the Father has, is mine” (16: 15% “All things are
made through Him” (1:'3); ‘When you see the son of man-.
ascending, where he was before” (6: 63); “I am the bread:
which descended from. heaven, and the bread which 1 give,
is'my body which is divided for the salvation of the World”’
(6: 51.52); “I am the Resurrection and Life (11: 25); “You:
know.me and know from where I am” (7:28); “You do not”
‘know ' me nor my Father” (8: 19); “I will go and will come;
I will be with you all the days™ (14:28). All these and similar
ones are spoken of the One Son because of His parsopa of
Filitation, which is of the divinity and ‘of the humanity.
Because of the Union, that which is eminently (marana’ ity
_of the Word, is of the man from us assumptively and unitedly.
‘They are spoken of the visible and of the Invisible Christ.
Christ is the Son, and the Son is Christ, in the one Parsopa.
From the womb and afterwards, the Word is the Son, always.
with His humanity; the man Jesus is Christ always. with his
divinity.” S S

7 A few other statements from the different New Testament. -
books: ““All authority in heaven and on earth is given to me” (M
28: 18); and similar expressions are spoken because of the
parsopa of Filiation which is one. In His divine nature, He has..
all authority like the Father; the referred text here, is of the

humanity because of the union with the Word, In the same
way is Col. 2: 3: “In him are hid all the treasures of wisdom:
and knowledge.” All knowledge, immortality and immutability:
are given to the humanity because of the union, ® ' |

6. LU, 65/52; 139/112; 225/182. o
7. LU 66-8/53-5; 105-7/74-5; 139/112; 154/125.



_ asts Christ”. In This uiion, it i spoken 6f ’the humamfy_

of the ““Son, ‘and " not about it “divinity”. " “Retdember

~ Jesus Christ Tesurrected from the dead, who is fron THE Sedd’

-of ,David, aqcnrdmg.to my, Gaspel (2 ;sz 2 8), ', {We preach
ﬁ .

‘but xesu,rreote;Lby the power qf G )
A, man death, #th;:ough A .man. ;esurrectmg of the
15: 21) ““The son of man will;he han led over. to,
-the sinners, and t}ley il kill llwn and on Qhe th d day _
resurrect? i(Mt 20:19); “If they ; hacf knowgn,g-= hey would n
“have crucified the Lord of Glory? (l 'Gm; :.8); 'Qh “Jest
-whom' you, cru,clﬁed God made, Lord and | Ch i
Al these are ,pqss;ble becqu§e of t}}e _,one D
-spoken of‘ ];;e ong:Son in his dxv;mt’y, and
.amd someth;es hoth9 '

i

9 LU 66/54 70/57 174 175/141 213{1&’;




_CHAPTER V.

Babai the Great .begins his Book o f Union wijh- ‘an [

- position .of.the’ oneness and the T,rr,mty of .the .Divinity. He

discusses the ‘existence and the essence of God from reason and
revelation. "It appears . from his treatment of the subject in
LUthat Babai follows- the Jine of the. Latechetical Homjlies of
Theodore and was influenced first and foren‘iost by hxm in his
. exposition. St Basil and the other Cappadocians clarified the
Trinitarian terminology and Babai was influenced by them
deﬁmtely -through Theodore .and -.other suumes The doctrine
~ on:God'was we}lfﬂdeveloped be the Cappadocxans and there

was common agreement o i am(m,g the . Ghrlsmans Babal was
- also-influenced by Ephrem; through his..irainin, in the School
" of Nisibis, And he develops his teaching furtHer “on the agzcgd.
_ ‘doctrmes m the hght of the new probIems

R et

e &

A _'-l_~- Falth as the Bgsw-

: --faith from hls,readel;sfor the uuderstandmg of the Dwmtty' '
and Incarnation.! The mystery . of the Divinity is Reg_ggg all

Qn 2,ema:l it has to be accepted 1by the falth-
| s of mys-

LUp 6 20/1
3 bed p 20 21/16 -18.
4 Ibid. p. 33/27 2/2; 241/196
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In fact it is difficult for our language to expose
exactly those things regarding the created natures,
because they are also formed witha great wisdom.
by .their Maker. But those which surpass our
nature — how do they-not surpass -all the: human

" thought ? And necessarily, it surpasses our words.®

In several places in the Catechetical Homilies, Theodore. de—
mands faith from his hearers. That faith is basically needed
for the understanding of the mysteries, was . common to alk
Christians. ® ' : , I

Art. 11 - The Existence and the Essence of God
3 1. ‘The Existence of God: n )

Babai makes use of ~two ~words,; to" explain the diving
existence and essence: Ity and Irutd both -deriving from the:
same root, Ir. It means’ “being,” - “‘existence’;. Iiyd expresses
the idea of ““being’’ and” “existence”,. while - [tutd refers 1o the:
“essence of the being?i.. oo - e Bl

Babai does not explain these terms, since they are im
common. ‘use. am.qr_l,g_,.thc.m-._.‘..‘ He makes use of them. God alone
is the Etfernal Irya (Being).? He is exalted in His Jtuta (Essence}
above: all visible: and invisible realities.® He is ‘being Who is -
(Itya.d’itaw).. That which.is Being Who is; implies that there is,
nothing before Its Eternal- Jiuta. In- the beginning Godis called.:

5, TusppoRE, Hom Car: 1,1 (R. ToNNEAU, p. 3); Cf. also
ibid. 1,8, p. 13; 1,4, p. 7 (“We must have a faith firmly foun--
ded in those good things to come”) 1,2, p.5; 1, 5. P 11; 1,12,

p. 19. The same type. of. rhetorical questions are seen in Theo-

dore and Babai: Cf. Ibid. 1,1, p. 3 and LU p. 7-9/6-7-

6. Cf.Basw, Hom. de Fide, PG 31,463-472; PHILOXENUS,

Tractatus tres p. 33/31; 82/66: “From Faith, however, no heresy. n

has sprung up’; Ibid. p. 122/94. R o
1. Cf: E. Beck, Die Theologie des hl. Ephirem in seiner Hym-
nen iiber den Glauben, (SA.21) Roma 1949, p.-5-13.. S
2. Cf.LU,7,25-26. R
-3, Ibid. p.7,28-29. R
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dtya d’ztaw * Irya d’ itaw and ahyh asr-ahyh denote that He extsts
eternally. . He is above the creatures in His essence,

cc 5;6

God’s nature is Iryaya, i.e. existing, showmg that
‘it is. In His Lz, He is above all creatures. “This idea is
repeated a number “of times.” He .is simply called frya. - He is.
-the true Ttuta.® He exists eternally and is .perfect®in existence
(Ityais)®. He is the true Being. Al the Itwarz or essences are
brought to existence by Him.” Babai uses the word Itwatz and
mot the plural of Izy@ to designate the creatures.'' He alone is
dtya. 1f He wills, they become nothing 2 He dlone exists in
.existence and naturally (Iryais kyandis).'® 15

_ The extstence of God is known to men. It is through
~the creatures that human beings coine to ‘the knowledgs of
“God: “And the knowledge of God “is placed in "the reason of
" _men, not of the modé of His ‘essence, but of His existence;”’'*
“and He is known from the 'creatures ‘and through  the
.creatures and through all' His works and the magnitude of ‘His -
“wisdom’ and etern_al knowledge and His adrmrable operatmn is
' seen “in them S -

4. Ibid. p. 10, 8-10.

5. [brdp18182110581267122913113’2829'
14, 24-25:15;19-20;-16, - 14~ 16; 17 5T 19, 9- -10; 14-11; 18,
11- 19 18279 11-13:. 1645
: Ibid p. 26,7 18: A Vaschalde translated 1t per.se'

S ,»emstente "t p. 21 26)

& 7 “Ibid. p. 11, 75 12, 67 o below n, 29 R
: 1bid. 12 13,16,

9 Ibid p.13,28: A Vaschelde traﬂslated 1t “essentlahter”
Atripo1d, 15). : : ,

10, Ibid. p. 16. 15-16 S : :

i1. Babai is here deﬁm‘e]y mﬂuenced by Ephrem who
-used the term Ityg.to the: divinity alone and ‘reprehended ‘the

"Marcionités “and the Manichaeans- who' used this term to - '

.designate the created thmgs also (Cf O DE URBINA Patraz'agra
.Syrmca P 77:8). - 5
12, LU, A6, 16 17.. I A
13, Ibid. p. 175 9-10: A. Vaschalde translated Itycus k)amus
essentlahter naturahter” (tr. p. 14, 5- 6)
14 Ibid.p. 17, 15 17/14,-11-12.
15. Idid. p. 25, 5-8/20, 22-25.
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- What are the ideas we get f'rom thé creatures regardmg‘ L
God ? o
~that' He is Creator and Cause of all thmgs 16 _ .
that He-alone- is thé Etermal Being; who exists etemal]y a7 T
that He is- entirely perfést im His Being.!® . :
“that” He governs the uiitverse and provides for the
creatures _
that He is the First Mover ‘whio moves everythmg 20

[

§ 2 The Transcendence cf the Dwme Essence -

One basic idea Wﬁich Babar stresses over and over acram-
1s the idea of divipe transcendence The- Essencc ~of God-.
ends our know]edge 21 Fis essence is not 5o _clear as HIS R
exlstence The true knowledg r_egardmw_GOd is the ignorarnce

holds evéry ing, He is greater than all of ‘His:
_essence; “Immutab]_y and tnvarlably, He. aione exlsts_ﬁy essence £
'and by nature” 22 : Y

and God the Cause of Alt (%lar kul) ! ' %
Som; He is_the Creator and Cause of 4all".cr tures (Gf Ibzd I ‘
1219200 e ' ; v
: 17 LU, 13, 28/11 14 15 7 25 26]6 19 2@

Hom (‘at II 1, p. 31; II, 8. p. 39- 41 .
X ., Bl 8, ,- !7 89 THEODORE Hom Cat-

2"_13/10 1413, liIO 2334 The
background in’ the Cappadoc;ans and surely

dence .in following Theodore when he

- gdme THiey weht: fhrthe

21. Cf. LU p. 200724/

22. Cf. Ibid. 19/16 17--'§~1
. 26&/13 36-7. - | .




" He is the! INAnits, Spitit 9, 12-13/7;.29:

SEds Hadh S(Y SORERLE 1 TR . :
MAR BABAY'S DOCTRINE. ON GOD .

- Morg_than,14., times, Babal speaks "a'i{‘ ut the tranSJ
cendence of the divine nature: “God is the Creator of eye: g

thmg, He, 1s Immuta‘qle and exalted in His Essence above=
every creature, vmble and 1nv1sﬂﬂe”"3

0
‘_‘tor behmd the oppos1t n to t’hé Thedpaschlsm”' But‘ most.
of thé Fathers *c‘”

‘ f have exag’gerated the aspect” of the; dlvme

transcendence and” Babai has inherited this point from Nestor-
s, But - whenever he' folldws Theodore; Wé keeps his balance
between the divide transcendence and the Economy

§ 3 Tmeyl.\favnfes' God , . R N
The. Creatdr. and Caus,e o‘f all :)mgs, fhe Etermﬂ B¢
3 ]:‘-]f:ghe’st Perfection, is.called Essénde; Tiife; prrlt L1
_jThese fames ife. applied to_qod not as_

reﬁ‘fﬁi"e‘s‘ 25 & is. the B”e1n ‘He is the

2218, 22/7;8-9: H_e,ls;e :i‘rely per-,-
fect f £ ~3017:.1 5= 6f “H‘e ‘dlotie 1x. thé . pow o
one” 9 37, 19 9 6/7 22: ““His Essence knows _nc ﬁmteness- :

nce is more excellent than all the BEiNgs.
above all the names™; 10, 5—8!8 16-18: “H

ch - TEis certamly a major facs B
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.composed of parts. Wis names are His properties,' and belong’
10 H217m by nature, -and remain with Him immutably from eter-

We call Him Algha, Tt is the most sublime name, indi-

.cating the very divine nature. It is through this name that He

ALVIIIG 1A =2

_-:is known. It pertains to Him by nature. It is His distincts '

. unique and singular name. “Without change properiy it--pgrt_la-,_',. L

ins to Him. -As His Essence is Immutable so is His name.;
“The name Alaha cannot be applied to  creatures properly and .
by nature. From the beginning of the world He is known by
¢hat name. Together with the world He has handed down His
adorable name alse.28 It is not a name imposed from outside,
Tt js His proper name. Just as He cannot give His very nature

‘to the creatures the. sublime name of His nature cannot be
given to creatures “quoad. naturam”. This proper ‘ne}ime;of- His = -

essence is more sublime than everything, and it is” above, gvé-
- rything and Cause of everything, and Omunipotent, according

10 the proper appellation.®® His name, Aloha,-is ‘exalted .and

~elevated-above all sensible. and intelligible ‘beings; and: the fear:
of ‘His name is established in the: ‘very nature. of - .man.3% The .

name  Alaha ‘reveals His very Essence and. uniquely, belongs:to.
- Him' atone. Those who are. called by this name receive. it beca-
. use of dignity and familiarity.or because of rebellion and pride. .

'__jExcrdus 7+ 1, where Moses 18 called a “god” to_,phatéo.h} belo- .
ngs to the first category. Genesis 3: 5, whe're'_Sat_an appmachesv._-

‘Adam, belongs to the second category.®t. oo s

. Alaha cannot die.%? He is the Life and the Giver of dife..
" Alaha-is, indicative .of . the One _Godhe_a;i .and-the . one: immortal . -

. ag. Ipid. p.17-18(13-15.
-39 Jbid. p.-17-18[13-14. . S )
30.- Ibid, p. 17,.12-4/14, 6-3- T
31, Ibid, p. 17, 216 [14, 16f; of. LH (DRIVER), p. 203f. -

a7, LU, p. 16, 18-9[13, 22-4;. 15, 10-11/12, 22-3.¢ =0

' 'e(Ch_fist. is called God  not in the same way Moses is called god). - '

~and the.Lord’ said to Moses, See, I make you as a god for
. Pharaoh” (Bx. T 1). “For'God knows that “when you eat of.
it your eyes-will-be opencd and “you. - will be-like God, knowing

- .good-“and evil?(Gen. 3t 5y o I T R '
c 32 LU pa 105 25.6/8,-35: It is stated in.a_ non-polemical
context, . as: part.of & sentence; ‘Pheiloxenus. ‘also .has a very

cimilar statement: “Death cannot adhere to His Essence’™ S

{Tractatus. tres, P- 15/18) o
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. -nature If the soul of the ﬁnlte man cannot die at death how'.:-

' ;'j.can the Giver of Life, the Tnfinite Spirit, ‘the' True - Llfe dle'?'_'.-.

sens1b1e and 1lloglca1 33

i .pr.ov1dence and. judgement.or. because of ..the absence..of impe

"To-say that Alaka died. is a’ blasphemy and stupldlty, 1t 1s m—_ s

He has- other ‘names : also elther because of HlS authorlty' o

' - fections, showing:-that His Essence is above them and. “that

~the debilities of the creatures.can.in no- way be ‘found in Him. .

He is called Being “who is’> and ‘I am who am” (Ex. 3: 14).

T srgmﬁes that He exists eternally, essentlally and ‘immutably. - '

“He- is Tncorruptible, I 'mortal Invisible. ‘He does not become

' weak, -does mot sleep. He is ‘Unchangeable, not apprehended'
eto. ANl these :belong to His hidden ‘EBssence. He is’ Lord, -
Prince, - Judge, the Strong- One, Wisdom and Providence,. The " -
last names: are apphed to Hun _consid__ering _His relation. to

‘?:the WOl‘ldM - Coemio e

Art II[ The Trlmty

§1 The 'I'nmty “mSe” o

_ Through the creatures, human bemgs came. to the know- e
:ledge of  the -existence’ ‘and oneness of God.-And “the old

people were taught to adore, the one, onIy God

S _ the Trinity : was, 1ndlcated “As if in riddle and ‘as -
ar 1f throug

'”:"-Testament.perlod was destmed to teach about the unmlty of

ut i - the Old Testament t1mes it was through sym.j_

S certain allegory, as I think, the ~.adorable . Qnome
*'.‘of Father, Son and Holy - Spirit in one eternal - nat_;_lr‘e-‘_' were -

. prefigured :inthe ~.Old~ Testament.”! Babai considers that = .

- -_:mystmally (razanalt) ‘the names -of “the ‘Father - and the Spn B
"_"I:rand the- Holy Sp1r1t were‘ mdlcated dn’ . the Old “Testal

33, LUp1026ﬁ'/836ﬁ' |
34, LU p. 18145 i ST
L Ibid.p. 26, 3-T )21, 1154 Babai mtes two texts from-_” |
“ienesis (11 16; 11 7) ‘one ‘from i
“46:3)'and ‘one from E)amel (7 9) s vaguelyﬂ 1nd1cat1ve 0 the
“‘-"Trxmty (LU 26/21) ot . : .
o {8).

xodus (4:5); one ‘from’ sdtah
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. “In the Old Testnment, the divine natufe was. call.ed'”Fat_hhfcr. '

" because of the care and solicitude dnd special providence of
" Alaha to the Hebrews and because these were separated from. - .
" other people.”’? And in the Old Testament, God declared that' -

© . the Son will be born from the house of " Dawid (Ps 87:27-28; o

2 Kgs 7:14) and the Holy Spirit also'was known mystically

- though not accurately on account of His-care and solicitude-

_for the people (Ps I42:10;50,13). Babai refers to New Testa-
ment passages, speaking of the Old as a preparation and

- teacher (Gal. 3:24; Eph. 5:23; ICor. 10: 6; Lk. 16:16).3 In his
exposition Babai goes a step further than Theodore, who con-
sidered ihe Old Testament writers having no knowledge of the-
~ Trinity.* That Babai also has reservation on - this point is
. clear from the scant treatment of the matter+in a few lines.

Tt is through the revelation of the Sdn in the ﬂ'eéh that -

the reality of the Trinjty is made known to men. Until that
time humanity was in the state- of  infancy and was being

~ educated in the preliminary notions regarding God. The Old -

Testament was a preparation for this revelation through the
Son. The Son came and -taught that the - divinity  exists in.:

9. Ibid, p. 42, 13:21/34,30-352.
3 hid p. 42-3[34-5.

4 THEODORE, Comm. Amos, PG 66,299 BC; Comm; Haggal, =~

" PG 66, 484 C. 485 A; Hom Cat, 11, 2, p. 31 - -

5. “The chapter where Babai speaks of the Old Testament. R

feferences to the Trinity (ch. 4) is the smallest of the LU
(p. 26/21-2). S : DRy R

6 “LU 27,44 { 22, 10.0L.;. Trsopoxs, Hom. Caf. 11, 2,

p 31: *““The doctrine concerning the Father, Son and Holy Spirit
was. kept to be promulgated by Christ our Lord, who' .taught

his disciples that which was unknown before and was not

_revealed to men, and ordered them to teach it:to .others.)” :Cf. .
Nestor1Us, LH, p. 581 “The prosopa of God the Maker-of -

- Father, Son, and Holy Spirit - were not revealed.to us, so that =
. we might also know ‘the - Creator: and  obtain -completely the- - .
. teaching of the divine knowledge and receive the completeness. R
“of a complete idea,” Cf. Eph."3: 8-10, where St Paul.says” .-

. that it is through the Church that the wisdom of God is -made -

. .~ known fto the angelic powers. Cf. also Hom. Cat._II, l,fp-‘. 29;.

11, 3.p.33; 1L, 4,p. 35
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At the time of the annunciation -of Gabriel to the

. Blessed Virgin Mary, the Most Holy Trinity was revealed and

indicated.” Secondly, at the time of the Baptism of Christ by .

" John in Jordan, the Holy Trinity was again indicated.® Thirdly, .

in his public teaching, Christ taught about the mystery of the

“Trinity.? Fourthly, through the resurrection of Christ from' the -

dead, the Holy Church teaches us the mystery of the Trinity.!?

- After his resurrection, Christ himself gave the Apostles instruc-~

- tions to baptize and make disciples of all nations in the name

of the Trinity.!! After the descent of the Holy Spirit, it was

~clearly known to humanity that the divinity exists in Trinity,?

The Holy Trinity has only one divine nature (kyana).

. The d1v1mty subsists in- threé Qnomse.. Each, of the divine

Qnams is distinguished from the other by the pars/épa, ‘Father” -
indicates the property of the first Qnoma and shows that He

© © is'not the Son, nor the Holy Spirit. “Son” indicates the pro-

“

perty of the second Qnoma, the Word, and shows that He is

 not the Father, nor the Holy Spirit. “Holy Spirit” indicates

the property of the third Qnoma. Except the property proper |

“ to'each Qnoma (parsopa), in. all the rest everything is common
" to.the three divine Qnome. When it is said “three” it does

o confess’ three Qnome” (De Uno e sancta Trmzm!e FO;
'_ p SGH ) - -

not mean a Trinity of numbers such as one, two, three; on the
contrary, it is one, one, one. Three are One and unlque God
Creator of evcrythmg 13 B

“70 LU, p.o 27, 14-28, 14/22 21-23, 16.
8. Ibid. p. 28 14- 20/23 16-21..
- 9. Ibid. 28, 20- 29, 1/23,22-34,

10; Ibid. 29 1- 10/23 34-24, 7.

11. Ibid. 29, 11- 19/24 8-15."

12.. Ibid. 27, 19-20/22, 26-27. ‘
13. Ibid. 34, 8-12/28, 7-11; CE, II, 47; VI, 10 (FRANKEN- '

BERG, P. 368/369}, VI, 12, p. 370/371 11, 47 P. 160/161f In"-_
the last case Babai is referrmg to Gregory Nazranzen With .
regard to his views, he was. definitely inflenced by Gregory -

(Cf. GREGORY, Oratw 40, 41; Orat, 39; 11'and othér references;.

. Philoxenus- also has. very similar treatment of* “the subJectJ
& /It is not permitted to speak of them, one, two,” three, but’
only: Ttinity ‘or thiee ‘Qnome” (Tractatus tres, p. 24 T1s

Cf. also, ‘ibid., p. 24, 33-34: “We name it Tr:mty,
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Father Son, and - I—Ioly Spirit are mot tﬂnree names
: ﬂf-,-_attrlbuted to- the ‘Divinity according to'the impiety of Sabeihus
' norare ‘they Qnome of different essences -according «to ithe
”:msane allega.tions of Arins.} Truly they are perfect and conts
- plete . Qnome in One nature. Father is truly -Father,’ 1mp1ymg
wolavieine “Son, “Paternity- distinguishes Him: from- the-Seon: \_,Son 1is.
"not-the Father but Filiation implies Paternity. Holy :Spirit - A8
~-in the Father and in the Son, and -proceeds from them.!? :God
- dis:the .true Father, ‘the true. Son, the true Holy Spirit-one
'--Infalhble Truth, one Incorruptible nght :One Immutable
: Nature one Impassible. Essence, and one Invarlable Eternity;!%
Tt is impossible to divide the Son from the Father; and tbe‘"
. Holy Spmt from the Father and the Somn.. The three Qnome dwell- -
©ffnse 1nv1cem” ‘infinitely, inconfusedly, - mseparably, without: :
N admxxture without mixture, and without distance,. When: they
ioare dlStInCt they are united; -when they are - united, ‘they are .
_-_dlstmct “Thereis no idistinction without - the umon there s
L0 union w1th<)ut d1st1nct1@n i

e ,Babal has two examples _t‘ 'gﬂlustratc the oneness .

. '-;-the thrceness «a} The cxample. «of _the .Sun. The flame;  heat "
*and ‘light “iof :the Sun:cannotibe separated. One-is not prior -
.0 -the -other,: but not one and the same thing,~ Although- these: .

- rthree. @re-not. gnome mqayyamé”, but. only. powers.: (halle)
’ -Baba1 accepts it, since it is.an. apostolic. example (Heb 13317

-_;The three exist. s:multaneously The divinity, ‘‘qnomé.mgayyams’’,
g8 mseparably united.'8:(b) The. second. example is; from the ﬁrs -

"..'.-lfhuman family: Adam, Eve and Abel

-Adam was’ not born he Wwas ‘never a somn; he :
uenerated Abel in the mode of. Fﬂlatlon and Abel
was.. zbOl'll, but he was: ,never a Father and E\{e

5P 0. -
fd.: Do 34-25:3-5 ‘,1/28 23 27
30/25 - ;
aba1 is 1nsp1red by Gregory Na,z
‘ G 36,..345; Severus «of ' Antioch ¢
rammiaticum, ..-‘CSCO, 112..p. 59), Gf BASIL

_ .'15 3) PG 31 469A T
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was in. the mode: ef processwn not i the mode
~of generation;’ she was- ‘nmever: a: daughter nor
cal]ed & s1ster 1o

L It is: an: 1mperfect example But aceordmg to: Baba1 if: e.mongt

ther _mortals we can: find: this: example how can it be imposs-i

vmlty in: Trinity,.and Tripity in one divinity,*

Wlth regard to the discussion of the matter, Babai was'*

- ible’to see: the one” divine nature existing” in’ three _Qnome one’. o

not only -indebted to Theodore, but also to the Great Cappa- " .

-+, dociang; especially to Basil and Gregory Nazianzen The reason

o why He- ‘began his- Christological’ work with the discussion om

. thHe Trinity, seems to be a historical one. He might have found’
- the work of Philoxenus' Tractatus tres, written in the same way

‘and he found similar treatment in the Catechetical qullz goft -

Theodore on whom he chleﬂy based his, expos1t10n

B '.§ 2 The Tnmty and the Incarnatmn .

: After speakmg about; the oneness and the Trimty of the;'
Dwm;ty, Babai speaks. about.the divine action- for-the: salvai-:
S iom, of all. Incarnation is. the act of the three. divine. Qnome
" In:the-Old Testament, God. (4laha) was preparing a people for:
~- .the revelation’ of the, Son and accordingly, ‘He. made; promises .
DR o ¥ therﬁl and 111 the fuIlness of tlme the: Tevelation: came. mto R
'-':effect R : . :

It is the Father WhO sent, the Son It s, the Son who

'-'-was mcarnate and became man; Babai has repeated. dlscusswn L
- .. on-thes question, that it is the Son who became man, and not. =

'Eve and Seth.

the Father mor the I—Ioly Spmt 2 Although the:e 1s onIy one_' e

19 LU 32 1- 5/26 15 18: CE VI, 4 p.. 354/355 Adam '_:

50, LU, p. 33 1ff./26. 15/ Teré also Babaj is influenced -

' by Gregory Na21anzen {(Oratio, 31 11: PG 36- 2, 144 D- 145B)
2105 CfL LU, p. 40§33; 4234 e
cooeo22, CELU, p. 39, ME[32,1ff. ° It is about the Word that -
it is ‘said; ‘He- became flesh’ and ‘is reveaIed in the  fiesh’. .

. neither the Father nor the Holy Spirit. .. It is not said: about

o "--.'._"the ‘Father; ‘became flesh® but about the Word ‘who was'ify thew. =

o begmnmg thh the Father; nor about® the Holy Spirit’ that, ‘He:' -

‘which: pertains’to’ the - Economy is -aseribed: to’ thie: ‘Son?’;: LU/-36;

was sent and’becamé: flesh from: the' woman’; but: everythm

| 1258130, 0- 13, 441 [36fT: 40, 24[33, 20; SO/41; 103/72; 48, 4&;40’4_7-'5-_ i

’-.’;'14& 58 11-13/47, 1. ete. CE, 1V, 3 p 260]262
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divine will, one divine nature, and one divine essence, the
property of each Qnoma is mutually incommunicable;. so what :
is spoken of the. Son does not refer to the Father and to the
Holy Spirit.?* Babai might have in mind the Patripassians or .
other heretics, who went wrong in explaining the mystery of

Incarnation, It is neither the Father, nor the Holy Spirit who - -
is united with our humanity, but it is the Son alone who be- o
came man and revealed to the rational beings. the . glorious.. . .

mystery of the Trinity,?* But it is the work of the Three
‘Qnome. The Holy Spirit also has specific functions in the
act of Incarnation. It is He who formed the body, to be unit-

ed with the Word in the womb of the Virgin Mary. And at . .

Jordan he descended upon Jesus and anointed him.25 Babai is -

very clear on the point that. it is God Himself who is the -

subject of the human salvation, and it is ﬁrst and foremc)st a
»dwme act 28 .

. N
In hls discussions Baba1 does not deal w1th soterlology-

very much, Except for a few passing remarks, he concent- = - '

- rates his attention on the question of union of the two natures.
The Word assumed flesh and united Himself to flesh and revea-
led Himself in flesh and’ manifested His divinity to men.?” The
created natures were - unable to behold the glorious nature of
His Godhead, and the Son appeared in the flesh to reveal -
the mystery of the Trinity.?® His revelatwn in the ﬂesh was

.for us-and for our - salvatlon 2 g

23 Cf LU, p. 39, 6/32 5 39 22 -3/32, 21- 22
24, / Cf. Tbid, p. 40/32 33,

: 25, Cf. Ibid.
126, See THEODORE Hom Cat. V, 3 (TONNEAU, p. 103) T
27. Cf. LU, p. 1, 20/1, 20-1, 26, 31f./22, 6-7; 40, 24f,f33 :

20f; 44, 29/36, 334 58 25&/47 14f 103, 17/72 245 126,
30;/ 102, 13; 180, 8/145 28; 233, 26f/190 3 TV 299, 4/241
- 16
28, Creedof 612: Cf. L ABRAMOWSKI, Nestorian Collectwn,
~p. 152/90. .
' 29. LU 1, 6-7/1, 6-7; 40, 28-30/33. 24-26; 36, 22-3/30, 6-7;
50, 24-5/41, 20-2; 57, 30/46 25- 6; 72, 21-2/38, 29f 173, 23f/140 '
16f 215, 4ﬁ'/174 12-17: ‘Through H1m in one spirit, we have -
- :access to the knowledge of truth and He delivered us from -
~the power of darkness and led us to the true familiarity, and"
He.took sin and affixed it to His cross- and gave us propitiation ..
- and redemption in His ‘blood, and by Hlm is given the h1gh

prlesthood in His Church i



CHAPTER VI

The Umtu and Duahtg in Ehrlst

In this chapter the discussion is on the various aspects

of Babat’s Christology, It will be treated under three artlcles -

preceded by two preambles.

Mar Babai himself states that the LU is about the
divinity and the humanity and the parsopa of union.! Without -
-any qualification- whatsoever, he accepts the fact of the union .
of the two natures.? He believes ﬁrme that it is the Word
the Second Qnoma of the Trinity who is united to our
'humamty That at the angelic salutation to the Blessed Virgin
" Mary there effected a perfect and everlasting union in the
~ womb of the Virgin, of the humanity and of the divinity in -
the one parsopa of Filiation of the Second Qnoma of the -
~Trinity is also one of the basic Christological concepts, ‘-
accepted by Babai as .dogma. Babai has absolutely no doubt .
.. regarding the intimacy of the union. He speaks about the
union of Christ as most intimate and inseparable as possible,

. Heisa believing Christian whose faith is above every rational

argumsnt and metanhysxcal principle, That the Son is one and

T L. Cf. LU, 1, 5-6]1,47; 2.22-4/2, 18-20, :
2. LU 36 25-8/30, 9-13: “We accept and confess that
there was, efl d the union, .and that God the Word was .
united parsoplca Iy to our humamty, which He made with Him .

one Son in one dignity and power; this we believe and hold - -

fast thhout doubt and without investigation”; LU, 166, 16-22/
134, 24-30: “We, however, believe and hold, that there was
effected the union of the two natures, i.'e, of the two qnome '

-~ form of God, and form of servant, tempIe and its dweller, in =~
' one adhesnon in one name, in one power, in one adoratwn '

- the properties of both gnome’ being preserved namely of the
. divinity and of the humamty of Christ in the one Parsopa of -
g Flhatmn ”
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unigue and He has two perfect natures in the union without
mixture is also an unquestioned fact for Babai. His concern
was to explain the duality in the union.®

Preambles

§ L Babhai's Christ-Picture

Mar Babai’s Christ picture is biblical and in accordance
with the Tradition. The very first chapter of LU begins with
this basic Christian affirmation of the belicving Christian:
“Jesus Christ is head of our life, and our hope and our God.”*
Jesus Christ is our God. He is cur Lord Jesus Christ, head
of our life and our God.® Christ is our hope who is present
in our infirmities and in our feebleness and deficiency of our
puerile knowledge, according to our faith in Him.’ He fore-
knows everything because He is God eternally, and there is
nothing which came to Him or occurred to His mind recently.®

Christ is our Lord and we are His servants; He is to
be adored and we, with all the creatures, are His adorers
because of the divinity, which is in Him, in one union, which
is unbreakable and for ever. He is the Cause of our salvation
and: our life.? Christ is thé Principle of our life, and our God
and our Teacher.!® He is our wisdom; our hope, our power and -
our consolation.!t 3 :

3. At the time of Babai, almost all the different groups
of Christians were in agreement regarding the completeness
of the divinity and of the humanity. The whole problem was
centred around the guestion of union. Each group tried to
explain it in its own way and found faunlt with the explanation
of the other groups, because of a lack of understanding
among thern.

4. LU 2,1/1, 25; cf. LU, 57, 26-7/46, 22-3; 199, 4-5/i61,
4-5; CA f. 864,

5. LU, 6, 20/5, 18-19: CE (FRANKENBERG, p. 8-9).

6. LU, 27, 17/22, 23-4; 26, 31/22, 6; 236, 15-6/192, 11.
7. LU, 39, 28-9/32, 28; 57,27-8/46, 23-25.

8. LU, 39, 29-31/32, 28-30.

9. LU, 139, 30-31. 140, 1.3/112, 35-113 3.

10. - LU 160; 17/ 130, 2-3,

11. LU, 245, 18-9/199, 19-20.
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oot The: hope ofalk. sincere” adorers. is strongly rooted in. -

= Him, Al the’ treasures: of wisdom: and. knowledge: are hidden:

“ " inHim-(Col:. 2:3); He gives wisdom.to” the -wise and: intellect: " .7 .
to the intelligent; He inspires and incites those who ask: fer: -

' the common good and teaches abundanily through the effusion ' -

of His.~ Grace’ those wlhich © are: beneficial to. the futwe: life.12 . -
" Christ is the sublime Head of the Church1s
“ . § 2, 'Fhe Use.of Concrete: and Abstract Terms _
' fn his exposition in the LU and other ‘works, Babai.
" makes use of concrete and abstract _expressions side by side. -
He uses: “humanity” for “man’, and ‘‘man” for “humanity”;.
¢ divinity” for ‘“Word”, and ““Word” for “divinity”. On one-
‘and the same occasion he may- use both, side. by side. The.
.~ Syrians did not find.such usage difficult and it. is in accordance-
with their "liturgical tradition.' Perhaps, they  might have
* inherited’ it~ from  Theodore, the Interpreter. Theodore . uses.
©. ' comgrete ‘and: abstrct terms,  in” almost the same’ sense, !>,

T 12, LU, 2, 25 /1, 26f. -
S0 132 LU, 51, 6[46, 330 : _ R
o147 Inv the Persian Syfodal tradition, the preférence. was..
for-abstract terms, such: as Humanity: and divinity:” Thus-Acac-.
Cojus: it 486°.(J.: B, CHABOT, Syn. Or. 535[302), Joseph. in:554(ibid,. ~ =
- 97/355), ‘Iso‘iahb L in 585 (ibid. p.-134-6{395-8; 194-5/454-5). .
- and’ Sabariso in: 596 (ipid. 197-8/457-8). use.only- abstiract terms..

“But’ Backiel” in 576" (/bid. 113/372), Gregory in 605 (210/474). - o

" and the Creed - of 612 (p. 564 367/582°4) have both, side by: v
< side. Thomas” of Edessa; & contemporary of Mar Aba; the Cath~- . L
" olicos, uses them - both (Cf. 8. J. CARR, ‘Thomide - Edesseni: tract=
.. ati; de: Nativitate Domini Jesus Christi, Romag:1898, p. 5456140 .
" Abdiso (14th c.) speaks in the same.way.(Liber Margarilue, 3250
+349). ' The' cautious wording, of some. of the Synods may be to:-
. ~avoid opportunity for attack on. the part of the adversaries:' - -
S 15; The: Humar nature meant for Theodore the fassumed. " .
- man’” and- the“‘assumed man’’;" the “himan’ pature®, just. as’ - -
“*divine nature” essentially meant “God” or the “Son of God” "
and . “Word>”, “‘the divine nature” (Cf. 'THEODORE, Hom. Cat.. = .=
VIIL, 1..13 (TONNEAU,.p:: 205-7. ‘187);: Comm in Joh. (Lo M
VosTE; p. 303-4/217); R. A. NORRIS; Manhood: and: Christ,p. 200;." e
F.. A, SuLLivaN, The. Christology.. 0. Thevdore of Mopsuestia. p.. -
20’7’%1_6;} MACNAMARA, Theodore of. Mopsuestid, in 1 TO 19 (1952),.
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Babai says: “God the Word...assumed the man and

joined him to Himself parsopically in one Filiation.”” In the: - .-

same context we read, “God the Word assumed  our humanity. ..
.and joined it to Himself in one Filiation.”'®

- Humanity meant for Babai, the perfect humanity, a ma.n"

Tlike all men, except siz, but not independent of the parsopa .

.of Filiation of the Word. Divinity meant for him, perfect

-Qnoma, like the Father and the Holy Spirit, but after the. 3

-uynion and assumption in the womb, only united w1th the huma~
nity, for ever.

Art. 1. The Starting Point of Babai

A synthesis of different traditions can be found in- Babai. _
_As a follower of the Antiochene Tradition, he begins with the
historical Jesus Christ, ascending to his divinity. On the other .

" ‘hand, in certain parts he begins with the Word of God, the .

:Second Qnoma of the Trinity and comes down to the union..
- v§ 1, The “Word”

It is God the Word who assumed our humanity. Word is

“the 'Second Qnoma of the Trinity., The term “Word” is indica- - L

tive of the divine nature shared. by the three divine: Qnome
-equally and eternally. The natural, unique, and unchangeable -

‘property of the Word is the parsopa of Filiation, by which He L |

is distinct from the Father and the Holy Spirit and related to’

the Word. The Word of God is perfect in everything as the

them. The parsopa of Filiation is ontological and essential’ to . T

- Father and the Holy: Spirit  in nature, essence and substance. -

. He required no other honour .or exaltation than what He shared”
-with the Father and the Holy Spirit Everything visihle and”
invisible was created through Him. He is almighty and all—

knowing: As God, He knows everything and noth_i_ﬁg could be . -

" 16. LU 54, 29-31/44, 25-27; 55, 8-9/44, 33-34; cf. also, ibid. .
68, 11ff./55, 15/; 71, 15Mf./57, 33ff.; 81/68; 105-7/74-5; 105/74;. .-
157/127; 162/131; 163-4/132; 223/181, 26ff.; 230-1]187 8; 248/201 o
C23ft; T VI p. 256, 28/238 If
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added to His knowledge. Eternally, He has authorlty over eve- |
rything and 1s God over all.! : '

His d1v1ne nature with its attributes common to the
. three Qnome, cannot be shared with any creature. Such are His

Eternity, Infinity and Incomprehensibility. But His parsopa of .

*. Filiation, with all its honour and glory could be communicated.

Babai speaks of the “humiliations™ of the Word. It con-
sists in His ‘‘coming down” and being united with the flesh
from us: ' : '

Though He was God, begotten from the Father etern- -
ally, with the greatest humility He put on our hu-

" manity and dwelt in that temple unitively, in order to
complete the adorable Economy for the renovatlon' '
and salvation of all.?’ :

Although he affirms that the Word assumed our huma— ‘
- pity “‘with the greatest humility,” he would. not say that the -
“Word is born from the Virgin or ‘‘the Word died.” He makes
a very subtle, rational distinction betwesn “Word’® and “‘Son™.
Word is pointing to the common nature (divinity) and the .
quoma, while Son is indicative of the particular Property of the
nature, the parsopa . of Filiation, which is insommunicable with -
the Father and the Holy Spirit, while eommunicable with the

creatures.’ The two terms, Word and Son, speak of the two as-

- pects of one and the same reahty

‘In opposing - the Ariang and the Apoll1nar1ans Theodore - -

. had made such a distinction. He rejected the “predication of all-
- the attributes to the Word. According to- hIm whatever is pre- = -
dicated of a subject must be predicated by nature, so the phy-+
sical actions and the human sufferings cannot be attributed to

.. the- Word by nature, but can be attributed to the Son or to -

. Christ.* In the Alexandrlan tradition, it is possible fo attri- -
. bute all the predications to the Word. There the distinction

1. Cf. LU, 39-40{32-33.
2. LU, 48, 4-8/40, 14-17; of. 63, 6MT./51, 4 I, o
3. Cf R. A. GRreER, The Capiain;o f our Salvation; p. 211,



._eWOl’d and the Son; but it was just a < Jiverse fermmologwat::""'""'

Bk iy is. the Creed: of the PerSIan Church .He. made an elaborate :

: "_.'-son in his divine nature-as such, whereas‘ Son “Lord” and. .
. “Christ)’ see him directly as a person. For th1s reason Nesto-: "
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' '."'1s ouly in tune Nestonus also made a- distinction: between the-

mgmﬁcance”_ as Scipioni puts it.* For Nestorius, “Word” isiar
_-:'-purely qmddltatlve designation of the divinity of ‘the’ Son
 Nestorius was very: careful to asscrt that the Word and “the
__‘_-jr_Son are. not dlﬁ'erent ones S :

Here;. Baba1 has inherited the Antiochene tradition: from_.' o
Nestorius. In the Seleucian Synodal declarations: there is no' :
such a dtstmctlon That however, does not prove that it wast.’ e
‘not known to them pnor to Babai. -

. - § 2, The Nlcaean Creed .

“#n tHe LU, in more than one place Babai refers 1o the
“Holy Fathers: of Nicaea and. their Symbol.8 They have clearly .
showed the divinity of the Son and the completeness of the
" patures: in:the one parsopa. .As they have started with the -
" one. “Lord Jesus. Christ” and not with. -‘Ged . the _Word”
~“Babai-also follows that: llnc i his. -exposition.- In:-ch. 8;.0f .2
LU, there is a part of the N1caean Creed with an explananon i
SR b hlS L1turg1cal Tradition, . Babai.: has. the;Creed of Nicaea,
" as aceepted by the Synod- of Mar Isaac.in 410.and till today. . -

_. expos1 C the Creed but it'is lost7 RN

S 4 Cf. L L SCIP[ONI chercke, p 59 cf NESTORIUS LH .
: -_3089 262; 187; 166; 169- 1707 209; 215-6,; 261-2 (DRIVER), - :
. Cf: . LooFs,° Nestormna 295, 7-9; 308 8-11: “I.did not

: -say that the: Somn-, was one and’ God the Word another E sald-. :
- that: God' the Word was: by. nature one and the temple by nat-

. ure another, one, Son by conjunction”: cf. L. L. ScIPIONI, Nestos:

rio; p. 391; 392+ “It is clear' that it is always a.matter: of the -

same person”except ‘that"the temi ““Word’ sces. this (same) per-f )

‘- rius can predicate of the person ex1stence in- both. natures,f’
human and divine” (390-1); IDEM, Ricerche, p. 57-59. .
6. Cf LU, 73/59 232/188—9 241 2/196 7 6[5 95[87

' i __ne II p 529‘ o




- TEE ,«UNI:T:Y'::.;&&'-?DUAI;LVI_T-X& N CHRIST 125

In the Creed of Nicaea two words are used 1o ‘describe’

the  incarnation: sarkothenta enanthropésanta.” In ‘the . Synac._: :

.. translation, the Creed - of Mar Isaac employs efgasam . wel-

bamas 8 On one instance, Babai has the. same expressmn as
- .that of Tsaac: Efgasam wetbarnas® On three other _occ_alsu;)rns_:_ T
W e hay efbasar wetbarnas® For ‘Babai- etgasam-and et_bas_a.r,a:;,e_,_,,,,...,;."'__-'

_Synomymous. L

Baba1 understands the Nlcaean expressmn “was incarnate
and became man’ as ‘assumed” or “‘taken’. (nszb). He. finds

- proof for. it in the Bible (Phil. 2: 7} and in the Fathers“._';
" Although he does not say that the Nicacan Fathers said 5o, still
‘he speaks of the Fathers, having used such an’ expression.
- On- two occaswns assumed” comes after the c1‘fat1on from.the

© & Nicaean. Creed “was incarnate and was made. man” and inall . - -

" four cases he refers to the Fathers.'? Philoxenus. also’ accapts

“-this. expression.'? Both' Ph1ioxenus and Babai m:ght have been” -

' ".'_mﬂuenced by the common Edessan Tradmon 1

e The bas1s for Babal s 1nterpretat10n ‘was the Synod of
w150 (of 381, 0r 382 of Constantinople). The document-of 612 -
L eites the letter of the 150 Fathers to the Western Bishops and "
. there’ the word nsab occurs; “/God -the ‘Word ‘isiperfect God -

' '-_;‘-j:_.efo.r\c -;éil-l 'wOr-l‘ds- -an_d-étin_ies But at. the fullness. . of tlme for e

: ' 8 J B.. CHABOT Syn. or! 22 30. The Nestonan Bapns—
-fnal" Cneed has, sarkathenm kai anthrapan genomenon. (H Hamx,

% »expressmn among the various Syriac writers, cf A DE HALLEUX,
.,Phx[axemenne du Symbole, p. 308- 309.. . :

9. LU, 232, 8/188,.29. - R
10 .LU; 58 25- 6/47 14 5 241, 18;'196 10 11 95:_,,2-;3'/:,87_,'.".-

'LU 232 5. 8/188 26 29 73;59 241!196 .
- LU 232 5- smss 26- 9 232, 23 5/189‘ *8;_

Bibliothek, p. 145) “The ‘East Syrian Liturgy has etgasam men"_. »
Jiha - dqudsa uahwa barmzsa With regard to the use of the
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- . the salvation of men he fook (sqgal) from us-a complete man
- _and dwelt in him.”'s : .

Theodore’s commentary would have given Babai and the -

- other Persians added authority for such an interpretation: ..
" “Qur holy Fathers said ““who was incarnate’ so that you would =~

understand that it was a perfect man that he took... And he-

took not only a body, but the whole man, composed of a body

and an immortal and rational soul. He assumed him for our =

~ salyation and through him He won  salvation for our life.16

Although the “Nestorian Baptismal Symbol” was in use among ..

them and the “Nicaeanum® c¢came later,'” the former does not

contain the word, “assumed”, The ‘‘expositio Fidei”” of Ps.- -t

" Athanasius, has the expression, “he assumed the man’ (aneils-

~ phen anthrdpon).’® It could also have influenced Babai and
_ Philoxenus, and it is anterior to both of them. The Persian '@ -
Synodal Tradition also might have helped- Baba1 “to formulate: L
* such an interpretation.!® - R

Art. II The Oneness of Christ .
' §! Incarnatmn lis I\ature

God the Word the Second Qnoma of the Trlmty, havmg
the Parsopa of Filiation, assumed our humanity to His Parsopa

and gave'His parsopa to the man, formed in the womb of the -

. 15. CE 1. B. CHABOT, Syn. Or. p. 576/594; O. BRAUN, Das =~ -
_ Buch der Synhados, p..326; C."A. KNELLER, Zum 2. Allgememm cn

Konzil vem Jahre 381, ZkTh. 27 (1903), p. 794

16. THEODORE, Hom. Cat. V, 19 (TONNEAU, p. 127); cf v,

5, p. 107, V, 7, p. 109.
" 17. H. HamN, Bibliothek, p. 144- 146 J. GRIBOMDNT Le
Symbole de foi de Séleucie- Ctésiphon (410) in 4 Tnbute to Arthur
V8obus, Chicago. 1977, p. 283-294. . B
18, PG, 25, 197ff.; H. HAHN, zbrd p. 194, :
19. Iso‘iahb T in 585 says, that “he descended ‘was. in- .

‘carnate and became man incontestably demonstrates the ass- ¢

‘umption (nasibatad) of our. ‘humanity” (J, B. Caasor, Syn. Or., -
“p. 134-5/396): Cf. also Ezeklel’s Synod in 576 (ibid. 113, 27 8,*7: '
' _372) and that of Sabarlso in’ 598 (1b1d 202/ 463) :
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Blessed Virgin Mary. Thus the parsopa of Filiation of the
Word became the parsopa of the thing ermed in:_her.. The «
. Word is a perfect Qnoma and the humanity is a perfect -GROMA-~
as any other man.!

. Jesus of Nazareth possesses a fixed gnoma with his natu-, -

“'ral parsopa, such as height, weight, color etc., but he has no,
human filiation and independent existence. By his natural par(-j

sopa, he is Jesus of Nazareth, and not Peter nor John.? God

the Word assumed the man Jesus* and gave him His glorious|

" parsopa of Filiation at the moment of his formation in the/

womb, At the same time, Word of God received the humb}e

parsopa-of the human nature and revealed Himself through it./ i

The man, apart from the Word, and independent of Him and

“ without wunion with Him, never existed and can never exist,]

" not even for a moment, The human nature is formad to be um—

'Lted formatlon and unlon were simultaneous.?

At the rvery moment of its formation, the human nature
or man received the parsopa of Filiation and thus he became -
the Son of the Most High, because of the parsopa of the -
. Word. But the human nature remained a perfect man, endowed
~with'a rational soul and body. The Word did not take ‘the
: ‘place. of the soul I—Ie in fat:t, Was united to both body and -
SOlll 4 . . . - . . . .

' “The Word became flesh and dwelt in us” is understood.

t_he Word assumed our nature and dwelt in it.” So by
-asstming our human nature - a perfect man - the Son .of God
became the Son of man; - the 0n1y Begotten became the First-
-Born: of Mary.

' § 2 Chnst is One

. Repeatedly, all through the LU, Babai teaches that Chr-
/ist s one and the Son .IS one. He condemns the accusation of

CCf. TV 300, 14£./242, 17f.

. Ihid. p. 300, 31/242, 32-33. e
LU .59, 13fF.]47, 326.; S5/88;. 133/107
LU, 58, 29&/47 18ff.

> _m_'p_
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hls opponents that the- Persmns teach the .error. of two sons 3
b -He condemns -also. the Samosatan heresy. - s

R In h1s d1v1111ty Chr:st is Son by nature; m hlS human.
o 1ty, he 1s Son. by union and assumption, It is. ‘the same’son
“One and the same is the Son. of the Most ngh in: heaven an
in the: womb of the Blessed Virgin.” The one who is" tormecl
from her .is called Son of the Most High by union. with
" ‘Bternal :Son of the Most High. 5. Christ is Son in his humam
‘not -by adoption, but by union.” One is Christ. in his; hum
nature-and  in his divine nature. One is Son in . hls h
nature-and in his divine nature. - One is: Christ the Son
o and the Son: of man:S : : A

. The princi_ple of . the union or’ umity.in Chris:

- Parsopd- of Filiation.. The parsopa of Filiation: of “the Et
ooSon became the parsopa; of the man formed in; the ‘womb.
- “Son..of ‘God -assumed - the man to: I—Ils parsopa of Fil

. gave His. glonous ‘parsopa’ to the .man formed i
 ‘the ‘parsopa iof ‘Filiation-of ‘the . Word :became -the -par
man. Exeept: theivery’ dwme nature’ jof the: Word‘ whic
‘-.be 1mpa1:ted ito! anyone all what ’che Word 12§

':'-:man to HIS parsopa of Flhamon At the same t1
- assumed the Iowly state of the man’ and it be

s s 1120, 28/123, 19-20. 22. 29-30; 154,
124, 314 156, 14/126, 28-29; 158, 3(127, 38; 158, 21,'128
" 6. LU, 223, 9ff /181, 9ff.; 105-6/74. = .
St 10 LU, 62, 9-10/50, 11125 hadu  mstha batrmhen haa’u bra
'fi--;batraihen 61; 24-25/49,°32-4; 134,11~ 3“08 7105 137, 9, /110, .
o 23ff57223; 26-9/181, 26-30; 103 6/74; 133, 14ﬁ/107 15ff 59,
16/47 35; 69/56, 1ff.
B 8. LU, 131. 18- 9/105 32, 93- 4/86 32 4 121}'97 34 =05
122;’98 37-8; 127/103 4; 131}'105,25&,}57 27—8/127 345 1-'59"}
_ 3 10,’123 33 4 TV '290 20 5/1241 32 6 302 16ﬁ/244 1-26.
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of the Word by union. So everything can be spoken of the one
Son, both the gloricus ones of the Word and the humble ones
of the man.?

_ Christ is one in his Filiation; the Sor is one in his ano-

inting. There is only one honour and adoration to Christ. The
double gnome is not against the most intimate union between’
the two natures in the one parsopa. There is no distinction
between Christ and Son. Christ and Son are not one and ano-
ther. Christ is the Son and the Son is Christ (msiha).

This parsopa of Filiation by whichk Christ is one unique
Son is called by several names, Tt is called the “parsopa of
union” (parsopa dehdainia). Tt is indicative of the uniting ele-
ment namely the Sonship, which is one. It is ontological,
because it is in the very property of the Word, Babai takes
this expression from Nestorius,'” According to Babai, the
name ““Christ” is also a parsopa of union, in the sense that:
“Christ” is indicative of the.two natvres. It is the result of
the union achieved through the parsopa of Filiation. Since the
parsopa, of Filiation is one, the names also are spoken as of

- one 11

Babai calls this unique parsopa of Filiation, “common
parsopa’’ (parscﬁpa‘ gawanaid), because it belongs to both the-
qnome, to the one by nature (naturally), and the other by unjon
- and assumption. This common parsopa is not the result of a
fusion of the two natural parsope.'? The name “Christ™ is also
a common parsopa, With regard to this concept also, Babai is

9. LU, 162, 13-163, 13/131, 20-132, 10. _
10. Nestorius, LH, p. 211, 5; 212, 3, 7f. and parallels
{BEDJAN); Cf. L. ABRAMOWSKI, Unrersuckungen p. 222; L. L Scr-
®IONI, Ricerche, p. 591, _
11. LU, 99/69; 209/169. For Babai, the cohcept of parsopa
was not a very rigid juridical one. He was not bothered about
the number of parsopa: could be many. But the. parsopa of
- Filiation, which brings about the union, and oneness, is unique.
: 12, LU, 162, 11f131 17- 8 163, 14/132 11-3; 164 -8/132,.
33-35; 164, 17/133 7.

)
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indebted to Nestorius, who speaks of prosopon koinon.'? Many
have misunderstood this common parsopa, as,'the resuIt of & -
fusion of two parsope. o

It is also called ‘the ‘parsopa of Economy (parsopa damd- "’
‘gbranita). The parsopa which is natoral to the Word, becomes
ihe parsopa of Bconomy, ‘because it is the Son who became”
man, It is through His adorable pasopa that He undertook
all the salvific Economy for our renovation and salvation.. ci
The parsopa of Economy is in contrast with the parsopa’of - i
the Father and the parsopa’ of the Holy Spirit. The parsopa
of the Father is not the parsopa of Economy, nor of the Holy
Spirit.'* This concept also'is seen ‘in Néﬁ}ﬁtonus 15 PR

Tt is~ also calied “His parsopa’ referring, of course,’ to
the' one un1:1uc parsopa of the Word 16 -

4§ 3, Chrlstologlcal Umon Compared wnth the Tnmtanan Umon B

The Christologwal union is explamed bv the antenor Tr

_ Gregory Namamen is the ﬁrst one to make ube o the
Trinitarian union to exp]am the. Christological union; But Gre—
gory was careful to make the’ dlstmction The elements in Chnst-
are distinet one . from another but ‘they are not persons' y
elements constltutmg one Chrlst ouk allos a’e lcaz allos

Nestorius takes up thlS analogy

13. Ngstorius, LH (BEDJAN) 219, 6; 250, 3 and para-
llels: Cf. L. ABRAMOWSKI, Umersuchungen p- 222 L I SCIPI-,-
ONI, Ricerche, p. 00, :
14 LU; 40, 27{33, 22 3, 72,°8/58, 16; 103, 19 20/72 27-8; i
106, 8/74, 33-5; 213, 24/173, 2-3; 262, 12/212 29; 272 6 220
8: 88, 26/82, 29; 92, 5-6/85, 9.
'15. Nastorivs. LH, p. 55. 414 305 (BEDJAN) 1. I Sc1P- o
_ 10NI, Ricerche. p. 60, '
“16. LU, 32. 4l. 44 45, 46. 48. 49 50. 52; TV 237. 241 £
242 246 {tr.). :
" 17. {(GREGORY NAZIANZEN Ep. 101 10 Cledonius, PG 37 180
18. Nestorius, LH, p. 207 (DRIVER)
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Confess, then, the Taker as He took, and the
taken as it was taken, wherein each is one and .
another, and wherein there is ‘one and not two,
after the same manmer of the Trinity. =~ .

S I another place, also Nestorius teaches 't_h:"sanie.’ thing 19, .~

- ~hantin dmenhan itaw ‘poruqan; - 13 dan *hrena. wahre

As in the Trinity there is one ousia of three
prosopa, and. three prosopa of one ousia, here there -

is ope prosopon of two ousias and two ousias of:
one prosopon. '

Nestorins bases his arguments on Gregory’s epistle to Cle-
donius, He refers to it more than once in the context, where
he discusses this problem.?® He quotes him to substantiate ‘the
iwo ousias and the one prosopon in Christ.

! For one thing and another are those of ‘which..our
Saviour is, if the invisible and the visible are not =
the same - God on the one hand who was man and ..
man on the other who was made God 2l

In ai]_other place he cites again,??

" There are’ indeed two natures, God and man, but
not two sons; for one thing and another are those .
‘fromi which our saviour is, but ‘0ot one and ano-

- ‘ther - far fromit, . - e

._Frox.n' the above citations it s clear that -Nestorius knew the
dis:t.mction__ made_ by Gregory, In; the Syriac translation, for both

19. Ibid, p. 247; cf, also, p. 309, ' .
200 Ibid, p. 235, 260.200. 215. 221. 224, 231.:230. 237,243,
. 2L LH, p. 200 (DRIVER); p. 280 (BEDIAN): “*’hrens. gar
wahrend hanan dmenhan itaw poragan énhda dld hi kad hi. itah
" hai -dla methazyans uhai dmethazyana: Alahi men de’tbarnas
ubarnasa dén de’talah’. S I

.22, LH, p. 215 (DrIVER); P. 300 (BEDJAN): “kyana mes trén;
-Alaha ubarnasa bnaya dan 1a tran; "hren  gar wahrén itaihn
na - has’
Cf. also, L# 220 (DRIVER); 307 (BEDJAN): “ hren gaér wahren
. itaw: Alahi ubarnasa; 18 dén hreng wahrens, itaw: ela bpar-:
- :sapa__had bahdaynta balaha .de’tbarnas: ubarnasa de’talah.” -
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cases the same words are used: God is one and man another
but he is not one and another.23

Even though different words were not used, the differe-
nee was very clearly meant by Nestorius. He spoke of the dua-

ity of the natures (ousias) and the oneness of . the prosopon. '

In addition to the citation in LH Gregory’s Epistle to
" Cledonius was cited by the document of 612 of the Persians.>*
‘And from both of them Babai was aware of this distinction.

Babai makes use of the Trinitarian Union to explain the
Christological Union. Just as the three divine Qnome ar¢c one
eternal nature and essence and existence the two natures and
two gnome (eternal and temporal) constitute one Son: the hum-

~anity of the Son by the union with the Bternal Son is One

Son % Just as we belicve in one God, existing in three Qnome, .

we believe in one Lord Jesus Christ, having two gnome, eter -
pal and temporal. Though there are three Qnome we do not
count the Trinity: there’ is not one, two, three, but only one, .
.one_ one. The three Quome are united in one unique divine .

— e e —

23. LH (DRIVER), p. 220 (BEDJAN), p. 307: “They, (the
natures) are ope thing and another, and He is not one and
another in the parsopa’ (hrén wa hrén: ula “hrend wahrenz bpar-
isopa). Thid. p. 221 (Dr1vER); p. 307 (BEpian): “He is conc-
“eived as one thing and another in natures. But he is without
" distinction in the union; in view of the natures which are dis- -
“tinet, it is considered one ‘thing and another” (hrend wa’hrend
‘metra’é bakyané wadld puras bahdayuta bmelta dén dakyome '
dapririn hrend wa'hrena L ap itaw umelra'é ). Ibid, p. 233

. {DRrIviR); p. 320 (BEDJAN): “‘He in one is the prosopon and
| apne and another in the ousias” (bparsopa had, ubusyas ’ hrenid-
wa'hreng). After a citation from Ambrose, Nestorius says, “Two.
natures, - one thing and another” (trin kyanén ’hrend wahrenz)
(Ibid. p. 245 (DRIVER);, D. 339 (BEDIaN). In another place too -
Nestorius says, “We speak of one and another in the natures,

but of ‘one prosopon in the union for the use of one another”

~ (Ibid. p. 247). In an 8th c. ms. in the British Museum we.
read the extract No. IX .(of Nestorius), compiled by a Mono- .

- physite: “Not_one and another; not one Sonand again another . .
"Son” (Cf. PO 13, p. 164-165. 200). : S

o 24,010 B, CHABOT, Syn. Or. 576/593.
1 25, LU, 29, 2'_1-—3/2_4, 18-19.
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nature, one power, one will, one dominion and excellence. But
at the same time, each Qnoma of the Trinity preserves the pro-
perty of each, without confusion, infinitely and inseparably and -
the whole divine nature is acknowledged in each Qnoma, '

In the same way the two natures of Christ are preserved
in the one parsopa of the Son of God with the properties of
each gqnoma, preserved without confusion; and each gnoma is’
acknowledged in the same parsopa, not-separately. That which
is of the divine gnoma by nature and fixedly, pertains to the
human gnoma by union and assumption, and viceversa.?® Thus
Babai makes a distinction between “‘naturally and fixedly” on
the one hand, and “‘assumptively, parsopically and unitively’
on the other.?’ . '

The three divine Qnome are entirely one without any
limitation (unum quid: had entin kul bkul).?® In the same way
the two natures in Christ constitute an absolute oneness, wnum
- quid: had medem.?® The expression, unum quid: had med.m is.

. 26. LU 71, 1./57, 20f.; 71, 18ff/57, 35f; 162, 6ff./131,
11ff,; 166, 1f1./134, 9ff.; 169, 28-170, 3/137, 8-13; 174/140, 30
fl. HC. X ‘ ‘ ‘
27. That which is of one gnoma naturally and fixedly, is.
of tho other gnoma by union and assymption in the one par-
sopa. For example, anointing pertaing to the humanity by nature
(kianait) and fixedly (gbi‘git); it is of the divine Qnoma, ass-
umptively and parsopically (nsibait parspait). The name “Son
of man™* fixedly and naturally pertains to the human nature;
assumptwely to the divinity (LU 71, 1Mf./57, 2541.; 168, 6fF./136,
Iff.; 162, 6ff./131, 11ff) The parsopa of Filiation pertams to the
Word preeminently, fixedly and naturally (maranait, gbi‘zit, kyad-
nait) while assumptively, and unitedly to the humanity (nszba.;t '

mhaidaity: LU. 166, 1f./134. 9f.; 168. 11T/135 281

28.. LU, 39, 9-19/32, 8-10.

20. LU, 245, 16/199, 14; 228, 19. 23/185, 31. 35; 247, 23.
201, 4 {(had medem: quid unum; alquid unum); 68, 28-9/55, 32;
69, 15/56, 11; 127, 211102 33; 232, 7/188, 28 (a(Dk d'al had:
tanquam de uno) :
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' taken trom The‘odore. of Mopsuestia,? Unum quid is spoken

' because of the parsopa of Filiation, not because of the natu- :

© . res,3L _ P

Babai makes use of the Trinitarian analogy to Christology, .
to show the most intimate unity existing ‘between the two nat- -

" gres and the inconfused existence of the two. natures. in the =
one parsopa of Filiation. In both cases - Trinity and Christ - '

“while united, they are distinct, while distinct, united.”?

The two natures are not one and another in the Par-
sopa; they are one and another ounly in the natures and -gnome, -
The unity or oneness is in the Parsopa of Filiation.** . :

§ 4. Union is not a mixture

Apollinarius considered the union of the Word with the
flesh.as” a mixing (mixis krasis, sygchrasis) as an. equivalent - of
henosis.®* Nonetheless Gregory Nazianzen and Gregory of Nyssa
accepted the same’ vocabulary to describe the union.?? Nestorius
accepted it on the authority of Gregory and spoke of the union
as mixture: sygehrasis.’® The Butychians upheld the doctrine of -

.30, LU 246, 7-8/199, 35; 246, 18/200; THEODORE,. Hom. -~
Cat. VIII, 10 (TONNEAU, p. 200-1): had ‘medem bparsopa. '
U 31L /LU, 246 18£200, 9F. . - o -
C320 LU, 59, 18-24/48, 2-7; 1245, 13-7/199, 13-16; 248,
22-24/201, 36-202, 3. _ N
7 33) LU 110, 2-3/88, 35-37: “aliud forma Dei et aliud -
forma servi, aliud qui habitat; et aliud ille in quo habitat, aliud
Deus et aliud homo secundum naturam et hypostaticam”’; TV,
302, 7-26/243, 28-244, 12: Vaschalde translates: “alius est assu--
mens et alius, est assumptus™ (243, 32); it has to be corrected’

- to “aliud est assumens et aliud est assumptus™ as in LU. The’

. natures - of Christ and their gnome ar¢ not alius et alius for E
Babai, -' o | S
' '34. APOLLINARIUS, Frag. 10: 134, 147; (LIETZMANN). e

) '35 GREGORY NAZIANZEN. Ep.10l ad Cledon., PG 37. 180 A;
GREGORY OF Nvssa, in PG: 45, 1276C. C . B

* 36, LH (DrIVER). p. 260. 224; ““He is not one and ano--

ther; far from it, but onc in the mixture. (Sygchrasis), God who :
- was made man and man who was made_Go_d.” RS IR s
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mixture (mauzaga) and confusion (suhlapd) basing on Gregery %7
although Gregory did not teach any confusion of the natures
_ in the unien.

In the early Syriac tradition, Ephrem used  the w'or'd-'_
“'mix”. Philesenus testifies that Ephrem made use of such expr-

~-¢ssions, because at the time of Ephrem, Syriac did- not-have -.c- -

iproper technical vocabulary.?® Philoxenus, who had his training
in the School of Edessa, had very widely employed the con-
cepts. mauzaga and hultana, in Christological and non-Christolo-
gical discussions. The concept of mixture.was a key concept. '
in Philoxenus.’® Philoxenus, however, excluded any idea of
-confusion (bulbia) or corruption {(hubalz) or commixture (hbukyz)*,
He uses the words mauzazgd and Aultena to indicate the union
.of soul and body, of Word and humanity, of the believer with
“the Holy Spirit and of the believer with Jesus Christ.*!

Philoxenus was carelessly using “‘mixture” without
meaning what his opponents meant by the word. He would
Say the soul is mingled-(Alita) with the body.*? For him" it is:
through a change which takes place when the blood and semen
- ..are” united, that the new baby is created. Tt is one of his.

37. Cf BARHEBRAEUS, Mnarat Qud.s'e, IV, PO 31, 206-9;

* Barhebraeus tries to explain the use. of Gregory (ibid. p. 213).

. He cites from the Homily on Nativity by Nazianzen whlch gives

the  opposite expressions: no mixture, nor commixture (/2 ‘mau--
zagd ula hultana). But this part is- not evident in the extant
homilies in. Greek (ibid). : .
/38, Cf. PHILOXENUS. Lettre aux moines de Senoun, 51/42:
EPHREM De Nativitae; VIHI. 2 (ed. Becg, Csco 186/187, p. 59,
8-10/51, 7-9)
. 39, Cf; R.C, CHESNUT, Three Monophysite Christologies,p.66.
40. Cf. PHILOXENUS, De Uno e Sancta Trinitate, 8. fols,
T3rb-re; Prologue johannique, p. 114-119/111-117; Tractatus tres,
p. 39- 41/35-36. 151/114. 201/150; Lestre aux moines de Senoun,
D. 9/8. 15/13; A. DE HALLEUX, Philoxéne de Mabbog, p. 231.

" 387, n. 3L

0 41, PHILOXENUS, Hom X (Homilies,introduction, translation,

. and notes by E. LEMOINE SChr, 44, Paris 1956), n. 408. 358:

X1, n. 476; XIII, n. 570. 571. 577; IX n. 317. 324, X1, 497;

X_III n. 526. - N S
: 42, Hom. XIII, n. 511
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models for the union of Word with the humanity. But he
denies any idea of a change in the incarnation.*® '

Jacob of Sarug, following the Edessan tradition, employs
the term hultand in a variety of senses* ‘ :

" The Cyrillian positibn was considered by the Nestorians

as resulting in a mixture; hypostatic union would naturally.

result in a mingling of the natures. Hence the followers of
Nestorius opposed them. Severus himself speaks of such op-
position from the part of the Nestorians.® Both Cyril and the
Monophysite leaders including Severus opposed any idea of
" a trapsformation or mingling of the properties in Christ.*

Severus argued that"the analogy of a union of two
material substances could not be used to explain the union of

43. Tractatus tres, p. 151/114: “The Word was not cha-
nged into flesh, when he was embodied in it, nor was the flesh:
turned into the nature of the Word when He was united to it.
Nor again were the natures mized with each other like water
in wine - those things that by means of their mixture destroy
" their natures - or like colours. and darkness.”

44, Cf. R. C. CHESNUT, op. cit. p. 132- 136.

45, Severus quotes from a lost dialogue of Nestorius, pre-.
served in part by Cyril, against whom it was written. In it a
“Theopaschite” explains his doctrine of the union, and the
Orthodox (Nestorian) refutes it: “The Theopaschite says: “What

do you think of an egg-shell of water that has been poured I

into the sea? The Orthodox says: ‘What clse except that the
unstable addition of the water has disappeared in the great
volume of the sea.”” The Theopaschite goes on to explain that .
the same is true in the Incarnation: “The humanity is trans-
formed into thc divinity” (Severus, Letfer, XXV, p. 235-6~
(PO. 36); CYRIL, Adv. Nest. 11, 7 . : N
46.. CYRIL, Ep. to John of Antioch (Ep. 39): Cf. J. STEV-- ‘
ENSON, Creeds, p. 292. SuvERrus, Letter, 1,p. 179 (PO.12): Com~
menting on the expression of Gregory Nazianzen regarding -
thixture. Severus says, “Do not let the term mingle di_sturb:
you; for he used it very clearly and without danger, -with the -
intention of denoting the primary upion™. . . -
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divinity and homanity.*” He noticed the basic mistake in think-
ing that spiritual substances could be mixed as the material-
substances. But there were those who spoke in terms of “‘mix-
ture”’ and those who opposed vehemently any such idea.

The council of Chalcedon had already taught that the-
union of the two natures is without confusion, without change,.
without division and without separation (asygchuics, atreptos,
" adigiretos, achoristos).® In his attack on the anathemata of St
Cyril, Theodoret rejected such expressions like krasis and syg~

chusis.*® For Nemesius, the relation of the Word with the hum-—-
_anity is amikton kai asygkuton®®

Babai says that God the Word assumed the form of”
Servant and dwelt in it umitively in one adhesion “without
mixture, without admixture, without commixture and without
confusion” and made him one son with Him for ever.?? In the
same chapter, he repeats the idea once again, ‘“‘without con-
fusion, without mixture, without admixture, keeping the pro—
perties of both natures in their qnome in one adhesion of one

47. SEVERUS, Letter, X, p. 203 (PO, 12); Letter, I, p. 179-
180 (PO, 12): ““The basic mistake of those who mix or confuse:
the two natures or hypostases in Christ is that they are thin-

king in materialistic terms, as though the two natures in Christ

are material substances which could be mixed together. :

48. Cf. COD, p. 62, 33-34; The Syriac equivalents are::
la suhlapa, ula sugnaid ulz pulagd, ula purasi: cf. F. SCHULTHESS,
Die syrischen Kanones der Synoden von Nicaea bis Chalcedon, Ber—
lin 1908, p. 157, 16-17; This syriac translation (Ms. A) is made-
in 501 A, D, in Mabboug (ibid. p. III}; Timothy Aeclurus, the
Monophysiie Patriarch of Alexandria (457-477} in his refuta-
tion of the Symbol of Chalcedon (extant in Syriac in a ms. of’

“the 8th c.) uses: g bulbiz, ula suhlapa, ula purasa (PO,13, p. 230).

49. " THEODORET, Reprehensio, in ACC 1, 1, 6,114, n. 19,

50, NeMESiUS, De Natura Hominis, PG 40, 608A; The:
soul is united to the body “‘atreptos kai asygkutos”™ (ibid.
60IB); he rejected the example of wine and water. to explain.
the union of body and soul (ibid. 592-3).

51. Cf. LU, 56, 26-7/45, 32-3: “la mmazga’it. 13 hlita’it.
1a hbika’it 14 bhila’it.” '



. 138 THE CHRISTOLOGY OF MAR BABAIL THE GREAT

Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God.”>2 The last reference:reads,
““without confusion, without .mixture, without admixture,
_ -without composition, without parts.”®® [f we put the terms
_sdnto Greek, they read, asygchutos, akratcs, amiktos, asynthetos,
ameristos,® 1t appears that Babal is opposing the different

‘philosophical schools and dissociates the divine union from all =~
of them Asygchutos could be against the Stoic sygchusis; akratos -

.against the Stoic and Aristotalian krasis; amiktos against the
Plotinian mixing (ememikto); asynthetds, against the Aristotalian
synthesis; and the latter in concrete could be'againt the .
Neo-Chalcedonian henosis kata synthesin. Babai understands the
Neo-Chalcedonian and Monophysite positions (and also the
-Cyrillian position) as leading to a mlxture of the properties of
:the divinity and humanity.

Babai rejects the example of water and wine to describe
‘the divine unjon.’® It is the Aristotalian example of krasis. The:
:Stoics.employed +it for their purpose, ' Gregory of Nyssa used .
‘the: comparison‘of Christ’s: huranity with a drop of. vinegar that-
is dissolved in the Sea of Divinity.”® Theodoret of Cyrus rejec-
ted the image of the drop in the Sea. Instead of vinegar, he
‘has “a drop of honey he rejected it because it- implied - a -
smixture.® . - :

Babai makes use of the example of Sun to illustrate the -
unmixed existence of the two natures. The Neoplatonists have
Targely used it, and ‘so did Nemesius to illustrate the body-soul

52. LU, 57, 14-8/46, 11-4: “la blila’it 13 mmazga’it 15 .

‘hlita®it.”” L
53, LU, 230, 20-1/187,- 18-9; “la b]iia’it 13 mmazga’it la

- :hlita’it, 14 markaba’it, la mnata’it.” :

' 54. Cf. L. ABRAMOWSKI, Babai der Grosse, p 331

55. LU, 74/60, 25; 248201, 28

56. GREGORY OF NYSSA, Adv. Apoll. 42: PG 45 1224

57. PG, 83 153D
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-relation.®® Theodoret employed the same to describe the un- -

--mixed existence of the two natures of Christ in the union.”

Babai produces it as an example from the Fathers.®® The
Sun has light and heat. But the air filling the atmosphere

. -does not mix with the light and heat. The Sum is distinct f_rom _
.. the light, its heat and tHe air. Each.of them..is different..

But in one space, we have the illuminating Sun, the brifliant =
“light, and the heat of the Sun, and the air, without- any kind
-of mixture or confusion with them. Each of them emsts without
any kind of mixture.5!

3§ 5. Union Expressed in Various Ways

Chapter 21 of the LU deals specifically with the question
-of the different ways of expiessing the union of the two natures
-in Christ. Babai makes an analysis and comparison of the basic

- Antiochene christological terms and evaluates  them, He says

‘that t’heologians use different terms to express the “adorable
“Economy™ ‘i.e., the union of the two natures in the Incarnate
~~Son.: First comes the Aantiochene writers’ usage of the different
“terms, followed by Babai’s.

. 'Diodore made use of the expressions, “assumed” _anc:l'
““dwelt”” and the example of king and his purple: o

“Indeed, in the Virgin’s womb, the Indweller for-

. wed for Himself a temple; and He was not far.
from it, bhut ﬁlled it w1th His own glory and
wisdom. 762

53, NEMEsiUS, De-Natuwra Hominis, PG 40, 597 B: “As
“the presence of the Sun tranforms the air into light, making
-the air luminous by uniting/light with air, at once maintaining
them distinct and melting them together, so likewise the soul
s united to the body and yet remains distinet from.it.”” .

59. - THEODORET. Dialogue, 1Y (NPNF,' secoud'Series, 3)
“p. 197,

- 60, CF. Basir, De Spiritu Sancito, lX 22: PG 32, 109A

61. LU, 52, 1-54, 2{42, 18-44, 2.

62. Cf. SEVERUS,. Contra Grammaticum, III 15 (CSCO 94 '
~p.. 178: citation from Dlodore) 1
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“We worship the purple because of the one who
wears it, the temple because of the one who ind- -
wells it, the form of servant because of the form
of God, the lamb because of the High Priesi, the .
one who was assumed because of the One who
assumed, the one who was fashioned in the Virgin’s
womb because of the Creator of all,”*3 -

Thedore of Mopsuestia employed a variety of expressions:
to denote the union of the two natures in Christ: union,.
assumption, indwelling, adhesion, putting on and conjunction..
Theodore understands the “becoming” (Jn 1: 14) as “assuming’”
(Phil. 2: 7)., He clearly teaches that God the Word assumed:
our nature, body and soul, a perfect man from us.5 He speaks.
of the union as the Word “putting on the man> .56 He makes
‘use of the indwelling framework also.57 This union is “exact
conjunction”, “wonderful and sublime conjunction’ .58

3. Ibid. [I1, 25, p. 33-34, S

64." CI. Hom Cat. VII, 1 (ToNNEAU, p. 161): Theodore-
uses four egpressions together in one context; “He took our”
very nature; he clothed himself with it, and dweit in it so as
to make it perfect, through suffermgs and he united himself .
with it; Cf. THEODORE, De Incarn. VII, (H. B. SWETE, II, p.
296); Contra Eunomium, 18 (L. ABRAMOWSKI Nestorian C'ollecnon
p- 179- 180 107).

65. Cf Hom. Cat. VIII, p. 193: “He took our nature” ;
ibid, V; 5: “And for our salvation, he took upon himself to-
become man and to manifest himself to all; and he took .-
to himself all that (belongs) to the nature of man”; fbid. V, 11:

“Christ had to assume not only a body, but also a soul or
viceversa, first the soul had to be assumed, and then the body
because of the soul’”; V, 14; .V, 19: “Our holy Fathers said,.
‘who was incarnaie’, so that you would understand that it was
a perfect man that he took...and he took not only a beody,.
but the whole man, composed of a2 body and an immortal and. -
rational soul. He assumed him for our salvatien and through
him he won salvation for our life”’; Cf. H. B. SWETE, 11, p. 313..

66. Cf. Hom. Cat, VII, 1, p. 161; 11, 5, p. 59.

67. Cf. In Ps. 44, 9a (DEVREESSE 290 13 —-15); In Ps. 2,6,.
p. 11, 15-6.

68. THEODORE, Frag. De Incarn. VIIL, 62 (ed. E. SACHAU, 69;.
Hom. Cat. VI, 4, p. 137, VIII 10, p. 201 LEONTIUS, frag. VL
(Swets, 11, p. 299) :
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Because of the ‘exact conjunction”, there is only one
sgnique I, :“...When they say as of one (a()k d‘al had), that
-which belongs to either one of them (the natures), we under-’
stand what a worderful and sublime conjunction is effected -
.(between them)”.®® In order to explain the union, Theodore-
uses the analogy of husband and wife: **Who are no longer -
‘two parsope, but one, though it is evident that the natures
are distinet”.”® Theodore introduces the body-soul analogy fto
-express the unity. Considered separately, body and soul are
two and even in the union the two are not confounded, be-
.cause the soul is immortal and the body is mortal. Yet the
two are one: ‘“unum quid’’: had medem. Taken separately, none
of the two alone is said, man, unless with some qualification,
such as exterior man and interior man. In the same Wway (ton
auton dé tropon) the unity of prosopon in Christ 18 achieved.”l

Nestorius had several terms to designate the unity. The
‘most preferred one, however, was conjunction (synapheia); he
.calls it the close conjunction,’ a union’, and an indwelling?*
It is an assumption and putting on: ‘‘Being in the form of.
.God, 1 am clothed in the form of a servant”.” Christ took

69. THEODORE, Hom. Cat VILI, 10, p. 201; VIIL, 11, p. 203.

70. - H.B. Swetg, I, p. 3181 ' :

71, Ibid.p. 299. _

77" Loors, Nestorigna, 292, 1-4: “But 1 say this for you
“to learn how close a conjunction (synapheia) existed between
‘the Godhead -and the flesh of the Lord, visible in the child™;
.Cf. also, 327, 4;299, 19-21; 340, 17f; 176, 15-17; 337, 22-23; -
‘338, 5-6. 15-16; 340, 7. 17-18; 267, 5-6; for further reference,
.¢f. Chalkedon, T, p. 223,n.41; SevERuUS, Letter, 25, PO, 12,234,

73. LH (DRriver} 158. 228. Loors, Nestoriana, p. 197 £,

74. LH 233: “For T have called the ‘dweller’ one who by
.all means dwells in the nature; and. the dweller is he who
dwells in whom there is dwelling, and he has his prosopon,
while he in whom, there is dwelling has the prosopon of him
‘who dwells”; Loo¥s, Nestoriana, 174;26-175,11;270, 8-9;° 299
10; 340, 10-14; 245-6; 2990,10; According to Cyril, Nestorius
.defends an ordinary and simple indwelling, which is extrinsic.
“He accuses Nestorius for not speaking of Aendsis but only of
Synapheia {Contra Nestorium, 1, 8:4C0, 1,1, 6. 37-38.

75. 1.ooFs, Nestoriana, 358, 1-4; 298; LH, 90 f; 218
{DRIVER). ‘ . .
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'the form of a servant,”® Nestorius makes use of the example~
.of man to illustrate the unity of Christ.”” He calls the union
a mixture (sygchrasis) on the authority of Gregory Nazianzen;
‘but he was careful to exclude any kind. of confuswn of the-

. na‘tures

Babai mhents these and other traditions f'rom the Fathers""”’”‘"
and presents his own views, There are six basic terms, name}y' !
assumption, indwelling. temple, vestment, adhesion, and union;

" Babai arranges three pairs in ch, 21: assumption and indwelling:
indwelling and vestment, indwelling and temple.” The meaning;~ -~

of these terms was explamed in a previous article.”® Babai says. ="’
that the adorable union is all these and above all these. All -
these terms have their limitations, but the union is an mexph-. '
cable mystery.5? Since there is no word corresponding to: the :
. wonderful mystery, different terms are needed and they express'j e
" _one or the other aspect of the mystery. It is ineffable, unspeak-
_able, inscrutable, indivisible, and. unmixed and theologlans use
~ different expressions to denote this union.®* Each of ‘them ex—
_'-presses a part of the’ truth wh:ch the  other- terms may ot '
_be able to express o . . _

. .The most commonly used expresswn by Babal 18 umon o
-Thls unjon is -called assumption, the second: preferred, expres»
sjon.; Assumption is equwalent to the’ Nlcaean concept, - ‘was -
incarnate - and  became man’” (etgasam wezbamas) Assumptlon
alone ‘indicates “‘the diverse patures in-their propertles cand

the Assumer and the assumed in; the one parsopa of: Flhatlon-"
and ‘domination. 8 This union is more than aqsumptmn not: .-
all’ the assuming is indwelling. Babai brings the example. of
Adam and Eve: Eve is taken f‘rom Adam’ by God we do -not.

-m—.!—l——‘_‘ ’ ) . : )
76. Loors, ibid. 275, 1 5; 298. 7
77. Ihid. 330-1, _ A

78. Cf. LU, 227/185. _

79! See above p. 91-93. Lo - Sy

2 80 Cf. LU, 230/187, 12ﬂ' 36/30; 37/30; 38/31; 24‘8/201;:.' o

- 252/204, ' o=
781, LU, 166, 10-11/134, 18-20: “We do not have an exact

similitude by Wthh _we ‘can demonstrate the - mode oi‘ this

~adorable union.’ .

' 82, Cf. LU, 231/187 25 30; 232!188 35ff
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say  “He indwells in her.”® “Taking” is a biblical expression.
~ (Phil. 2: 7). This expression excludes any kind of ‘mixing of the
' properues of the natures. 8+

Hence the “expression “‘assumption” ' ‘taking “has-
several advan ages: It indicates exactly the two natures in their’

properties, in their proper gnome without any kind of mixture. = -

Since the assumption is unitively to the one parsopa of Filia—
tion of the Assumer, it is clearly indicative of the union and’
oneness. It shows us the sublime honour of the assumed with:
the Assumer in the union. It is a biblical expression and was.
used by the Fathers. ’

For Babai, there is™difference between indwelling and:
putting on the vestment and union. We put on, he explains it,.
our clothes; but it is never said that we indwell in our clothes,.

“nor do we say that we .are united to our clothes. Fish dwell
in water, but nobody says that they put om water.? The Word
. of God put on the nature of our humanity; more than that, .he-
dwelt in it and is united with it in one ineffable union. The
man of our Lord is. calIed the vestment or dress; it duves not
" mean that there was no union as the dress of a man and that
it ~was exterior to him as the dress of a man® Christ’s.
dress - his humanity - is ever. united, and never separated, and’

_ _belonomg to him for ever. The dress and the one who dresses.
it are not one and the same, and  they do not constitute one

nature and one qnoma?® In qrder' to show thie distinction .of .
the natures, this example of dress helps. Just as. the dress -
hides the members of the body, the divinity was hidden in the .
- humanity. Since it is assumption, it.is not a simple puttingon.
The Word put it on by assuming. It is His dress, belonging:

83. 4,Cf. LU 227, 30-228, 3/185, 10-13. . . K
© . B4, Cf. LU, 232/188, 23ff; 232/189, 5-7: ““Assumption by
~the Assumer shows us also. the subhme honour of the assumed

" with the Assumer.”

85. LU, 228/185, 14-18.
© 86. LU, 233/189, 23f. L
87 LU 241 3ﬁ‘/195 33ff 242/197 10&' L
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-to Him in the one union, for ever.®® Babai refers to the Fathers
for his authority, without mentioning them :by name,

This upion is called adhesion or conjunction. Man and
-woman adhere to each other; fish adheres to water: our dress
adheres to our skin, but they do not coustitute a wunion. So
“{here is a difference between adbesion and union. In the wnion
.of humanity and divinity, “unum quid-had medem” is consti-
tuted in one parsopa of Filiation,®® But neither between water
_and fish, nor between dress and the skin, is the ““unum quid”,
because of the parsopa of union, so that, the fish is "called .
-water. and water, fish; and we, our dress, and our dress, we.
All things united are not called adhered. Body and soul are
united, but they are not adhercd. Adhesion makes: clear. the =
.distinction of the properties % ' ’

Even though the Christians are united to Christ in faith :

-and in one direction of Christ, and in the spiritual birth, and
“by the bond of charity to one another, we do not say, we .are
adhered to one another; we do not dwell in one another, nor. a_:é--"'
-we temples of one another. The parts of a house.adhere one

_another, but they do not indwell mutually. The adhesion of L

‘husband and wife is no indwelling, nor do they mutually ‘put

.on, nor are they temple '_of one another; nor do they have . -
-parsopic union through assumption.®? When it is said, statés

“Babai, in Zacharia 8:3, that God dwells in heaven and in’

jernsalem, it is o dwelling’ conjunctively, unitively and parso- ety
.pically, “so that they be g0d$ and God may .‘be they BSSum_-' i

~ptively, through the union of the parsopa.”®* .

Indwelling shows Lhat one is in another and that God
' the Word has not adhered extrinsically and finitely to the

3. LU, 242, 18-23/197, 4-9; 241, 23/199, 9; 245, 10/196,
11-15; 245, 10/199; 251/204, 13. . |

80. LU, 242/197, 9-10. o
00. LU, 228/185, 31.35; 232/188, 28; 245/199, 14; 246/199,
-35: 247/201, 4. 6; 246/200, 9. | - :

- 91.. LU, 228-9/185-186.

92 LU 230/ 186, 35-187, 2.

93. LU, 230, 9-10/187, 7-8.
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form of servant, whom He assumed to His parsopa. Adhesion
shows that the natures are not mixed in any way and that
there is no union through composition. Babai brings forward
the example of fire and wood. As the fire in the wood, God _
the Word assumed the form of servant and put it on not .
‘extrinsically, but parsopically and dwelt in it for ever. The fire
which burns the bush does not destroy the “kyana” of bush, nor
is it made the “gqnoma™ of bush, although full of fire in the one
union. In the same way, Word did not become the qnoma of
man; the man did not become the gnoma of Filiation. But both
are unifed in the one parsopa of the Word., The example is
made use of to show the continued differentiation of the
natures in the union.* Several early writers used this example,
but it was open to different interpretations.?

This union is not an extrinsic adhesion nor an intrinsic
iimitation er inclusion, nor is made parsopically, “‘cum
distantia™ ner voluntary “cum separatione.” Here the. Infinite

is in the finite. without any confusion, or mixture or admixure,
composition or parts.

It is more than all these terms put together can express."
Because of the parsopa of union, “this is that -and that is
this *®® and the names of the humanity also are applied to the
divinity assumptively in the union, and vice versa. When ali

the térms/ are put together, they in some way express the
ineffable mystery. '

The different terms, therefore, together show that the
«divinity is not distant from the humanity; the humanity assu-

.94, LU, 57/46; 128/103; 156/126; 166/134; 232/188; 85/79;
.248}‘20[; TV, 295/{241; 300, 11-14/242, 13-17. -

. 95. THEODORET: PG, 83, 156; LH (Driver), 160; L. I
. ScIPIONI, Ricerche, p. 149; St. Cyrin, Hom. pasch. 17: PG 77,
- 781C. ORIGEN, De Principiis, 11, 6, 6: PG 11, 213f., GREGORY

OF NYS$A, Oratio Cat. 10; Ps, BasiL, Hom. in Sanctam Christi
generat. 11 PG, 31, 1460.C. ’
-~ 96, Cf. LU. 234, 6/190, 15; 231, 19/188, 10; 68, 27-8/55;
31; 172, 16/139, 10, i : o :

(10} -
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med the parsopa of Filiation of the Divinity “adhesively; th_e;-

properties of cach nature exist without any confusion; the union .- '

is mon-composite and free, unlike the union of body and soul.®’

Because of the union, one is the adoration of the temple -
and God the Word; and the whole Trinity is adored in the .
adoration of the humanity of Christ. There is united distinc- -
tion and sublime adhesion. In the one united parsopa the body
properly belongs to Him. It is His body. Hence the adoration.
to the body is the adoration to Him and by that to the whole®
Trinity.? '

Babai tried to. give 2 synthesis of the different express-
~ ions in use and explain the union in a possible way.

Art. III. The Duality in Christ

The Council of Ephesus overemphasised the wunity of -

. Christ, mainly basing on the Alexandrian theology, Chalcedon

. on the other hand stressed:the dualities: “‘in two natures.”” Fhe ‘
Persians taking their stand from the Antiochene theology, werer

happy with the emphasis by Chalcedon. Nestorius himself was.

p};azsgduwith the formulations of: Chalcedon.

:'Ihe actual concern of the Antiochenes: and of the P,.er.—.

Si_ans “was the question of the duality in Christ, They believed: E

that“Christ is one, the Son of God. But they could not und-
erstand how the dunality could be explained if.one. holds a
natural and hypostatic union, or a composite hypostasis.

The Persian- Synods reflect this basic question. Frome
" Acacius (486) till the Assembly of 612, the emphasis on dua—
lity is clearly seen: Christ is perfect God and perfect man, in
two natures, pre,serving-_the' properties of each nature without
any kind of mixture or confusion. or change.! For the delegas

97. Cf. LU, 235-6/191, 31-37. | BN
58, CF. LU, 236-7/192, 18 ; 239(194, I5ff; 240195, 7.

1. 1. B.CHasot, Syn. Or. 54-5[301-2 (Acacius in 486);97- '-:_:
8/355 (Josepb in 534); 113-4/372 (BEzekiel); 133-6/394-8(Isoiahb- ©

1 in 585); 209-210/473-4 (Gregory in 605);, 564-7/382~4 (asse~
~ mbly of 612). ' 7 = S S '
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tion of 562/3 to Justinian it was equivalent to the affirmation;
“Christ is in two gnome.”? The Assembly of 612 also. repeated
it,> and Babai made it his teaching. : o

Babai held firmly that Christ is God and man; the two na-
ures. exist in him without any mixture or confusion in_ the one
parsopa of Filiation., He is Son in his divine nature and in:
his human nature. The formula, “preserving the properties of
each nature” of Chalcedon is an ever recurring expression in
Babai.* His whole concern was the question of explaining the
duality in Christ. :

The inconfused existence of the two natures cannot be
explained satisfactorily by the mia physis expression of - the
Cyrillians. and the Monophysites, nor by the one composite
qnoma (hypostasis synthetos) of Justinian. In order to keep the
propertics of the two natures intact, it wasg necessary for
Babai, to admit two gnome.’ It could be the result of a rea-
soning, after the acceptance of the doctrine of two gnome.. For -
the Monophysites on the other hand, one Qnoma is enough,.
and there should only be one gnoma to explain the inconfused,

-existence of -the natures in the ““mia physis”, But it ig quite
«clear that gnoma had different meanings among them, and they
could not at all understand one another. : ‘

_ Babai finds the duality of Christ on the side of .natureé—
as the Scriptures teach. Christ is God and man. The Son of. -

2. Cf. A. GUILLAUMONT, Justinien et ULglise de Perse, p. 63,
3. In the Creeéd of the 'aSSembly one does not find the
affirmation as such of two gnome, It appears in a question:
of the King to the Diphysites: “Until Nestorius, did any one -
say that Christ is two natures and two qnome, or not?’ (Sym:
Or. 574/591). They brought forward proof from several Fathers;
showing that it was the constant teaching of the whole Chruch
(ibid 574-8/591-6). ' ' '
4, COD, p. 62; Cf. L. ABRAMOWSKI, Babai der Grosse p..'
- 341, 0. 2, LU 62, 15-16/50, 18-9; 62, 21-2/50, 24-5; 64, 18-19] -
32, 8-10; 68, 8-11/55, 12-15; 70, 30-1/57, 13-20; 85, i /79
21ff; 131, 17-22/105, 30-5. o,
- 5. T VII, 270{218,
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God became the son of man, by assuming a complete man..
If he is perfect God. states Babai, Invisible, Eternal, equal to
the Father and the Holy Spirit, even before the Incarnation,

He is a perfect Qnoma, one of the qnome of the Trinity. If -

He is perfect man, it means one visible, human gnoma, as of -
any other man, one of the qnome of men. The eternal divine
gnoima became man, not by changing to the human gnoma,.
On the contrary, preserving the properties of the divine gnoma,
the Word assumed to its parsopa of Filiation the human’
gnoma with its humble parsopa. The human properties sub-
sisted in the human gnoma. Hence two gqnome and two natures.
If there is only one gqnoma after the Incarnation, namely the
Eternal Invisible gnoma, Word, either it has undergone change
in Incarnation by becoming man and has become a composite. -
qnoma by adding that which is of man, or it has not assumed
anything from us. Both these are impossible. He could not
think of another alternative and he considers that this is the
only way to explain the perfect Godhead and perfect manhood
in Christ.® S

In this system, Christ is visible and invisible, the Assumer =
and the assumed, the Form of God and the form of servant,
God and man, the subject of passion and the Lord of Glory.
He suffered and died in His human nature; in His divinity,
He did not suffer, nor die 7 S

As “principium quod” Babai attnbutes all the actions fo
the Son and to Christ; as ‘‘principium quo” the humiliations
are attributed to the human nature and human quoma. It is
the Son who underwent all’ humiliations in His human nature;
it is Christ who died for us in His humamty

Babai finds the duality on the side of nature and qnoma.
But there is no independence for the human gnoma. Even |
though, according to the definition, gnoma is a singular sub-

6. T VII, 254/206; 274f./221f%.; TV 291MT./235f.
7. LU, 67, 20-3/54, 28-31.

8. LU, 60, 23-5/49, 1-3: “Christ suffered in his human
- nature natu:ally, but Christ did not suffer in his dmna nature

‘maturally.”
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stance, existing by itself, etc.,’ the buman gnoma of Christ
has no separate existence, of its own, not even for a moment.
It is a complete human gnoma, but its parsopa of Filiation is
that of the Word. The human qnoma, man, does not have a
human filiation. At the moment of its formation in the womb
of the Blessed Virgin Mary, it was assumed by the Word and
it received the parsopa of Filiation of the Word., The man has
no autonomous éexistence and independence. It exists, united
with the Word, in the one parsopa of Filiation.

Kyana as such does not have an existence; it exists only
as gnome.'” So human nature and divine nature imply two
gnome, two realities. two actualities opposed .to illusion or
unreality. “Two qnome” signifies that the two are really
-existing in Christ,

Even in the umion, which 'is everlasting and ineffable
and never-breaking, the natures do not come jnto any kind of
mingling. Hach nature keeps the properties proper to it. Babai
makes use of the example of the burning bush. It is already
used by Nestorious and Theodoret.!” In spite of the union, the
natures remain distinct. Babai also follows the line of these
writers, and speaks of the example as coming from the Fathers,
When they are united, they are distinet; when they -are distinet,
they are united. They are united in the one parsopa of
Filiation, they are distinct in the properties of each nature,!?
They are distinct, but not distant, and independent. '

Babai, as a follower of the Antiochene tradition, speaks
of the “Son” as the subject of attribution of all the predicates.
He accepts all the biblical statements and he can see them all

9. Cf. LU, 159, 1ff./ 129, 4fT.

10. See above, p. 89

11. LH (Driver), 160; THEODORET, PG, 83 156.

12. Cf. LU, 245, 13-17/199 13-16; 248, 22- 3/201 36-202, 3.
THEODORE, Ho. Cat. VIIL, 13, p. 205 (TONNEAU): ““The distinction
7 between the natures does not annul the close union, nor does
- the close union destroy the distinction between the natures,:

but the natures remain in their respective exxstences whlle
dzsunct, and the union remains intact.” :
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being attributed to the one Son, There are biblical statements;, -

speaking about the divinity of the Son, and there are other.
statements speaking about the humanity of the Son, and certain
other statements about both the divinity and the humanity.
Because of the parsopa of Filiation - of the Word and of the
mahn — all are spoken of the one subject. . ' o '

Babai makes a distinction: by nature and by union.1?
That which by nature pertains to the divinity (eg. parsopa of -
Filiation) pertains to the humanity by unjon. The parsopa of
Filiation of the Word is the parsopa of the man from Mary.
He does not have another parsopa of Filiation. In the same
way, that which pertains to the humanity by mnature (eg.
anointing) is of the Word by unjon. The Filiation and anoint-
ing are of the one unique Son. He is Son of God and son of
Mary.!* He is Son of the Most High and Son of man: “The .
Son of the Most High is the son of man and the son of man -
“js the Son of the Most High”.!® He is God incarnate and man ..~
© deified.® - ' o ' : o

- .'As the natures are united in the one parsopa, the
names also are united in the one parsopa. There are certain
names properly and by nature pertaining -to the one or - :
the other nature, but always to the one Christ, = R

- 7' Thus, the names Son, Word; God, Lord, Only Begbtte-n;-'_ i

Light, Splendour, Tmage, Life, Form of God, Being; Holy are
the names of the divinity before the union with our humanity.'” - -
All these names are applied to Christ, But the infirmities of =

the flesh cannot be spoken. in connection with all these terms, -
but in connection with some we can say, such as, “Son”, be-
cause it is the parsopa of Union.'® ' '

13." See above p. 133.
14, LU, 212-3/172,7fL.
15, LU, 214,5-6/173,15-16. : o
16. TV, 299,20 ff. | 241, 33 ff, 7 “had msiha had bra: Alaha =~
de’tbarnas; ubarnasa -de’ta’lah”. . e S
17. LU, 200-1/162. ~ . -
18. LU, 172{139.
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The other names such as Jesus, Christ, Chlld First— -
born Emmanuel, Man, Son of man Son ‘of the Most High,
First born of all creation, First-born from the dead, Priest,
Son of David, King, Lord Prophet, Adam, Image of the In"
visible God, Just, Holy, Rock, Bread, Life, Way, Host, Pastor, '
Vme etc., are names of the Son after the union. 19 ‘

The two sets of names differ and they could be = spoken
of the ome Son without any reserve; but all these cannot be
applied to the Word. It is a very fundamental point in the
undersianding of the Christology of Babai. In the same way,
.a]-l things can be spokeh of Christ as “Christ is born®,

““Christ died for our sins,” etc. The expressions such as,
“Word is born”, “‘the Word suffered,” ““the Word died” eto.,

" are in no way admissible to Babai. He is aware that it is the
Word of God who assumed the man to His parsopa of Fili- .
ation, But he wants to keep ‘the distinction between God and
man, between the divinity and the humanity. Even in the
«closest umon, there is no mixing up of the properties of the
-natures, They remain distinct, but united in the one parsopa.?®

God and man are not one and the same; humanity and
divinity are not identical; the Assumer (Word) is not the
assumed (man); the form of God is differeat from the form of
servant, There is difference and the difference is great. There
is no mingling of the properties of the two natures in the
anion. Both do not lose their propertics. But they are kept
in the oné¢ Filiation. In the one Filiation; Word and man, the
‘Assumer and the assumed are one Son; the Only Begotten is -
the first born of Mary - the same Lord Jesus Christ, the Lord
of Glory. 2

19. LU, 201/162.
. 20. He can say “Christ is God and man™; but he cannot
. say “God is Christ”;, . or “man is Christ”; but he can say, -
i+ ““this man is God”. He will say, “Son is God”, but he will
© - ot say, ““God is the Son™ (LU,-'I_SS/I]_I-,MT.). He accused
the Henanians for holding the expression: ‘“Christ is- Good and
- God is Christ and there is no difference among them” . (Ibld ).
' 21, LU 70/56
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The duality does not constitute a duality of sonship;
there are not two brothers; nor is there a question of one
real son and another adoptive son. There is only one Son in
two natures: in His divinity and in His humanity.

Copclusion

There is a mutual giving and taking in the one parsopa
of Filiation. The Word appeared to men in the parsopa of-
~ man, by assuming the humble parsopa from the womb of the
virgin; zt the same time, the man received the parsopa of the
Word the glorious parsopa of Filiation, and it became his own:
parsopa. The humble human parsopa is that by which Jesus
of Nazareth is different from Peter and other men such as’
the physical gualities and other accidents, The Word assumed
it and made it his own and he manifested himself to men in
‘this humble parsopa. The giving and assuming does not result
in a third parsopa as often thought by some. The giving and
taking is not between equals. There is a vast gulf of difference
between the Taker and the taken. It is God the Word who
assumed and the human gnoma that is assumed. The exchange.
. takes place on the level of parsopa, so much so that the

natures and the dqnome remain without any mingling . or -
mixture.?? -

, Because Babai speaks of two quome, it does not follow:
that he teaches a theory of two sons, For him kyana exists
only as gqnome. If there are two kyane in Christ, there must -
be two gnome: the concrete actuality of the two kyane.
They remain without any mixture, but united for ever in the
one parsopa of Filiation of God the Word. Babai finds the
unity of Christ on the side of the parsopa of Filiation and the
duality on the side of natures with their proper gnome. There
is only one Son, and he is God and man, havmg perfect God-~
head and perfect manhood.

. 22. LU, 163,14/132, 10-12;164,8/132, 33-4; 164,17/133,6-8;
TV, 300/242,126. 161130, 16ff. (LU);TV, 243, 6ff.; 162/131,13-19;-
Nestorius had already spoken of the exchange of prosopon
(LH, 309. 319. 320); L. 1. ScipioNi, Ricerche p. 86 ff.
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Here are three passages from the works of Rabai (LU.
TV) wherein he describes very beautifully the unity and the-
duality. At the end of Ch. 17 (Memra IV) and at the end of
ch. 21 (Memra VI) these are given almost identical treatment,.
the quotation of which is as follows: Ch. 21:23

Just as the humanity of Our Lord assumed the.
parsopa of the divinity, the divinity assumed the
parsopa of humanity in one adhesion... This mys-
tery is great, stupendous, and admirable. For,
indeed, God the Word assumed the form of a
servant, i a complete man to His parsopa, and
dwelt in 1t unmve}y and infinitely. He appeared in
the flesh (I Tim. 3: 16); and His humanity, through
the union with Him received a name, more excel-
lent than all names, i.e., Son and Lord, in one .
power and dominion, - And He is made this in the
union (wahwa hu hand-ille factus est is), and not in
the nature: “Son of man who is in heaven’ (Jn. 3:
13); and this is made He in the union (wahwé hona
hi—is factus est ille) and not in the nature, i. e.,
Son and Lord of glory. And in this one parsopa
are recognized the two natures with their proper-
ties, without separation; and one is the Lord Jesus
Christ, the COnly Begotien Son of God, vesterday
and today and forever (Heb. 13: 8). To Him and
to His Father and to the Hoely Spirit, be honour,
adoration, and -exaltation, for ever and ever,
Amen, : - ‘

Th'e second passage is in Ch, 17: 2

One is the parsopa of Christ, the Son of God, in
his divinity and humanity. And He is the one
parsopa, the Son of the Most High: the Lord,
_Jesus, the Only Begotten, the first-born, the son’
of man, Christ; and in this one parsopa which is
one Christ the Son of God is recognized, in two
natures, and their names, in the properties of their
gnome, which while distinct, are wunited without
confusion, and while united without confusion are
distinct, in their properties in the one union of
one parsopa of Christ, the Son of God for ever....
" From the union and afterwards, the divinity is not
Son without the humanity; nor the humanity is a

23. LU, 251, 25-252, 14/204, 18-36.
24, LU, 172, 2-26/138, 32-139, 19.7
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mere man, separately, without the divinity, and not
united and called Christ. But in this one parsopa,
they give and take mutually, so that this be that.
and that be this parsopically only; for in their
‘qnome, this and that remain in this adorable -
union of one parsopa of Christ, the Son of God.
‘Therefore, if you say, Son, He is this one parsopa;
if you say man, He is; if you say firstborn He is;
if you say Only Begotten, He is; if you say the
Lord of Glory, He is; if you say Son of David and
of Abraham, He is; if you say Son of the Most
High, He is; truly, not in the same way. Andin -
short, Jesus Christ, Son of God, yesterday, and
today, He is for ever (Heb. 13: 8). '

The third is from the TV:®

"God the Word, one of the gnome of the Trinity,
assumed to His parsopa the form of servant and
in form was seén as man, He did not become man
in gnoma (s‘ecundum-qnbmamebqnoma)fﬁ but He as-
sumed the form of servant. One is the Assumer .
and another is the assumed ... one in another.”’
And one and the same is the parsopa of Filiation,
‘but not in the same (way): one is of the nature and
the other is of assumption; one (and) the same is -
‘the parsopa of humanity®; but not in the same’ -
{way): one is of assumption and the other of nature.

_ There are not two parsope of Filiation, as there
aré not two qnome of the Word; there are not two.
parsope of man, just as there are not two. qnoifie
of Jesus; but one is the parsopa of Filiation of the
divinity and of the humanity in one uwnion. On
account of this, one is the parsopa of Christ and
not two christs; one is the parsopa of the Son,
and not two sons; but two gnome in Christ and

not one composite qnoma according to the impiety
of them (heretics). :

25, 302, 7-26/243, 28-244, 12
_ 26. i.e., He did not become man by changing the Divine
«Qnoma into the human gnoma. -
' 27. “alius in alio’: has to be corrected to: “alind in alind™. .
28 “and of the divinity” is understood. :




CHAPTER VI

Major Events in Christ's Life

This chapter will be a presentatmn of the ‘major-events
in Christ’s life as seen by Babai. Instead of going into all the.
aspects of Christ’s life, here is a selection of four major
events in his life. In a previous chapter, there was an exami—
nation of the main Christological problems, Babai had to face.!
A discussion on Christ’s life will afford an answer to these
problems. The chapter has four articles: on the Birth, Baptism,
Death and Resurrection of Christ respectively. This analys1s
“further clarifies Babai’s Chustology

Art. T - The Birth of Christ

§ 1, The Birth

In this section, three <questions are dealt with: the
Incarnation, the Inhumanation, and the Birth from the Virgin.
 Babaj con‘sid_ers the Tncarnation and Inhumanation in two
stages., The Word of God was first united with the flesh and
" -then with the human soul, created in the womb.

. The Holy Spirit formed the flesh in the womb of the
Virgin at the moment of the angelic salutation and at that .
very moment God the Word was united with that flesh. The
angelic salutation, the formation of the flesh and the union
with the flesh were simultaneous actions.? Here Babai is influen~
ced by earlier traditions, especially that of Theodore?

1. Cf. above, p 62ff. _
2. Cf. LU, 91 4-9/84, 24-9; 91, 156F. /84 36ff.; 91, 20f7./83,

© 3ff; 91, 26&/85 8-11; 92, 23- 5!85 34-6; 93, 10~ 11/86 14-5;
94, 2_3ff.f87, 17.; 94, 30- 31/87 23-6; 95, 16- 23/88 5-11; 110,
17-20/89, 13ff.; 113, 181 /91, 241T; 114 29[92 33ff.; 115, 6- 7/93
3-5; 115, 28fT./93, 24 118, 12,’94 2-4; 120, 10~ 13/97 8 11;
148, 9H/118 36-119 1; 83/67, 264 : _

" 3. THEODORE, Frag De Incarnatione, VII: PG 66 980 BC;
Frag. Contra Apollmarem PG, 66, 993 4. 997 THEODORET :
Graecorum a ffect.: PG, 83, 942 ‘
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Thus the Word became flesh, by uniting with the flesk

and by assuming it to His parsopa even before the creation of .. -

the human soul, and even before the fetus became a man.
From that moment onwards, one is the dominion, and one is
the adoration of God the Word and His temple.® '

For Babai, all the souls are created in the womb after
the 40th day of conception. The soul of Jesus also followed: ;
the natural course as any other human being, and did not
preexist as the Origenists taught® For 40 days, the weak and.
fragile fetus was united with the Word and it took nourishment.
from the uterus and grew. When the soul was created, the
fetus became a man and the soul also got united with the -
Word, : : '

The creation of souls after the 40th day was a current
idea among the Syrians and the Greeks. Philoxenus held the
view: “The body of the Incarnate Word was animated only
after the 40th day.”® Dionysius bar Salibi says of Philoxenus:”

" Philoxenus said: God the Word and the flesh from
" Mary came together to the union; and then the
* Word is made flesh as Johan says (Jn 1: 14} and -
" remained 40 days in the limbs and forms, and it
received the rational soul after the order of men,
whose body having perfected in limbs for 40 days
_ receives the soul; therefore it appears that ‘the
~ Word is made flesh’, by which he means ‘united
with flesh’. If some one says the flesh was dead
for these 40 days, I answer: it was living because’
it was living the life of the divinity of the Word.
This doctor is among those who say the body
is- prior to the soul, ' '

4, Cf. LU, 93, 24-6/86, 25-28,
5. See above. p. 55 ' : K
6. A. D HALLBUX, Philoxéne de Mabbog, p. 143; Résumé -
" of a fragment of a Philoxenian Commentary on Lk 1, 35 in
Dionysius bar Salibi: c¢f, J. 8. AsSEMANI, BO, Ii, p. 158-9.

7. DIONYSIUS BAR SALIBI, Comm. in Evangelia, 11, 2, p. 248,
17-19/201, 1-13; PHiLOXENUS, Tractatus tres 11, 8, p. 143-4/109; -
111, 1, p. 170/128; Frologue johannique, p. 108-9/106-7. Ci. A. DE
HALLEUX, Philoxéne de Mabbog, p 372, n. 34. -
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‘Bar Salibi states that in the case of Christ, the opinion of

Philoxenus cannot be followed.® But in his Letter to the monks

of Senoun Philoxenus writes that the body, sout and Word
‘began to exist simultaneously in the Virgin.® It is possible that

‘there was a development of thought in this matter in Philo-

xenus. Severus also distinguished two stages for the formation -
of man.!* Philoxenus may be following the traditions of the:
School of Edessa regarding the distinction, but the change
mmay be due to his contact with the Cyrillians.

Bzbai states that the Cyrillians held the view that the
animation is simultaneous with the formation of the flesh, and
-together with that there effected the natural union.!' Severus
and Philoxenus were Cyrillians, but they held views different

from other Cyrillians. Babai speaks of some physicians who '

held such views, without mentioning them by name.!'*? He may
be thinkipg of Galen or other Greek medical authorities.

Babai brings the Mosaic law  of purification after birth
for forty days if the child is a male in support of his argument.
{Lev. 12:2-4}.1% He does not, however, refer to the purification

_for eighty days if the child is a female (Lev. 12:5).

He finds proof from the Nicaean Creed, ‘““was incarnate
.and became” man (efgasam/etbasar - wetharnas).’* He understands
‘the wording of the Creed to mean successive animation, “That
is why the Fathers say that he was incarnate and they speak
-afterwards that he became man with the rational soul.”’?

The successive animation was a current idea in the
‘Bdessan - Nisibis School tradition and it was widespread among

8. DioNysius BAr Savisi, loc. cit. - _

9. PHILOXENUS, Léttre aux moines de Senoun, p. 56-57/46-47.

10. Cf. J. LesoN, La Christologie du manopbyszsme Syrien,
-p. 437, n. 41,

11. LU, 90, 25{T./84, 174T,

12. LU, 117, 30-1/95, 10.~

13. LU, 118/95.

14. See above, p.: 125,

15. LU, 95, 2-3/87, 27-28.
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the earlier writers. Bar Salibi, who opposes it in the case of
Christ, affirms that it is true of all men. The Origenist idea of”
the preexistence of the souls might have given Babai an added.
reason to accept animation in a second stage. :

- He makes use of the example of Adam to explain the
creation of the soul in the second stage. Adam was first
formed in all his limbs and was corporated. And once he was.
perfect in-all his limbs, the soul was infused into the body
(Gen. 1: 26; 2: 7). The first man was formed from dust and he
was perfect in his organs, but he lacked vitality and sensi-
bility. Therefore he lay there without life and soul. Once the.

soul was infused he became alive and animated and soom ad- .. -

mirably stood up te praise his Maker.'S In the same way, the
body of the Lord was formed in the wemb of the Virgin without:
human intercourse;- but like the body of all children it teek
- 40 days for the perfection of the fetus to be a body, for the"
reception. of the soul. Till 40 days it was flesh (besrd or gusmay
and was 10t properly a body (pagra). Once the bodily perfection

came, the soul was infused into it.!” Philoxenus also makes use . =~ 7

of thls example to illustrate the animation in the second..
© gtage.t® : ' oo

For 40 days what was the function of the fetus? It had .
life like a plant, getting nutrition from the mother, leading a.
vegetative life and increasing the quantity of the matter,
. Babai discusses the matter thrice in his works. The EU - and
CE agree while TV differs slightly.?®. o L

16. L7, 111/89-90.

17. LU, 112{90. -

18. PHiLoXENUS, Tractatus tres, 182, 13- 25/137, 3- 12; St
Aungustine made use of this example to show that as in the
case of Adam, God gives an immortal soul to the human body
only after it has been formed. Quaest. ex. Vet. Testam. 23: PL-
35, 2229. '
19. LU, 117, 9-13/94, 27-32: ° ‘Because the body for 40=
- days is without the soul in the maternal womb, it grows like
plants (badmut nesbatd): and the quantity from the matural -

matter of the mother is added to. its growth; and because of“ o
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The soul was created after the fortieth day of conception
and it entered into the union already established. He opposes-
the .idea of those who held that the union took place only
after the creation of the soul (after the fortieth day), or the
assertion of others that the union took place only at the time .
~ of the Baptism at Jordan (as held by Paul of Samosata), or-
the opinion that it was perfected only after the resurrection2?.
Against all these heretical views, Babai upheld that the union
was effected in the womb at the very moment of the formatlon
of the flesh in the Virgin by the action of the Holy Spirit.
The union was-already perfect there at that moment It was
not perfected on the 40th day, but at the creation of the soul
the Word was united with it. It is never again broken either

from the soul or from the body not ecven at the moment of
his death on the. cross.

Exemining the fact closely, we conclude that the com-
plete man did. not exist at the moment of the assumption or
1aking, What was assumed was only the flesh at the first
stage and then the soul. The Word was first united not with
a complete man but with 2 human fetus.

the infirmity and debility, which the fetus has from the

frigidity, because of the lack of soul which vivifies and moves

it..2” GE, 111, 76, p. 242-3:" ““Until we receive the human
stamp and the members in the womb, through the entrance of”
the soul, we live as plants. (hayé dnesbata) without sensation
and movement; as plants take nourishment from the earth and.
grow, so we absorb from the beginning of formation in the
womb, the pourishment of blood through the navel cord..
From the 40th day, when the soul is created till the birth, we
lead the life of a zoophyton (haiwar nesbrz) in so far as we
grow and move, certainly without any movement from place to-
place as the Snail in the Sea or as the Sponge.” TV 291,
15-7/235, 16-8: “And in its formation in the womb, until the
soul is created in it is as a zoophyton  (haiwat neshbtay

‘without sense but growth alome.” -
20. LU, 89, 1ff./82 34ff.
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Babai wanted to speak of Christ as of any other man;

* though Christ was formed in a miraculous way, in all the rest

he is like any other human being. Most of his contemporaries
believed in the animation after 40 or 80 days, and that tradi-

‘tion continued during the middle ages. But with regard to
-Christ, they were careful to assert that he was .an exception” =~

and the animation was simultaneous with the formation of

:the fiesh.?! Babai, however, does not want to make Christ an

exception in this matter and so for him Christ also followed

‘the natural course like any other human being. Moreover, he

wanted to close all doors against the Origenists regarding the

-preexistence of the souls. And in his Nisibis tradition, he
-could not think otherwise. But on this point, Babai cannot
‘be followed. : '

.k§ 2. The Action of the Holy Spirit as Ancinting

For the Anticchenes, there is always a concurrence of
the Word and the Spirit in Christology. Theodore spoke of the

-participation of the Holy Spirit as anointing. 22 Commenting on
. “Ps 45: 8b, Theodore stated that the anointing is to be under-
stood as for the Son. The Word of God required no anoint-
" ing,2® The delegation to Justinian in 562/3 also referred to the’
.action of the Holy Spirit as anointing.?*

Basing on the New Testament (Mt 1: 20; Lk 1:35) Babai

".considers the work of the Holy Spirit as anointing, and he

brought proof from the Old Testament (Ps. 45: 8) and further -

-proof from the New Testament (Act 2: 36; 13: 38).

Tt was through the action of the Holy Spirit that the

fiesh was formed in the womb of the Virgin. He formed it and

21. The majority of the Scholastics spoke of the creation -

.of the soul in ordinary men after the 40th day and of women
.after the 80th day (Cf. DTC 1,2,1308-9).

22. THEODORE, Frag. De Incarnatione, XIV H. B. SWETE
11, p. 309, 24-26. ,
23. R. Devreessg, Le Commentaire de Theodore de Mopsu-

.este sur les Psaumes (ST 93), Vatican City, 1939, p. 289-290.

24, A, GUILLAUMON‘I‘, Justinien etléglise de Perse, b 65.
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“anointed it that it be united with the Word of God. Formation
_-and anointing were simultaneous, At the angelic salutation, at
the blink of an eye, formation, anointing, assumption and.

union took place simultaneounsly.?’ This anointing was necessary -

Tor the human nature for it to be united with the Word. From

" the womb itself he is the anointed one (mstha).  On account

-of this anointing, he is the Lord and the Son.2® And in his -
birth, he was known as Christ because of the unction and
~ mnion; because of this, though he appeared to be a child, he
Teceived adoratien from the Magi as King and Lord.?” Here
is evident Babai’s preoccupation to oppose the Samosatan
heresy, that Jesus became Christ at his baptism, and to deny
the unjust reproach of his opponents that the Persians teach
this error.?® o : :

Baba'_i employs an example to explain the action of the -
‘Spirit. At the invocation of the Spirit by the Priest in a
moment the bread and wine become the body and blood. of

. -Christ.. [n the same way,  at -thé voice of the angel, “The

“Holy Spirit will come and the Power of the Most High will
dwell in you”, there occurred the assumption and with the
assumption, the union in an instant.?® The assumed, namely

- the flesh, was imperfect because ‘of the lack of the human

-soul; déval_opment, ‘members and organs, But there occurred a- -
union of God the Word with the flesh, Philoxenus makes use
-of this example to' show ‘“‘the becoming without change,”%0 .

© 25, LU, 133, '14-2_0/107,15-22;133,31—134, 37107, 32-35. -
26. LU, 134/108. ; _ -
27. LU, 134,21./108,16-19.
=7 28, LU, 89,9-28/83,8-25.
©°29, LU, 95/87-88. . L
.0 30. A DEHALLEUX, Philoxéne de Mabbog, p. 153, n. 19;. -
- wcf. BAR SALIBI, op. cif. p. 245, 7-9/195,4-6; P. KRUGER, Der
: _.Sermo_‘dés Philoxenos von Mabbug de anmuntiatione Dei Genitricis -

- Mariae; in OCP 20 (1954), 153-165. (- PHILOXENUS, Cormm. on

. Lk126-35); PHILOXENUS, Tractatus tres, 122,1311./93, 36 f.
: .::(1-17) * T .
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- In the NT comméntdry of Isodad of. Meru, there ds:.a
-discussion on this particular biblical ;passage: the angeha
“salutation and the mcarnatlon lsodad cites some aupthors:3! L

- Somie say that’ w;th that voice ‘that sa1d the Lofd
18 w1th thee some" matertal was- taken up;’ that 15 o '

Vlrgl_n, and was delﬁed and was.’ made a. son- and- .
was united with ‘God the ‘Word and  became a
“temple to ‘the -adorable Trinity: Others say that
when Mary said, ‘Behold 'me, the handmaid of. the
Lord,” the: Word -dweli in the Virgin and was. uni--"
ted with the material which He took. Ambrose of

© Milan and Ephrem the Great gwe this Iast eAp1a~_ e
- nation. - :

.Babal prescr_lts a shghtly dlﬁ'erent mterpremtmn not 01ted by“.'
.Isodada"' A B

.. When the’ mgel sald ‘the Holy Spirit will come and ;
the power of -the Most High will overshadow youw’,..- -
‘instantaneously, with the voice was made the ass-

- 'umptlon and w1th the assumptlen the union,

..'.§ 3 The Umon is For Ever

: The union, effected in the: womb at the- formatwn of the
“ftesh- 15 for ‘ever and perfect, There ‘is ‘mo question of ‘a growth
.in‘the union; there . are no successive ‘stages: for -the  union. .
" Even though the Word -was united only with the flesh. at the
'/ first stage, there was no second union with the soul, The souI
was ‘ereated” 1nto this umon Once umted, 1t is: forevcr

Babai uses the expressmn wat ‘alam to. des:gnate the".-‘",_
perpetmty of the union.? It is an expresswn seen all through:
- the LU. It is from Heb. 13: 8: “Jesus 'Christ is the -same,
. 'ye_sterday and today and for ever.”” (Yesu"mstha. etmali uya_um_anc_z":_.

3L ISODAD Commenrary on Luke 1,28 (\/I D GIBSON HS. i
":'VII/ V), -p: 7/150 : _ S
' 32 LU, 95,16- 18/885 7.

- 33. LU 58 8, 59 5; 57 7“ 56, 28, 6051 etc
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uhﬂyu wal'alam). The union remzined in the 'e.arth'ly' life of =

- . Christ, in his death, resurrection and his’ ascension and 1t wdl :
- remain in. hrs second coming, and forever

| '-_.§ 4 Gmwth for the Human Nature

“Even though Mary conceived mot in the natural way, but o

by the Holy Spirit, the fetus followed the natural course like~
‘any other human child. It had to grow for forty days so that
- the soul" might be created in it, Tt grew in ‘the womb for nine
‘months, and ‘when the time was completed, the child was.
born, but keeping the virginity of the Mother intact.? HIS
conceptwn and his birth were miracles. But he was in need of
_ growth in. his. human nature. - He was circumcised and was
- comforted. by. the Spirit.?* The humanity had to be perfected in .
- wisdom and in: immortality and in. all other things pertaining =
10 men,. except sin. It was: a gradual process. It became totally '
o perfect only at the resurrectlon 3 So the affirmations that Christ .
..was hungry, ‘he. wept. at. the. tomb, he was comforted - by the
angels he was tempted, he: slept, he died, and was buried and
- has:risen aré correct, because he was a perfect man. 37 All-
- _-these are. spoken of Chrlst in- his human nature, '

: God the Word who became man, d1d not undergo any .
change He was united w1th the humanlty/man giving “His =
_-w-*__parsopa of. Filiation:- to it and was showing the propertics of =
. the. Dmmty Because -one -is the dwme nature -for the Father- o

:"and the " Som . and the - Holy Spirit, ‘the Father and the .

. Holy Spirit - dwelt in ‘Him,” “quantum autem ad naturam”,
“. - (bhai den dakyana), but mot:. umtlvely 8 The divinity -was perfec-
L ‘tmg the humamty in its process of growth and perfectlon

34, .Cf. LU, 5.8—59/47. _
35. Cf. LU, 120/97, 11ff. - - -
36, Cf: LU, 121-2/98; 148/118-119, . - o0 .-
37, Cf. LU, 121119, -8ff.; '60/48; Sec. tho.para[leis

P05 VI, 14, p 183 3 (TONNEAU) Fmg de Incarn_a_z_rqney

CE‘ LU 143 9/119 18ff

Theodore, Comn. in Joh. 10, 18 (Voss, p. 149); Hom. Car. V
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~ The divisive Christology of Babai is clearly secen in his .
exposition of the birth of Christ. “Becoming” is spoken of the

flesh and “dwelt among us” (Jn 1: 14) is of the Word. Birth is -

spoken of the Son and of Christ; he admits only one generation.
for the Word: the eternal generation from the Father. "He -

speaks of the birth from the Virgin, the birth of Christ or the

generation of Jesus Christ as the Gospel teaches (Mt 1:1). Tt
is the same Son who was born from the Father and from the

Virgin.?® Even if it is added ““in the flesh”, he cannot speak -
of the generation of the Word. Word is indicative only of the .. =

divine nature, but Son indicates both the nature and the:
parsopa. Babai’s Antiochene background, Theodorian formation.

and Nestorian influence are the basic reasons for making ' -
such @ distinction. Since Christ js born from her, Mary is

_ mother of Christ. Christ is God and man and not simply a
man _(shima) and she is mother of God and mother of man. 4"

* Art. 11 - The Baptism of Christ =
Jesus .Christ was . baptised by John the Baptist, fn the

river Jordan (Mt. 3: 13; Mk. 1: 9ff; Lk. 3: 21ff.; Jn. 1: 30f).,
This historical reality, narrated in the Gospels, has been wrongly

understood by many. Babai gives a description of the different S

heretical groups which erred in. explaining the ‘bapiism of

39, . See a similar comment by Prof. V. C. S.amuel.(Indi_an'-f-.'_

Orthodox), “Is there one subject willing and acting in: two:
‘natures as God-man?... The Orthodox faith would insist that

itis God the Son incarnate... For both the Chalcedonian and o

aon-Chalcedonian traditions, God the Son incarnate is the
God-man. In Him the two natures of Godhead and manhood
remain upited without confusion and mixture, division and -
separation... Both the Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian
sides affrm two births of the Son, the one from God the
Father in cternity and the other from Mary in time.., To

admit a distinction between the pre-incarnate Son and the -

incarnate Son is indispensable for any sound theology. To
affirm it is not Nestorianism; but not to affirm- it is Mono-
physitism.”” (Geneva Consultation, in  GOTR 16, 1_-2.(1_971)_‘,_-. ;
p. 5859 o ‘ PR
40, See above,, p. 81.
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Christ by John. He explains their positions in the tenth, ele-
venth and fifteenth chapters of the LU. Chapter 15 hds an’
elaborate. discussion ‘on the baptism of Christ. It is possible
that there were - several heretical groups with contradictory

. pos1t10ns

~Babai speaks of two anointings: one at-theincarnation
and tke other at Jordan, The first anointing had Christologicak
implications: the flesh, formed in the womb to be united with
the Word, required the anointing that he be made Christ by
that anointing. And he received the fullness of the Spirit, It
made him Lord and Christ and one with the Word in adoration
‘and worship and everything in the one parsopa of Filiation.

The second anointing has more ecclesiological and soteri-
ological implications, The human nature, taken from us, was .
perfectly united with the Word at the very first moment of its
assumption, but it was not _perfect, It followed the natural
course of growth like any child. His human nature was passible
and mortal; he had to be justified through_ obedience and in -

fact he perfected . all justice in his Passion.’ Christ the' new

_ 1. Babai makes mention of a group which held that the
union between the Word and the human nature was effected at
the baptism, because of the righteousness of the man (LU, 89,
 4-6/ 83, 2-4). Babai mentions Paul of Samosata and his foilo-
- wers (LU, 89, 9ff. 18-19/.83, 8ff. 15-17; 92, 1-3/ 85, 13- 15). -
A second group said that God the Word was hypostatlcally
baptised, dead and resurrected (LU, 143, 29-144, 2/115, 14-18),
 This seems to be some kind of extreme Monophysites, A third
- group argued that the Scriptures are lying, saying that the

humanity of the Lord did not receive anything from the ba- -

ptism of Jobn, and nothing more is added to what he had at
~ the time of union in the womb. These people consider baptism
only for the remission of sins, and so Our Lord did not require
_any remission of sins (LU 144/ 115-116). A fourth group
misinterpreted’ the words, “the Spirit descended upon him” and
* arrived at false conclusions (LU, 146/ 118, 17ff.). For Babai,
all those who deny the assumption of our nature, err in d1ffe~'
rent ways in explaining the mystery. of the baptism of Christ.

' 2. LU, 145, 1415/ 117 26171C
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Adam dld not know that he was born to 1mmortahty and im-. 0
mutability. He had to grow in wisdom, It is’ true. that the. =
Father and.the Holy Spirit were with him (not united); and. he_., .
had the fullness: of the Spirit from. the very begmmng, but its..
_manifestation was gradual, - because he  was ignorant " as: any..:.
..child. He was deprived of several .things which he received later. .
“As the human nature matured: and the power was-made” knownf" e

lng of the dlvmlty

At baptism Christ did not receive any additional. unction:

from outside; -the descent of the Spirit is not to be understood: = -
/as coming from above. At the time of baptlsm there occured: - |

a special manifestation of the Spirit and it is taken as a second ™

anointing,. Christ' in his human nature knew the. pledge of . -

dmmortality  and ' incorruptibility. From. then on, he began to: = -

work signs and wonders: Even though he could work wonders.

. before, he walted till the manifestation cameé from above. By .

speakmg of the descent the Scriptures  wanted to show the

. sublimity. of the. divine 'nature, ‘and not that the.Spirit entered. - -

in him. from outside.3 , All these things are narrated. to show :

that it was in bapt:sm that the man received. the pledge of ims o

mortahty and immutability.*. In several places Babai speaks of .

the pledge of immortality; as- the first-fruit’ from us he recewed- SRR

- the pledge at his baptism and the. reahty, at ‘the resurrection. T

He began h1s preachmg about the kmgdom of God and the. o

Spmt e was filted thh the Splr]t” ' means that power wasf-;'_- Ty

made  manifest to the humamty and the piedge of 1mmortality;_;'_ R

“and 1ncorrupt1b1]1ty was given to him.® It was a sp1r1tua1 birth'

for the: humamty, and a manlfestatlon of the Trzmty ' '

230 LU, 149/ 119, . -

4 LU, 146-7] 120, 2ff; 142, 1719/ 116, 15-17. . S
5. LU, 152, 8-10/123, 11-13; 143/ 114, 2565141 - ?/115___'_---
351 146-7/120, 2ff; 147/ 120, 1485 150/ 121, 256 S1sef
© 122, 4-6; 151) 122, 286, 152, 16/ 123, Aff . R

6. LU, 151, 210 122, 11ff; 151, I7ﬁ"/122 27& o

7. Cf, LU, 148-9] 120, 35ff. S e
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'I‘he baptism: of John: was the baptism of pemtence but" |

_fChrlst was: sinless and- there was no corruption In him, and
he ‘required no baptism.® But by that baptism, he recelved fhe:j o
~ . spiritual’ natmty and the mystery - of - 1mmortahty ‘and’ in-.

corruptibility, so- that he- mlght be first in e'.fejrytll'mI ar d-
e ﬁrst—born of many brothers in'the adoptlon of ‘filiati "

the resurrection from the dead for the redemptlon “of our';xw

bodies, Through this, he has mystlcally portrayed in hn:ns'alf'-‘=

the reason of the new life Wthh we attam after the resurre- coen
.ction, 10 Through this second anointing Christ became the head .-

- of the Church and of the faithful who are - his members.. We
are. baptlzed into it and recelve the name Chrisnans s

By undergomg the baptism of John ‘Christ was maugu- N
: ratmg the niew baptlsm for hisg followers in baptlsm mystlcally

L {’razana zr) we. receive the pledoe of adoptmn of life for the

._1

: sa]vatlon of Our bodies through the grace of the I—Ioly Spmt :
and as first - frults unmortahty and mcorruptlblhty 12 Chrzst'
_ preceded us first and is made first in everything.”® Thus he
. ‘became the Giver of Immortahty and intorruptibility, to all -

“those who believe in. him,'* Christ remits sins, and gives ado- .- -

]?UVG ﬁhatlon through the baptxsm in the. spirit to. immortality.'?
_Iu baptlsm we Chrlstxans receive mystically the pledge of .
ortality, immutability, and: the. adoptive: filiation.!6 . But the

','-'huma_n-nature of Christ became. Son: with the Word, ‘not by

. adoption. but by a_ssumptxon and. uni

1, By participating in-

e hls'baptlsm Wg. .are. able 1o partlélpate in his ﬁhatlon by'-

adoptmn 17

L8, LU, 142-3/114, 17-20. : Lo
- 9. LU, 135, 3f1./108, 28- -33; 137, 2-—4-/110 14-16.
10. LU, _135/108, 354F. ' _
;0 Mk LU, 135, 29°136; 1/109, 17-20; 136, 11 13/109 30 32.‘
1207 LU 143, 27114, 20-24; CE, TV, 39 p.289. 7
13. LU, 142, 28/114, 14-15.
14, LU, 143{114,26-28,
15 LU, 142/116, 4-6; 142{115, 36ff
Lo 16, LU, 143/114, 22245 26-27.
. 170 LU, 139/112, 22ff.; GE, V, 36, p. 333.
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Because of his baptism, Christ became our Head aad

we became his members. He became the First-Born, and the:

Cause .of our salvation.'t

_ Thus Babai considers the Scriptural statements'_ td:bé; : L
-+ important and dogmatic, not just symbolic, - What is. necessary .. .-
- is a proper understanding of these statements. Tt was'for us.” '

that he was baptized in Jordan, and he thus became the first --
born of many brothers and our head, and the Giver of im~
mortality to us, who believe in him.

Art. 1II - The Death of Christ

“Theopaschlsm” had already been treated and it afforded
the occasion to perceive how Babai viewed it as a problem.! As.
a follower of the Antlochene tradition in the Theodorian and
Nestorian versions, Babai opposed the Theopaschism prevalent
among the Monophysites and the Neo-Chalcedonians. In the

seventeenth and the eighteenth chapters of LU, Babai dlscusses
' the cruclﬁmon and death of Christ.? :

~ Jesus Chrlst is God and man, in the one parsopa of -

Filiation, before and after the crucifixion and death. His death. |

was not the death of an ordinary man. His d1v1n1ty was mot . .

separated from the humanity at the moment of his death. His

divinity was not- crucified, has not suffered, nor died. Influesiced -

by Nestorious,® Babai speaks-of the death of Christ, and not:

of the Word (in the human nature). He excludes the two ..
errors: the error of the Paulinians who professed that at the =~
time of the crucifixion the divinity left Jesus and a mere man =
was crucified and the error.of the Manichaeans who proféssed .

18. Cf. P. KRUGER, Zum theologischen Menschenbild Babais, g

p. 57; Das Geheimnis der Taufe. p. 98ff; P. Kriiger discusses the -
various aspects of the baptism, based on the LU and CE. W.

De VRIES Sakramententheologie bei .den Nestorianer {OCA 133)

Rome 1947,, p. 152
1." See above, p. 71-76. '
2. Cf. also, ch. 8 (LU, 60ff./48ff.)

3. LH (DRIVBR) 35-36; 176; 202; 212; Looss, Nestoriana, . -
P. 233, 10-21. _ _ S
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‘that the divinity was crucified and that his humanity was a-
. phantasm.* For Babai, death of God is a contradiction im. .. .

 terms. God whose glory fills heaven and earth can in no way
die. God the Word who is of equal nature with the Father and.
~ the Holy Spirit can never die. He is Infinite and Immortal.

He cannot accept the expression, “God the Word died,”  even- .

if, ““in the flesh™ is added to it. He has a detailed ‘discussion:
against those who attribute death to the divinity (Word).? It is.
basically due to the misunderstanding of Babai regardmg h1s~
opponents The opposne also is equally true

Since Christ is God and man, Babai is correct in stating:

that Christ was crucified and Chrlst died, and by that he means

the crucifixion in the human nature. QOaly a human being can.

die and the man taken from us died for us.6 As death is the-

- ‘separation of the body and soul, in death Christ’s human soul

- separated. from his body on the cross. When a man dies, no-

one will say that the soul died; so, too, we should not speak
of the death of the Word. It was Christ who died as any man
‘dies. The temple is dissolved so that he may fulfil all Economy
in him.” Death, suffering and other humikiations of the flesh

" .cannot be spoken of the divinity. They befit the humanity of”

Christ. Tt was the humanity taken from us that underwent all
humiliations for our sake® It was the man who was deprwed
of the llvmg human soul for three days.?

S As he speaks of the death of Christ, he can also speak
of the death of the Son, because of the . parsopa of Filiation,.
which is one and unique. So the sufferings and death of the

humanity are the sufferings and death of the Son. He refers to-

the Scriptures, where they proclaim the crucifixion and de.atlix
-of Christ: ““On account of it the Scriptures say that Christ was’

born, Christ was crucified, Christ died for our sins, was buried.

LU, 176, 1-4/142, 14-18.

LU, 178, 5-19/144, 6-20.

LU, 174/141, 3ff. -
" LU, 173/140, 156F.; 175/141,-25-27.
LU, 180/145, 28ff. :
LU, 179, 28-180, 16/145, 16-36.

o2 NS DR

i
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.and: after. three days he Tase agam and. behold they belong to:

S hls hl.urnamty”10

Babai sees the duality on the side of the nature, existing
in.thejr proper gnome, and the; unity in the one parsopa of the.

.~ Word. Then: he:can. attribute - all: the .infirmities to.the .perfect.

~man.But~he does not exclude the - Word;~The~man; has o indes:

pendent existence, apart from the Word and apart from the .

parsopa. of the Word. He speaks of the humamty whlch undcr-
-went the suffering:192 .

This is the one. who was dissolyed in death by‘ .
the separation of his body from his soul; it is about
him that the blessed Paul said; ‘He is the ope who
. tasted - death for eveiy one except God who is in
~him!'' (Heb. 2: 9); this is the one in whom God'
~ wanted to dwell all fullness (Col. 1 19-20). '
is the one . taken from. our race; the link of the .
creat;on through him:: He renewed everythmg, he-
is-the Father of the new world; in him dwells all -
o ::the fullness of the d1v1n1ty bodlly, through h1rn He -
! fulfilsi all* the salv1ﬁc economy; He made him the ' - -
'/ ‘rational ‘temple so that He bé revealed in himand '~ <
o be able to speak to us; and in hnn God is adored" o

10 LU 174, 18-21/141, 3-6. 10a. Seec no. 9 above: _
11 Babat uses  a:. special / form - of Heb. 2, 9; hu ger .s'tar-

men, Alaka (dbeh)  hlap kulnas t'em. mawta” (LU, 60,26-7; 62, -
..29530; 79, 30-1), Choris. Theou is a vanant reading for charm R
Theau (“except God” or “apart from God™ instead of “by the
- grace of God”).. This variant reading is seen in Origen- and. .
~ ~followed by Theodore and’ Theodoret It seems that Babai takes -

1t from Theodore (ORIGEN, - Comm in Jop. I, xxxv, 255%, SG!zr

1120, p. 187f.; THEODORE, Comm. Heb., STAAB, Paulus kommentare, = -
| p. 204f; PG, 66, 9561.; . THEODORET, Comm Heb. ch. 11, PG 82_
692 CD). Origen interpreted this variant reading to mean - “he..  '_-

tasted death for all. but God, including the angels and men” .

«{ORI1GEN, ihid). For Theodore on the other hand “except God”"
- meant to show that none of the suffering and oh?,ngo is attri- 000
" buted to the- Godheadl The ‘man a!one Sku_ﬁ'f?.l?ﬁdf" and - died "+ -

(THEODORE ibid. )
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'W1th the Father and the Holy Spirit. as in - His
united temple. And His temple is adored with Him,
) because He dwe]ls in it unitedly.

R " The d1v1n1ty was perfectlng the. humamty in its suffermgs ;_._: _—
:.__._;and death 2 When Christ was nailed to the Cross, ‘and the,. . ..

...human. soul separated from-the body, and-the body-was-in-the:

grave for three days, the divinity did not separate either from
the soul or from the body. Hence it is more than the hypo~

. static union. (as the union of the body and soul, which breaks :

at death) It is impossible to break the parsoplc union, the
parsopa being one for both and the assumption eternal.. Here.
‘one can see clearly the. influence of Theodore. !* :

. . Babai speaks. of thc adoratmn given the cross.. We adoref

o and venerate says Babai, the sign of the cross, because by it

we are redeemed from sin, death and Satan. We adore the cross
bécause of the one who' was. cruc1ﬂed wpon it,. And -we adore -
. the crucified one, the man. from us becanse God the Word. uni---
«-tedly dwells in’ him- and. gave him- everything: except His- very.
-nature. We adore the cross because the Son. died on it for our

sins; we adore' the cross,  because the Son. died upon. it in hlS. S

) .}'_human nature.'* He. overthrew Satan, and affixed the sin to
“ his cross- and by his death he put an end to the enmlty 5

S He is thus the Cause of our Salvatmn and our Life.!®

¢

""12‘ CLU, 62/50 26f.; 61/49, 156f; 121/ 98; 146/ 118. R
13, THEODORE Hom. Gat v, Sﬁ‘ p. 105M.; V[I 9, p. 199
(TONNEAU) SRR
_ 14, LU 67, 22/ 54, 30 Thc Son. sulered and was cruci=’
fied in his human nature.” bra eztleb uhds bakianeh nasaia; LU, .
175, 29-:30/ 142, 10-11: “We say the Son of God' is handed:

. over for us: amrinan dabreh dalaha estlam hlapdin; LU, 239, -

'- 624/ 194,715-32; 180/ 146, lﬂ' 236, 28-237, 9 192, 23-31;
TG (O BRrAUN, p. 263) S T
15, LU, 139/ 112,
16, LU, 140/ 113.
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Art 1V - The Resurrection of Chr.ist

Chapter nineteen of LU is dedicated to explain the:
resurrection of Christ from the dead and much' of it is about
Origenism.! ‘In addition to Origenism he discusses some other
errors in-connection with the resurrection. There were some.”

who Held that the Filiation was perfected only after the resurs" """

rection.? 1n contradiction to those heretics, Babai taught that

the Filiation was perfect from the moment of the union and . '

assumption; there was no gradual reception of Filiation or .
union, but-that was already achieved at the angelic salufation..

Against the Origenists, who denied the identity of the
earthly body and the resurrected body, Babai strongly upheld -
the identity and affirmed that Christ has risen not in the form
of a sphere mthout organs :

As the earthly body 1s-00mposed of bodily members and 3

organs so must the resurrected one be; and it must also. be in -

the case of Christ. To explain it further, Babai brings out the - e

distinction between body (pagra) and matter (gusmd) In Syriac,
both pagra dnd gusm& are synonyms for corpus . But Babai
makes a distinction between the two. The term * paara” can

 pever bé applied to anything unless it has organs.® “All p_agraﬁ' .
is, gusma; but not all gusma, pagra; that which has no '

organs cannot be called a pagra, for behold stomes, wood, .
hay, -and dust are never called pagra.”* So to be a pagra, it

must have organs. And anything which has no organs, cannot - '

be called pagra, but it must be called gusma. Babai’s synonym_

for gusma is besra (flesh), The human fetus for 40 days in |

the womb without the human soul, is not called pagra, It
is besra or gusma. About Christ is spoken, “etgasam - or E
etbasar.”> ' ' ' '

LU, 181/146.
LU, 90, 1-2/83, 27-29; 92, 2-3/ 85, 15-16.
LU, 182/ 147. : :

LU, 182, 6-9/147, 17- 20
See above p. 125,

Sl s
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If the resurrected body is to be called pagra, it must
have organs, and it should not be spherical.

In the Old Testament, pagra was applied - more to the'

.dead bodies, while in the New Testament more to the living . :

‘bodies.5 Mar Ephrem, speaking of the resurrected body, never
used the word gusma; on the contrary, he spoke of it always
.as pagra.’ Philoxenus applied the term pagra to the bodies
-which have organs, while gusma to the material world.® The
'Syrlac translators of the ‘Gnostic Chapters” of Evagrius used
-pagra to signify the fleshy body while gusma designated other
.compositions: those of angels, demons, or the spiritual
bodles 9

_ Bahai cites I Cor. 12 in support of h1s view, that the
‘identity of the bodies will not be' destroyed in the resurrection. o
Tt will be the same body. Those who deny the identity of the -
“bodies will be denying the teaching of the Scriptures. It will
be the sams body but it will be transformed by the glory it
- receives: ‘““Behold the -whole man will ‘be transformed -in. his .
'body and in his soul, perfect and blessed.”!!

“To thése who demand the need of organs in the after
life, Babai answers that they have not only material purposes,
“but also spiritual: “It is not for food alone that the mouth is
made, but for praise and g]orlﬁcatlon and thanksvwmg before

o the ma;esty” 12

In answer to the Or;gemsts Babai states that the body
which was on the cross. was buried and the same body was

resurrected. That body, taken from us, was totally similar to . '

-us; it had all its organs intact, as any one of us. It was per-
. _fect in- its formanon The Jews crucified Jesus of Nazareth and

6. Cf. NABIL Er KHOURY, Die Inter pretation der Welt bei
Ephrem dem Syrer, Mainz, 1976, p. 107,
7. Ibid. 100. 106f, ' g
. '8, A- De HALLEUX, Philoxéne de Mabbog,p 372, n. 33.
9. A. GUILLAUMONT, Kephalaia Gnostica, p. 114, n. 149..
10. LU, 181-2/147 (Babai cites I Cor, 12:12. 14,19~ 20)

1t. LU 182, 16-17/147, 26- 28.
- 12, 196/158
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~ .. thesoul of Jesus was separated from his body at death on the-
. cross and the body was ‘buried; on the third day, the body was. DL
» rajsed and was wunited wrth the soul HlS rlsen body had all 1ts; N

: .11mbs perfect 15 - :

What drd Christ receive speelﬁoftlly at hlS resurreetron‘?
'What he received mystically at baptmm namely immortality
and 1ncorrupt1b1hty, were conferred ‘on him by ‘the divinity
which-was-in him. His fragile body, weak and dead, ‘became . -
incorruptible and -immutable. Thus the foretaste at” baptism.
- became a-reality ever permanent in ‘him and’ he became the
first-born of many brothers. His ‘body got it as the redeemed
and he became the Giver of Life to :those who' are i him..
Thus it has. soteriological - and " ecclesiological dlmensron
"-Through his resurrection, - he became ‘the! firstborn from the
dead ‘and the firstborn of many’ brothers, those who' are bapttzed

ptlve ﬁha’uon i S
e ':-:..Baoal evokes the example of the ﬁrat man ‘_ 7

”.If the ﬁrst man vsas a true m'm body and soul 5
| the sécond man, the' new Adam’ also should be a true:.
..’f_"man ‘body and- soul; and heis- tisen and- became_ff
- “the first fruit of the dead and the Father of the‘._’

--'future world RN

_ ;I—Iere Babal is 1nﬁuenced by Theodore m the apphoatton of the-.
. example 1 : | : '

.

. 13,0 LU, 181, 19- 24/146 35-147, 5; Severus of Anttoch". g
upholds the same view. On the day of resurrection, -we shall
“have all our limbs intact, The risen Lord is -our model This-
~ state to which we shall :‘come will be higher than that of paradise "
' (R C  CHESNUT, Three Monophyszte Christologies p. 54, alson.1)." o
140 LU, (113, 27M./92, ©135, 3f.108, 28f; 139/112; ./
_'.22 3:.141,:4+5/113, 33~ 114, 1; 210 1/170 182 24- 8/147 35 148 s
- 4; CE, VI 89, p. 420-421, BRI
15.- LU, 185, 25-9/150 20-3; 74 13— 18/60 10-15. .- T
' 16. THEODORE Hom. Cm‘ v, 10 p. 112/113 (R TONNEAu)_.;i.-::-
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Christ is- the Firstborn. -Babai understands firstborn?
in a triple sense. He is the firstborn from- Mary: because: he-
opened her womb; he is the firstborn from the dead because

o heris. the first one ‘to ‘be, risen from the dead in his’ humamty,

- heis-the-firstborn of dll creation, “because through  him every--

- ' ‘thing ‘is renewed.!”” Babai makes a’ distinction - between : ‘“firsi=

~born” ‘and “Only Bagotten” “Only Begotten’ (z/ndam) is' ‘the -
- name of the divinity: ‘‘Firstborn” (bugrz). is the naime of -fhe-
. Economy.'* The Only Begotten of the Father became the first~
born (buqr_a). of Mary. Both refer to the same Son, but not in
~the same way: “If you say, firstborn; 'he is; if you say; Only
Begotten, the is...but not in the same ‘way.”i% ‘On this' point’
Babai is influenced by Diodore?® ‘and Theodore. For Theodore,.

' Chgist ‘is ‘the firstborn of many brothers ‘(Rome 8: 29) and first--

. ‘born of all creation (Col.-1: 15). Theodore had made a dist1n~
‘-'ctlon betwsen Only Begotten and ﬁrstborn 2

“Thete is in fdct,'a great deal of dtstmchon between '
o an Only Begotten - and .a ‘firsthorn son.  And it is
- impossible for the Only Begotten and'the firstbord
“to- ‘be oné ‘and the same. Firstborn is'a name given
R 14 somie one who has many ‘brothers, -while “Only - -
o Begotten refers to: some one. who has mo brothers >

o Babal s exp051t10n on thls pomt is almost:. the same as- that of
_Thnodore : :

Chnst has risen mcorruptlbly, and perfectly He appe— :

o afed to the disciples and confirmed them in faith that he. had:
" resurrected from’ ‘the dead. I—Ie showed them wonders to prove it

Babai speaks of three wonders

- "Although he had no s_’;l_gmata in his 'body.' because it is. -

“‘the risen body, ‘he miraculously madé them on hi_'msel'f' ‘to-

“17. Ly, 210-1/170; 140-1/113-114. .

18, LU, 204/165; 210-1/170. .

19.. LU, 172, 20- 21/139 14- 15 : '
/20, CF-A. GRILLMEEER op. cit.p. 354, . 17 18 :
© . 21, TUEODORE, Hom. Cat. III,.9-10, 'p. 62. 64/63. 65. .=

UL 7, p. 6061, L ot
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-confirm the Apostles in their faith. The wounds he showed
'were real and not phantasies.® And the disciples believed that L
he has risen in the same body in which he was crucified, The :

-disciples had not yet known that he had risen to incorruptis

“bility, but that he has risen like others to corruptibility as -
_the prophets raised the dead and our Lord raised Lazarus to .

life. They were raised to life, but they died later. Therefore; .
«Christ had to make them firm in their faith about the reahty
of h1s resurrection, :

Babai makes a parallelism here. In his earthly 'mortal
‘body, during his earthly life, Jesus transformed himself before
‘the three Aposles at Tabor. He showed them the glory of the
future life. It was a miracle which he did before them in his'

‘humanity to show them the reality of his divinity. Though, for =~ .
~somc time, the body was a transformed one, after the event it

rremained as the mortal body. In the same way, after. the re- .
-surrection, even though - his body has resurrected to immorta-
" lity -and incorruptibility, having no stigmata, he made a miracle.
:and showed'them in his body. The stigmata remained for some
‘time but disappeared. He made them in his body by a miracle
“to convince the disciples of the reality of his risen body, As
‘the transfiguration at Tabor was' true and real,” his stigmata
~ rwere real and his'body' remained incorruptible n '

Theodorct of Cyrus considered the wounds as real, meant-ﬂ .
“to teach the Apostles that Christ’s body has not changed into

-another substance in. the resurrection. He showed them the'
‘identity of the earthly and the risen bodies, 24

Babai calls the incident at Tabor “a mystical demon-
-stration” (tahwita ’razanaitz’)., “Mystical” means as in a sacra- .
“ment. Babai discards the opinion of those who consider that
- “Moses had risen from the dead and Ehas had come from- -

22. LU, 190, 278./154, 24ff,
23, LU, 1901/ 154 - 155.
24, THEODORET Dzalogue II P, 199
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Paradise.® Isodad of Merv mentions Henana and his followers
ds having held this view: 26

For he did not raise Moses, and afterwards cause:
him to die, aceording- to the fancy of Hennan of
I—'Iedhalya.hb and: his colleagues :

Tsodad also. supports the tradition held by Babai, without. nam-
ing him:?"

© Not that those things were found in-the body that -
had risen to new life, and'was purified and rare-
fied; and illuminated; but' He showed himself for
the confirmation of the disciples about his resurre-
.ction:- not before that“hour, nor even after it was’
‘found. in- him; but in this hour He suppressed the-
- supernatural nature (‘asa lakyanz men kyzma) and
':allowed them to touch (Hun)

_'Bar ‘Ebraya comments’ that he showed them the. stigmata, sor
“‘that: they might not suppose that they were beholdmg a
'phantasm 28 o

. As he showcd his stigmatia, he ate and drank before the
dlsmples as he truly. showed mystically (’razana’it). his splens
.dowr on the mountain. Tt was no phantasm, but was reality.
. Before their eyes he took the food with .his venerable hands

-and ate it. But his resurrected body has no need of food; it
© id-not nourish him. Because of a secret power the food was

dlss1pated 29 ' :

o225, LU,, 88, 8/ 82, 12; 193, 8-9/ 156, 18; CE, 1V, 23, p.
- 278/:279: , L ' L
© 26. IsoDAD OF MERY, Comm. Mt.. 17, Iff,; HS, 6] 5, p.
114/ 67,
.27, Comm. Lk. 24 40: HS 75, p. 97 207 Comm. Jn. 20
20: HS, 7/ 5, p. 221/ 285; '
28. - Bar IEBrARUS, Comm. on John, p. 159 (W F, CARR :

. \Gregory abu'l Faraj, commonly called B: H., commentary -on the"'.

" «Gospels- from the Horreum- Mysteriorum, London 1925),
29. LU, 193, 8- 10/156 18 20 88, 1ﬂ"/82 51T
(12) L
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Theodoret says that he took food and ate it; it was nor
appearance; but his immortal body required no food. The food.
he ate did not satisfy the need of the body. By this act, he
showed them the reality of the resurrection of bodies, 0

.- Isodad makes a. distinction between “truly” (sarira’it}
and “really” (hatite’ it). Commenting on Lk 24:43 he writes.
that Christ did not eat really and naturally (/@ hama ir

wakyana’it) but truly (sarira’ii) he ate before his disciples. He

did not eat in appearance as Simon Magus or Manes taught.
The risen Lord was not nourished by the food. He showed them

that he ate, and that not in imagination. Isodad states that

truth (srara) is different from reality- (hatiturz), and that it was -
a supernatural act that Christ did. By sharing their meals,
he was working a niire_icle there, to confirm them in faith, that
he rose again in his body.®! Bar Ebraya also mnotes that he
did it “that he might remove fromt them the idea of a phan-
tasm He dld eat, not because he had need of food * 32

_ Thirdly the risen Lord appeared before the Apostks i
dress, although he did not have clothes, The cloth which was

- wrapped around his dead body was seen in the tomb. It was

also meant to make them firm in their belief in his resurre-

ction, although it was a matter of minor importance. 2% Severus

beheved that the risen Lord was naked. ™ Isodad mentlons the

dress of the risen Lord as a miracle, 35

These three miracles of the risen Lord are minor com=
pared to the immutable and incorruptible body which he at~
quired in the resurrection. But they were necessary so that he’
might be able to make the disciples firm in their faith. Just as
-in his earthly life till the resurrection, he taught them several
things, accompanied by signs and miracles, to show them that

30. 'THEODORET, Diaglogue, 11, p. 198.° : o
31. Isopap, Comm. Lk, 24, 43:HS 7/ 5, p. 97/208. -
32. BaR HEBRAEUS, Commi. on Lk. p. 135 (CARR). .
33, LU, 193, 29/ 156, 35iT; 194, 8-11/157, 8-~ L1..
34. SEVERUS, Hom. 77:P0, 17, p. 820-821. B
35. IsopADp, Comm, Lk.: HS 7/ 5, p. 98/ 208.



MAJOR EVENTS IN CHRIST'S LIFE 179

he was not a mere man, but God united with ounr humanity,
after the resurrection he had to teach them the reality of his
risen body, and its identity with the earthly body; he had to
confirt them in the faith of the body in which they knew him

and to show that his body was no phantasm, nor an appear- o

ance but that he rose again in reality as he had promised, 35

Babai compares the miracles in the risen body to the -
three miracles before his death in the mortal body. These
three were much more sublime than the mortal body, showing
that he was not a mere man, but God. %" The first is the Virgin
birth of Christ: without destroyving the virginity of the Mother
He came to the world through “closed doors™. and kept her
perpetvally chaste and virgin.® 1t was done by the power of
the divinity which was in him., Tt is above the nature of an
ordinary man. Babai compares this to the one which he did

after the resurrection: namely his apparition to the disciples in.
a closed room,

Now this is how the early writers understood it: Diodore
doubts whether the risen Lord could have entered the room
without opening the doors! During  his ministry, Jesus often
escaped his enemies wunnoticed “hy inflicting hallucinations
upon them.” 3° C

_ Theodoret compares the entering of the risen Lord in
the closed room to hig birth from the Virgin. Amphilochius of
Iconium states that our Lord entered in t
after his resurrection, lest the Apostles
the Loxd’s body was of a different order. He appeared to them
in order to show that in the resurrection the natural body be-
comes 4 spiritual body, preserviitg the identity of the earthly
body. 8t. Cyril of Alexandria connects the birth from the

he closed room only
should suppose that

36. LU, 188, 121152, 25f; 192/ 155, 22; 194, 11M)
157, 11ff, | : , : :

37. LU, 188, 7-12/ 152, 20-25.
38, LU, 188, 227 152, 34ff,
- 39. D10DORE, Sfrag. 10 (M. BRIERE).
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Virgin. to, the coming out of the: tomb, entermg in the closed:
room and:walking upon the Sea.t®

Nestonus considered’ the entering the closed room. a-
mzracle 4 .

And further, that he went through “the closed“

doors. It is the concrete body and that is some-
thing- wonderful; but if the divine nature went

- through it; it would not be remarkable; in which -
1 abstain from what happens to the Infinite:

Leo in his Tome considers that the childbearing of the Virgin
is: a token: of divine power, and refers to the entrance in the:
closed. room.** :

Babai affirms that his risen body could enter in the
room, even though the doors were: shut. This is. because of the:

power of the dlvmlty 43

The. second. miracle in the mortal body of Chnst men—
tioned by Babai, is the walking on the water (Mt 14: 22 ff.):
We. see first how the writers prior to Babai spoke about the
walking of the Lord on the water: According to- Diodore, itis.’
the Lord who walked on the Sea with the power of the diyi- .
nity.* 'Commentiﬂg on the incident Nestorius says,*® :

¢ 40, Cf. Tueoporer. Dialogue, I1, 198;208-9; Demonstrations.
by Syllogisms; p. 247-248; PG 39,105 C-108 AR; Mawsi, XTI, 570:
. 41. LooFs; Nestoriana, 219,4-9; cf also, L ABRAMOWSKI, - .
- Nestorian- Collection; p: 198[118 11-14. -
42.. 'LEO,; Tomus: (. STEVENSON, Creeds, p.319-320). .
43..  LU.. 188,27 /153,21, SRR
44, DIODORE, frag. 47 (R. ABRAMOWSKI, p. 58): “Walking:
upon the- Sea: belongs to the Godhead'; Ps, Justin (= Dicdore)::
““Also in the walking on the Scza there did not take place a
change of the body to the Spirit, but the Lord walked on the

Sea.through the divine power, in which' he made the undes- _.
cribable, describable” (A, HARNACK, - Diodor von Tarsus, Vier . -

_pseudomstzmsahe Schrrﬂen als Dwdars nachgewiesen (TU, 21, 4),

p. 131,
45. Loors, Neswnana 1218,20-219,4; cf. also, L ABRAMO- :

_WSKI Nestanan Collectzon p: 198;’118 6-10.
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To the one who asks, “Who “was it ‘that -walked
- upon the Sed? we ‘answer, 'it -was the feet, that
‘walked -and ‘the concrete ‘body -with ‘the ‘power of
‘the one who dwelt ‘in ‘it. That is a wonder. Be-
cause when God walks wupon the water, there is
nothing wonderful, as also regard to the air,

it is a miracle of the mortal body, done by the power of the
divinity. Theodoret says,  “When he walked upon the Sea, He.
displayed the 'almighty power of the Godhead.”*® Cyril of
Jervsalem (+386) said, almost the same thing:

“As man he slept in the boat, As God he walked upon
the .-waters.” Theodoret cites this passage in his dialogues.®7
For Leo, “to walk upon the surface of the Sea with feet that
do not sink, and to calm the rising waves by rebuklng the
‘tempest, is w1thout question divine,’*3 :

Narsa1 sa.ys, *He -slept inithe gship and they awoke
him; he rose and rebuked the Sea and calmed it. The-sleep
was that of mortals but the silencing of the Sea was -that of
the Creator.,”®

_ . Severus opposes the way in which it is- explamed by the
= D1phys1tes S

Babai states that Christ’s body had human, carthly . and
mortal pature. Peter who had the same human naturé began
to sink while imitating Christ, but Christ did not sink becanse
e swas not a mere man. By his divine power, he -extended
‘his hand and saved Peter, As’a man he slept in the “boat,
‘but as God he calmed ‘the- Sea 5 o

46. THEODORET Dzalogue 1, .p. :166.

_ zﬁ :CYRrIL, Cat. Or. IV:'PG 33,465 B; THEODORET ibiéi.
P ] '

48. Lo, Tomus (J. STEVENSON, GCreeds, p. 319).

49. 'Cf. L. ABRAMOWSKI, ‘op. cit."p. 130/74-75.

50. Severus,'Le Philaléthe -(R. ‘HespEL, 267-8/219,13-27).
- Severus understands the statements of the Diphysites as opposed.-

to Cyril, and as spoken of the man -and “God mdependently E
“Cf. also, ibid. 327/267.

51. LU, 188,30/ 153, 5-25.



182  THE CHRISTOLOGY OF MAR BABAY THE GREAT

The third miracle of the Lord in his earthly, mortal
body was the transfiguration on Tabor. It was above the
nature of the mortal body, but was done by the power of
the divinity to show the disciples the future nature of the
body, which he was to receive.? . ‘

There is confusion regarding the numbering:

Miracles before his death Miracles after his resurrection
'1) Birth from the Virgin 1) Eatering the room when
preserving the virginity the doors were shut
2) Walking upon the water 2) ’ghg stigmata in the risen
oay

3) Transfiguration at Tabor - 3) The eating of the risen Lord
: 4) The dress of the risen Lord

Could we add another miracle to the three in the first column?
Isodad of Merv speaks of a passage in the Book of Union
of Babai the Great, which has not come down to us; it is in
connection with the paying of tax for Christ and Peter with
the coin from the mouth of the fish (Mt 17:27): %

Babai the Great in his Book of Union and Hannan
of Hedhaiyahb say that these drachmas in fish’s
mouth were created out of nothing; that same
hour it went up suddenly to the dry land.

It is difficult to fit this miracle here in this context. Isodad
himse!f. enumerates the miracles before and after the resur-
Tection. ¥

There is a repetition ~of the explanation for emphasis.
In the first place, where he speaks of the miracles before the
resurrection, he compares the birth from the Virgin without
destroying her wvirginity to the entrance in the room with
closed doors after the resurrection.®® The second has no com-
parison.?® The third, namely, the transfiguration on Tabor has
three parallels: the stigmata, the eating and the dress.’”

52. LU, 189,19 ff./153, 25 ff.; CE, 1V, 23, p.278/279. .
.53, Isopap, Comm. Mt.: HS, 6/5, p. 120/{71.

'54. IsopAD, Comm. Lk., HS, 715, p. 97-98/208.
55. LU, 188/152-153. :

56. LU, 188 -9/ 153.

57. LU, 189/ 153, 25; 193/ 157, 181
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The purpose of the miracles was to create faith in the
disciples. Those before the death in the mortal body were to
show them that he was not a mere man but that the divinity
dwells in him unitedly.58 Those after the resurrection  were
meant to confirm them in their faith that he has risen in the
self same body. Here a polemical exposition against the Ori-
genists is seen, That Henana and the Henanians held several
Origenistic ideas is clear from the reference of Isodad, who
often cites the opinion of Henana sympathetically.

The risen Lord clearly tanght and demonstrated his res
surrection, the immortal and immutable state of his risen body
and confirmed the Apostles in their faith, He made them cer-
tain of his resurrection. ¢ . '

Now Christ sits at the right hand of the Father with
the united humanity., There is only oneness after the resurre-
ction. Babai says: ® .

After the resurrection, already one is the beati-.
tude; again, there is npot the one who gives and
the one who receives; but one is the knowledge,
one power, one dominion, one adoration of the’
humanity and the divinity of Christ, in one par-
sopa of Filiation, united.

: As/Theodore had already taught,® Babai teaches also
that Christ will come at the end in the united humanity to
Judge the living and the dead.®? We, the Christians, will re-
ceive in reality what we have received as a pledge in baptism,
the cternal life, immortality, and immutability, 63 _

58. LU, 189/153.

39. LU, 192/ 155, .

60. LU, 122, 13-17/98, 31 -35, cf. 131/ 105, 22fF.

61. THEODORE, Comm. in Joh. V, 22 (VosiE, 81, 34-82;
1; 82, 29-83, 2; 83, 14-19); V, 30 (VosTs, 85, 26 -29); Hom.
Car. VII, 14, p. 183 -5; R. DEVREEsSE, Essai sur Theodore de
Mopsueste, p. 118, n. 4 - 5, o

62. LU, 177, 25(F.{ 143, 29ff.; CE, TV, 41, p. 288/289,

63. Cf. ibid. DIODORE, frag. 21 (M. BRIFRE) THEODORE,
fgg;m in Joh. 111, 29 (Voste, 56)Hom: Cat. XIV, 10 (ToNNEAT,




‘CHAPTER WVII.

Comparison and Evaluation

This chapter ‘will contain a discussion on four points: ;e
the comparison of Babai’s Christology with that of Theodore '
and Nestorius, the evolution of his Christological thought, his
specific contribution to the Christology of the Universal Church,
and bis Christology as a point of dialogue between Christians.
of divergent traditions. SR '

Art I -~ Comparison of Babai’s Christology

‘Babai mentions his sources in L1J only once.! He has,
in fact, very few direct. citations either from the Fathers or
from the dogmatic florileges. His is an original work, .the re-
sult of his study ‘and formation. The Antiochene “rationalism’™
combined -with the Alexandrian mysticism produced a balanced .
Christology ‘in ‘Persia, The influence from Ephrem and the
Cappadocians through the School of Nisibis “helped. Babai not
to.be a blind follower of Nestorius, but a thorough study * of
LH enzbled him later in life to develop his own Christology,
based on the fundamental Theodorianism, ' S

_ The " comparison of Babai’s Christology with his sources
" is-difficult, for two reasons: Firstly, Babai had at his disposal
.~ many more books-of his sources, especially of Diodore, The-~
’ ' - odore and Nestorius, than are extant today. ‘There are only
- very few works of these writers in Syriac translations and -
some fragments in-.Greek derived from hostile .sources. Secon=-
dly the modern scholars are .not unanimous in-their judgment
of :Diodore, - Theodore and Nestorius. ‘ o

1. LU,2452{199,31; in his Commentary on the Gnostic.
. Chapters .of Evagrius, .he mentions and cites several ancient . .
- 'writers. : ‘ ‘ S
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Babai was .primarily influenced by Theodore, but -also by -
Nestorius, Diodore, John Chrysostom, Theodoret, the .Cappa-
“docians and several other Fathers and writers even of .the-
Alexandrian ambient. He had at his -disposal a very: large
library of books in Syriac.of the various Fathers. His thought:
was a synthesis of the different traditions, cerfainly in. accor-
dance ‘with the ‘basic tradition of his particular Church.- There_-" '

is no ev1dence that he could read Greek. :

§ 1- Babai and Theedore

Mar Babai was ‘a total Theodorian in spirit and letter.
He bad his theolegical training in Theodorian theology in the
School of Nisibis. In the above exposition, the influence of

~ Theodore on Babai was indicated wherever possible.

: Thebomparisbn of Babai with Theodore poses a great
- Problem. First, in great part Theodore’s works are lost. A
- direct study of all the existing works of Theodore  is. beyond,
the scope of this book. Secondly the modern scholars are
divided in judging Theodore’s Christology. Some consider him. "
to be perfectly in line with the teachings and traditions of the:
. Catholic Church, There may be obscure expressions in his
works. but the general trend of his Christology is free from any-
error. ‘Others consider Theodore as the Father of Nestorianism,>

. From ‘the Alexandrian point-of view, Theodore’s Christo--
logy offered problems, obscurity and even division in Christ.
- The Monophysites and ‘the :Neo—Chalcedonians inherited the
. Alexandrian tradition from St Cyril and that became apparently
the tradition of the Church at large. It was inherited by the:
.Scholastics and modern scholars with some rare exceptions.
‘But viéwing Theodore from his own theological and historical.

. background, one may perhaps find a different p1cture of The-
.. odore’s Chrlstology

According to Babai, Theodore continued in the folotsteps- '
- of the Lord and of the Apostles. He clearly taught about :the’
oneness of ':.Chr_i-st the ‘Son of God. He was carefu} ?to’ ‘make

2. Cf F. A. Sullivan,  The Christology - f Theodore. nf‘

Mopsuesrza Rome, 1956 p. 18-33,
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-distinctions on the level of nature, by saying, ““two natures
and two qnome in the one parsopa of Christ, the Son of God.”*
Babai sees “no error, no impurity” and no defect in his
-tezching; he is the universal teacher for Babai; his behaviour
was beyend any mistake and his doctrine was totally orthodox. -
"Theodore died as an orthodox pastor but after his death he
was condemned. Babai considers it as the work of Satan?
In one of his writingss Babai tried to demonstrate Theodore’s
orthodoxy from Scripture and from the testimony of the
Fathers of the universal Church.® Those who condemned The-
odore, considered Babai, were condemning Christ and the
Orthodox Doctors.® On one occasion Babai speaks exphcltfy
-of Theodore and names him as one,

Who firmly builds a" tower and rightly on the

foundations of steel and rock, with integral and

united stones, the blessed Theodore T say, the

perfect disciple of the blessed Apostles, the dwell-

ing of the Hely Spirit. and the mansion of all
good things, the mirror of virtue and the firm .
column which is never shaken nor will ever be

shaken.” -

In the LU, there are two explicit citations from Theodore:

We say the union the conjunction of the two where
one thing is considered in the parsopa.® Where
one thing is said in the parsopa not one thing in
the nature; but in the parsopa ome Son, Lord,
Christ, Emmanuel.”

LU, 245, 29-246, 6/199, 29-34.
Lo, 246, 7-8/199, 35-36/ “hdaiatda amrinan naqipitd
-datrén’ mi dhid medem methasbm bparsopa.”

9. LU, 246, 17-9/200, 8-10: “M4a dhad medem met’amrin
bparsopa; 14 bakyand h’ad medem; el bparsopd had bra Marya
'Mstha ‘Amanu‘el”, Cf, Hom. Cat, VII, 10, p. 200-201 (R.

TONNEAU). :

3. Bamal TG, 42 (P. BEDIAN; p. 498-9; O. BRAUN, p. 249)
4. LU, 82/66.

5. LU, 82/66-67.

6. LU, 106-7/75.

7.

8.

J
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Both the citations of Babai belong to the same context
in Theodore, and could be two parts of one reference., The
«common element in both of them is the ‘“one thing in par-
:sopa.”!¥ Here Theodore is quoted to substantiate the unity in
-one patsopa and to assertain the existeénce of the two natures
in the union. Babai writes,

He said, the adhesion of the two: i.e., of the
divine nature and of the human nature of Christ,
not to a mutual annihilation, nor to a mixture, nor
to a confusion nor to a natural and hypostatlc'
union, nor one has absorbed the other after they
are united... but adhesion of the two, i.e., two
and they adhere, but their properties are distinet.!?

In TG, Babai refers to Theodore’s gighth Beok of In-
carnation in order to explain the oneness of the parsopa and
duality of the nature in the one parsopa without mixture.’2

The exact citation could not be identified, But there are
several parallels in Theodore.1? :

Babai connectsTheodore with Leo:14

* As the blessed Leo, the Bishop of Rome, and The-

odore, the Interpreter and all the other orthodox

Fathers, distinguish the natures and attribute

- their properties (dilaiatahun) to the same unity of
' the one Christ, the Son-of God...

Here in this context, Babai is speaking of the heretics, who
translated from Greek into Syriac certain parts from the works

10. “Had medem bparsopa.”

11: LU, 246, 10-6/200, 1-7. ‘

12. 1G, 42 (P. BEDJAN, p. 498-9; O. BRAUN, p. 249).

13. THEODORE, frag. De Incarn. (E. SacHau, p. 48; H. B.
SwEeTE, [, 215ff.; R. DEVREESSE, Essai sur Théodore de Mopsuestc,
p. 115, n. }; PG, 66, 98IB; Facunpus, Pro def. trium Capit.
VI, 3, IX, 2; Comm. in Joh. V, 29-30 (J. M. VosTE, p. 113
24—29/80 38-81, 4); Hom Cat. VI, 3, p. 135. '

14. CE, p. 22-23.
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of Evagrius 'in ‘accordance with ‘their false teaching. ‘But they’
were clearly tefuted by the “other writings of ‘Evagrius himself:
The followers of Eutyches and Severus totally reject Evagrius
because they -saw that he taught the same thing -as Theodore

- and :Leo ‘the Great.

" Theodore had to oppose the Arians and the- Apollinari-
ans; Babai.on the contrary, had the Henanians and the Mono-
physites as his opponents. Taking his stand on the side of

Theodore, Babai clarified the points where Theodore was’
" obscure. Theodore died in 428; Babaiin 628; i.e., two centuries
later. That means, Babai had the possibility to make use of
the theological development of two centuries and to present
his Christology with more clarity. The difficulties posited
against Theodores Christology - cannot be posited against.
Babai’s, \ :

§ 2. Babsi and Nestorius _
. -0 Tt needs to be affirmed that in his early theclogical for~
mative period, Babai was not deeply influenced by ~Nestorius;
Although the LH was available in Syriac, it is very doubtful
that it was used in the -School of Nisibis. But it is a fact be-
yond doubt that when Babai wrote the LU, .he = had before: -
him the LH and was clearly influenced by it. It is not. certain.
whether he had the book in its’.present form .or whether in a
different form.! When he saw the very same ideas of Theodore

in the LH and in several earlier Fathers cited such as Athana-: '

* sius; Gregory Nazianzen, Theophilus of Antioch, and Ambrose,?
he /could confidently follow Nestorius on secure grounds.
Wherever possible, in this discussion there was an attempt te
indicate the influence Nestorius had on Babai, '

The case of Nestorius, the ex-Patriarch of Constan_tinopié,.
is more lamentable than that.of Theodore. Extani are only a
- few fragments of his Works' including the S_y_riac translation.

15. Ibzd in the LU also Baba.l speaks of Leo (LU 76. _
12413/61, 34-35.)

[. Cf. L. ABRAMOWSKI, Umersuckungen p. lOBff
2. CF. the index of LH (DRrIviRr) for the above names.
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.of L.H: For people trained in and accustomed: to the Cyrillian.
theology it is difficult to understand. the letter and spirii oft
‘Nestorius. He writes in a style difficult to follow, repetitious
.and appearing to be more raiionalistic. than. traditionalistic.

“The first part of the LI (Ps. Nestorius)® confuses. the modern. S

reader; the second, part (the authentic Nestorius), repeats- the:
same thing over and over again, leaving the reader confused.
at the end because of the lack of a precise language. His.
discussion on the parsopic union. gives. the impression.that:
it iz his central issue. -

After Cyril and Ephesus, Nestorius was considered by
a very large section of Christendom as a heretic, and this
‘tradition continues even to this day.

Babai was influenced by Nestories through- the LI and’
" other works not available to us. Though Babai was basically
" indebted to Theodore for his theology, (he took the expressions
- -on the concept of parsopa from Nestorius and further clariffed
. “them. : o |
: _ Babai is completely clear on the one unique ?arsoﬁa. of:
“Filiation of the Word, which is also the Filiation. of the man/
‘Homanity assumed: from: us. Instead: of the two ousias. of
Nestorius; Babai uses two gnome. The. concept of two parsope:
.of LH, is not’ very- basic and fundamental to Babai. Babai
inherits the meaning of ““one.and another”, aliud et aliud, frony
.Gregory through the LH. Christ is one and the same in his
parsopa of Filiation, but he is one and another in- the natures
and’ gnome. ' -

Nestorius had to vindicate his position, trying to point:
.out his orthodoxy-in exile. Babai’s. intention was: to explain -
-the union of the two natures in Christ for his Church in: the
.seventh century. Since there were several things common to
‘many authors: like explanations and examples, it is-difficult to
-point out precisely what is derived from Nestorius: ~

co if we accept the traditions on the condemnation of -
- “Nestorius, (teaching of two independent persons in. Christ

©. 3 Cf. L. ABRAMOWSKI, Ibid.
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united only morally, and externally by grace; Christ was a mere
man, adopted by God, etc.) we have to affirm that Babai.
stands far away from Nestorius, and even in opposition to him..
But if we accept Nestorius as holdmg a tradition of the Church,

/ different from-that of St Cyril, and expressing the veIy same
truths in a different way, then, Babai continues that tradition
and stands as the evident exponent of the Antiochene position,.
demonstrating the oneness of the person and the duality of
the natures of Christ in that oneness.

Arxt. [T - The Evolution of Babai's Christolegical
Thought

There is a slight difference between the Christological ideas
of the CF and the other works. CE represents the traditionaf -
Seleucian Chrlstology and uses only very rarely such concrete
expressions as “‘man,” to designate the humanity of the Son.
It speaks of the one parsopa of Christ. The Godhead of the
Son is united with His manhood in-the uvnited parsopa ! But
the natures do not become mixed, on the contrary, each pre-
serves its property.”? He who was born eternally from the
Father before time, is united in time Wwith our humanity to one -
Sonship.® Thus the only difference is that CE does not use-the
expression “two gunome”’, and “man’ for humanity.” In all the-
other ideas’its Christology 15 the same-as that of Babai’s other

works
\

. CM also uses only “manhood” to designate the humanity
of Christ.* But a third ascetico-monastical work, CA4 uses both.
concrete and abstract terms side by side to designate the-
humanity “The Word of God put on the sweet man Jesus’;

“God through His humasity, gently made them (men) to return
to paradise”.’

1. CE L, 1, 186; IV, 3, 260; IV, 9, 264; V, 46, 336; IV
43 280; VI, 89, 420; VI, 18, 374; VI, 33, 382; VI, 4, 364,
2. CE, VI, 89, 420; 1V, 3, 260-1.
3. CE, 1V, 3, 260-1."
. 4. Cf, above, p. 33.°
. 5. Cf. above, p. 34.
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It is an indication that among the three ascetico-monasticak
works, CE and CM were written in the early period of Babai’s
career. It shows. also that the basic trend among the Seleucians
was to employ abstract terms to designate Christ’s humanity.
In the ultimate Henanian conflict (the mescting of 612), and

afterwards, there occured a change in the use of terms, cIanﬁ-____
cation of terms further preciseness of terminology and comm1t~
ment to certain systems.

In the Henanian conflict, Babai used the LH extensively
and developed his own thought further, and under the influence
of Theodore and Nestorius, began to use concrete and abstract:
terms side by side.® : -

Fundamentally Babai did not change his views: One
unique Parsopa of Filiation of the Only Begotten; His two
natures without mixture preserved in their proper quome in the
one Filiation; TG, CA, LU, TV, T VI, X and HC represent
this system. [t seems that all these works appeared after the
Synod of 612.

LU could be divided into four broader divisions: 1) Memre
- ¥ and II: they represent one of the most beautiful pieces of”
Christian literature. Without reference te any heresy. they
represent in an excellent way, the doctrine on God (Trinity
and Unity of the Supreme Godhead) and the Incarnation of
the Word, the Only Begotten Son of God. There is no polemic,
no. exaggeration in presentation and no attack of the adversary.
This piece can compete with any other Christian literature in. .
its beauty, excellence and clarity of presentation. As has been
demonstrated earlier, this part was influcnced by the Catechetical
Homilies of Theodore, The use of concrete and abstract terms. .
side by side have by this time become Babai’s basic trait;
definitely inherited from Theodore and others. 2} Memre III
is polemical: It is devoted to an attack on the ad-
versaries by which he clarifies the doctrine on Incarnation.
Babal was subject 1o the weakness of not being able to see
the viewpoint of the opponents properly It is true in -alf
disputes and controversics. o ' '

6. Ci. above, p. 121—122
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Babai’s opponents in the LU are Arius and‘the Arians,
Apollinarius (the opponents of Theodore and Nestorius and’
early Fathers), Cyril of Alexandria (inberited from Nestorius),
TEutyches, Dioscoros (from- Chalcedon), Philoxenos; Julian,

Severus, Justinian (from personal study of their works), Paul- o
of Samosata (from earlier Fathers) and' Henana, who is connc-' .

cted with several of the opponents.’

The third part of LU (Memre IV-V) is apologetic: what
the “Nestorian” duality means and what it does not' meéan and -
in what thc unity consists. In this part (¢h. 17 of LU), Babai
.discusses the technical terms used in his Christology, namely
gnoma and parsopa. The exposition does not come into the
forefront at all.and it is not- at all adequate. [t may be be-
-cause it was much.clear to his readers, or it was not a matter
of much 1mportance to hlm Because he was necessitated to
-explain: them in his apology ' for ﬁlphysmsm ke explains them
in. brief. This part of LU:was written under the direct influ-' -
'-ence of Nestorlus LH, A part of TV has this attitude ® and X
is & further exp031t10n of thIS part.

The " last Memra: of LU (ch. 20 and 21) is likewise one
.of the best pieces of Christian literature. These chapters deal'
with the names of Christ, and' the  expressions describing the:
union. Ch. 21 is the culmination of the whole of LU and'here -
too Babal was under- the influence of: Theodore: Babai’ admits:-
the: limitations of* the human terms ‘and: the- inadequacy: of’ the:
various expressions, such’as union, adhesion,. con_]uuctwn etc.
to-designate the mystery of’ Incarnauon : '

TV is argumcntative'and polemic. Tt brings rational
arguments to defeat and silence the opponents. The arguments

o not appear to be of great interest to the faithful. He draws.

different conclusions from. the premises.of the opponents. Per-. .
haps the - pressure from. the part of the Henanians, and the
Mbnophysites9 might have forced Babai to make use of all the;

arguments: in his arsenal against his opponents, who were a .

- “menace” to his Church’s doctrmal “purity’;

7. Cf. above, p. 49ff. .
8, Cf. above, p. 25-26.
9. Cf. above, p. 553fi.
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T V1 is totally polemw in Spmt Tt bases its attack on
selected verses taken from the opponents.!® [ts controversial
tone and attitude’ lessens its importance, and valye. Babai
nunderstands his opponents, ..at least seme, w1th a blased atti— '
tude, inherited from earlier wrlters That is very clear in h1s
attltude to St Cyrll of A]exandna :

In TG too, Babai tries to attack the Henanians and the
Monophysites. His first opponents are the Henanians; who had
LA comphcrty with the Severians (Monophysnes) 1z '

The HC is enly an application of his Chrlstologlcal ldeas
in poetry for liturgical use, and to bring the littrgical tradition
*m accord with the doctrinal one. ‘Ifs catchword likewise is,

“‘one parsepa of Filiation: 4n two - natures, exlstmg in two
qnome 9:]2 L ) : .

The Creed of 612 does not use the expressmn “in two
sqnome”’, but it is implied in it;!3 Although the Persians used
this expression already' in 562/ 3 in the Byzantine court, it
cained wider use only after the meeting. of 612, as did also the .
-concrete expression. to designate the humanity of Christ; in. his
- conflict with Henana and the Monophysites, Babai applied him-
self! more and more, to the study of Theodore and Ngstorius .
and the ‘other Fathers - He found a unanimity of doctrine jn:

- all the early Fathers in the citations of Theodoret which gave -

]11m courage to follow Theodore and Nestorms w1th conﬁdence o

Art T - Babm s Spec:ﬁc Contnbutmn to the
Chr:stology of the Universal Church

. With regard to the Dlphysﬂe Church of Pers1a Babal :
‘was the first ome fo write a. ma]&gmmm_mk No

‘ ".":author from among them before or after him deali with the

' - Christological questions so extensively as he did, For the P ﬂ__I'-
l;'SlanS Babai’s Christology was the Chnstoiorvy of the:r Church

S0, Cf above, p.24-25,
S7U110 Cfiabove p. 35.
112, Cf: above, p. 39.
-".1-3 Cf above, ». 30 31,
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_‘Babai was influenced by several previous Christian-authors.
‘He clarified portions of his sources that were obscure, confus-
ig&wbls#iLmiMQm&mmbyép_pmﬂmﬁ- He tried tor
refute the accusations launched against the “Nestorian” Chri-
“stological tradition. : ' ' ' e

_ Babai’s Christology is built im great pari on a sound
"exegesis and an interesting anthropology and it is less dualistic
than that of Nestorius. Babai’s synthesis revitalised the Syrian
heritage. The Ephremic tradition, inherited by the Edessan
School, was obviously present in Philoxenus and James of-Sarug..
For some time, it. was superseded by the rich “rational” heri—
tage coming from the Interpreter, Theodore. Making use of the
mystical writings of Evagrius and other spiritual authorities,.
Babai made a synthesis of the rationalism of Theodore and the
mystical traditions, making the Persian Christological system
deeper and more solid. ‘ ' ‘

Babai’s Christology is Parsopic Christology, which Chri-
stology goes back way to Diodore of Tarsus. He presents a.
- Chiistology ‘which is as orthodox as_the Clristalogy. of the:
' f}}?_}gﬁgdjli_én,,.f&r.adilign. His stress is on the Parsopa of Filiation:
" of the Word;  till the Incarnation, he speaks in terms of the-
“Word,” and after the Incarnation in terms of “Parsopa’ (Son
or Christ). The concrete expression ‘man” for the humanity .
does not mean a duality of Filiation, but actuality and reality
‘of the humanity assumed. The two gnome are indicative of the
reality of the duwality in Christ without confusion. The *“‘“homo
assumptus” was in the tradition of the Church.,! When there
are two independent gnome, then it becomes heretical. But as.
long as the two exist in the one parsopa, the one héving de- .
pendence on the other, it is orthodox. IR

Wwith the help of Babai’s Christology, we are in a better
position to understand Nestorius, Theodore and even Diodoe..
Babai had at his disposal almost all the works of these authors.
and his synthesis enables us to make a reevaluation of  their
positions regarding the union of the natures in Christ.

-———

1. P. GALTIER, Théodore de Mopsuesie, D. 1_64—_166“‘_ .
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Babai's. Christology. can be considered s the best:inter-
_pretation of the Antiochene position. He avoids Nestorianism _
(teaching of two sons, ome natural and . another adoptive .son.
Jjoined together only externally. and morally). He centinued _
the Antiochene insistence of the perfectness of the human
nature of Christ and the assumption of the. form of. seryant -
‘by the Word . of God. - o e

. In the One Universal Chiurch of Christ, Babai’s Chri-
stology has a definite position. If one tries to confront it with
“the Alexandrian Christology and regard it from that point of
view, one may have doubts about it. But if one -con-
siders it as a particular Christology of a particular churel,
contributing to the richness of the one Catholic and Apostolic
Church of Christ, then one would happily accept it as a parti- -
~cular Christology acceptable in the Christian Tradition. Babai’s
Christology expresses the very same truth, which the Cyrillian
" Christology presents to the Church. Although the same words
‘meant different things to different people, in each context they
are correct and the words must be aceepted in the particular
"sense of each. St. Cyril must not be understood with the
terminological significance. of Theodore; nor should Babai be
~judged on the basis of the Christology of St. Thomas. Each
one has to be taken in his own context; certainly after acce-
- pting the .basic belief in Christ as God and man,

_Today, after the Second Vatican Cbuncil, when there is
ample room. for theological pluralism, it is our earnest hope
that Babai’s Christology has a very significant place in. the
-Universal Church of Christ. ' ' - '

Arxt. IV — Babai’s Christology: A Point of Dialogue
Between Christians

_ As far as could be ascertained, no official or unofficia}
- dialogue between the “‘Nestorians” of today and other Christian
Churches took place in the last twenty years. The main reasons

i - are, the following: 1) The weakness of the Nestorran Church:
' Today there are only a handful of “Nestorians™ in Iraq, Iran,

. Turkey, U. S. A, and India. Numericaliy the Nestorian Church
s very insignificant and lacks real scholars with an ecumenical
. outlook.. Internal quarrels are ‘harrassing them  and. political
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-oppression weakens them. 2) The Chaldean Catholic -Church
and the Syro-Malabar ‘Church, both -of the “Nestorian™ family,
take no sufficient interest in ‘the theological traditions of the
Persian’ Church. These two Catholic communities foltow in

general the theology of the Latin Church and so far have mot '

taken any step to have a dialogue with the Church of the East
(Nestorians) who by tradition belongs to the same ecclesiastical
family. 3) The non-official Ecumenical Consultations between -
. the theologians of the Oriental Orthodox and Eastern Orthodox
Churches also have not reexamined the Nestorian question and
have not yet undertaken a d1alogue with the Church of the-
East '

We pray and hope that the Roman Catholic and the

‘Orthodox Churches realize the importance of the particular '

tradition of Babai and his contribution to the Christology of
the Universal Church, and. open a dialogue with the Church of
_the East, the Nestorian- Church. Such. a dialogue will take us
“back to Diodore, Theodore Theodoret, Nestorius, Ibas and the .
other Fathers. from. Persia.  They are considered Saints by the
“Nestorians™ ‘and a dxalogue should lead to reconsider the

- anathemas pronounced against them by the various Churches.
With regard to the removal of anathemas against the Saints
of the Roman. Catholic Church, the Oriental Orthodox Church
and the Eastern Orthodox Church, the theologians have arrived -
at:an ‘agreement on the non-official level.! Such an -under- .
standmg should take place in the case of the Nestorian Saints.

also; That means that there should be renewed studies on the
tife and works of these “saints’ from :an e¢cumenical point of -
view. Down through the centuries they were subject to severe
criticism and - unjust: condemnations. Babai did not find thesc- .
writers as unorthodox and heretical. For such studies there -
should be critical editions of all their available works and.
their translations in modern langnages. History of theology
and Church history pertaining to the ““Nestorian Church” ‘have
10 ‘be rewritten in the light of the Ecumenical Consultations,

" -without favouring the onme or the other Church, as - was done .

1. -Cf. GOTR 10,:2 (1964-65); 13,2 (1968); 16, 1-2 (1971);-
wwSs 1(1972); 2(1974); 3 (1976). : R
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in; the: past: Furthermore; the common people, used. to- conde-
mpations of these “saints”, should be eduncated in the ecu--
menical spirit and the condemnations should be removed from,
the hturglcal books of the various Churches.

Even though the Nestorian. Church -has. become -numeri- - - -

cally less significant, its Christological and other traditions are
rich treasures for the one Church of Christ. A dialogue with
the Nestorians and promipt action is absolutely necessary.
Ecumenical dialogiies are progressing unexpédiedly and the”
Churches are quickly realizing their common heritage. The:
Nestorian Church also must enter into this discussion. When:
the various Orthodox and Roman Catholic Churches are pre-

paring to have new books éin the history of the Church and

of Dogmas,. to forget the Nestorian Tradition would be a. great

loss: for the one Universal Church of Christ, :

Evangehcal values are more important than the numerical,
strength of a particular. group or Church. An ecumenism,,
taking into account the strength of Christian groups more than
the evangelical values of thelr traditions, s suspect of bemg
interested more in pdlitics than in orthodoxy and is condemned
to failure. So, even if the number of the “Nestorians” is small
and they are uxiable"'-to open a -dialogue, it is the duty of the
otlier Christian Churchés to do so, to presérve and to make .
use. of these liturgical and theologlcal traditions - for the Uni-

: versal Church, -

In connection with thls Prof V. C. Samuel’s remark in.
the Geneva Consultation in 1970 is werth mentioning,

Charity and patience alone can bring us together - . .
again. In the last analysis, what is needed is not
intéllectual victory or earithly success, but a spiri-

tual awakening to- see the love of God: who-in His
_OnIy Son has: redeemed the world.?

CIf the Churches are sincere with each other, they must be pre-.
" pared to admit the errors of the past and to _“correct them-

2. _Geneva Consultatlon in 1970, 1n GOTR, 16, 1 2 (1971),, |
p 60
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selves " with bitter penitence, sacrificing their self-csteem and
reputations. The saving grace of the Church’s sacraments does
not forsake the quarrelling parts of the Church at these periods
of disintegration,”? o ' C B

 We also hope that by the time the major part of Chri~ -
stendom comes to realize the importance of the Christological

" traditions of the “Nestorian” Church, and begins to appreciate

them, the Malabar Catholic Church in India will not throw
away its rich liturgical traditions in the name of “gdaptation
and of renovation,” The Malabar Church in India, according -
to very ancient tradition, received the Salvific Message from
St. Thomas, the Apostle. The contact with the “Nestorian”
Church of Persia enabled this Church to have a very ancient
liturgy, that of Adai and Mari, called also that of the Apostles.
1t had the fortune to have the liturgy in East Syriac. The
contact with the Latin Church in the sixteenth century further
enriched this Apostolic Church. Although the activities of the
'Wés'te'rn nissionaries resulted in the split of the Apostolic
Church into several groups, this Church came into- contact
with several ecclesiastical traditions, and it was an added ble-
ssing to the whole context. Today this Church has the good
fortune to have the riches of the Persian Chaldean Church, the. .
Antiochene Syrvian Church, the Latin Church and the Anglicaﬁ '

Churéch, If one can combine these traditions in an organic way
in the background of the rich Indian cultural heritage, the
Apostolic Church in India can present something very positive - -
and remarkable for the Universal Church at large and for the

Hindu brethren in particular. ' :

We pray also that one day the injustice and dishoncur
done to Diodore, Theodore and Nestorius will be rectified and

"they will be reinstated in the one true, Catholic and Apostolic

Church of Christ for the glory of God, our Father.

3. Addis Ababa Consultation’in 1970, in Ibid., p. 251.
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Now comes the last part of our analysis of the Christo~
dogy of Mar Babai, the Abbot of the Great Monastery of Izla.
This work began with a study of his life and works and the
political and religious background of the Persian Empire in
the seventh century which enabled us to understand the whole
of Babai. Babai received his theological and monastic training
from the theological school of Nisibis and from the Great.
Monastery of Izla, The School was the very heari of Antiochene- .
‘Theodorian convictions and theology. Except for the period
under Henana, the School continued the traditions of Theodore.
At the time of the Henanian agitation, the Great Monastery:
assumed the leadership in the Persian Diphysite Church, de--
fendmc its Theodorian traditions, confirming it in Diphysitism,
and opposing the mternal and extemal adversaries. From 608/
609 to 628 it was Babai the Great who led the church during

its . conﬂict with the Henamans and Monophysﬂes '

. Under the mﬂuence of Nestorxus a.nd the other Ant1o~'
«chene writers, Baba1 opposed the hypostatlc and natural union’
propagated by St. Cyril, ' the one nature” by the Neo-Cyrillians -

" {the Monophysites), -and ‘‘the composite hypostasis” by the,_'
Neo-Chalcedonians (Justxman and others). Furthermore, he
opposed the . Theopaschism as. professed by St, Cyril, by the .
Monophysites and by some. of the Byzantine Emperors. His
-opposition to thelr Theopaschlsm was_the result of his Antio—
-chene theologxcal inheritance. and  his - understanding - of the'1
“‘hypostatic union” '

Babai had to explam the title “Mother of God”" (yaldat" ‘
Alaha) and had to answer the aocusation of duahty of sonship
and quaternity instead of ‘Trinity, His theologlcal opponentsf :
'amlsunderstood his pos1t10n as frbm the tlme of Cyril o

Bef’ore dlscussmg the Chnstology proper, thefe- iwere ex—‘
- planations of: the expressuons kyana, gnoma, and parsopa a,nd“'__
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- similar terms occurring in the subsequent discussion. The
Babaian kyana and gnoma were different from the Monophy- -
site, Chalcedonian and the Neo-Chaleeddnian uses of their =~
equivalents in Greek, or the Monophysite use in Syriac itself- -
There was a great termmo]ogrcal mrsunderstandmg among them .

After an analysis of his Christological terms, we pro-
ceeded to learn the natute of his exegesis, by presenting the':'_-
exegesrs of a few selected biblical passages Since. Babal wroter
no commentary on the biblical books, it was necessary to go
through all his extant wotrks. Further, we presented Babai’s’
doctrme oit God, naiiely the unity and the Trinity, and found. .
it to be an excellent piece of Chrrstlan litérature and of theo---
]og;cal reﬂectlon '

Babal explamed the union of the two naturés in Christ"

in accordance with the basic  AntidcHene Chrlstology of

g Theodore and others. The Word of God assuited the man frém: -
. us to: his parsopa of Flhatlon and “made him one Son with:
I-Iirn The assumptron and uhijon were simultancous and the
_man from us or Human. ature, though a perfect qnoma like*
any man, has no separate and-independent existence even for
a moment from the Word, Before the man received a human:
filiation, 11: ‘Wwas assumed by the Word and the Word gave [ts.
- Filiation~ to it; ‘so ‘that: theie is only one Filiation for the
Word and méan. Word appeared throtigh the man. and operated _
| among us through this nétire  assumed from us, - The human/
nature of Christ can never exzst by itself, but it exists only i
the parsopa of the Word: - It is created for the Word, for his’ _
manifestation to rational  creatifres and exists only unitédly-
and' assumptively. To think of the human nature of Chrrst apart’
from the Word'is an- 1mposs1b111ty

) | Babar ‘would never say that thc Word was born twice, o
suffered o1 died. It.is the man taken from. us who suﬁ‘ered and.
dled But u]tlmately it is the Son who. suffered and died. Babai.

- Had ade thus a . rational drstmctron betweerx the Word and

the Son. Until the Incarnation, he speaks in terms of Word; "

- after the Incarnation, however, he speaks imterms of thé:parsopa. '_ -
~which is.common: to both the Word and: the man; After. the: ™
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- Incarnation, according to him, if one speaks only in terms of”
-the Word, it would be indicative of the divinity alone. This
is also an inheritance froni the early writérs. At ag. tiine was
. the divinity separated from the humanity. Jesus was not simply
~a man. In his sorrows, sufferings and death, the divinity per-

. fected the. humanity and it is in his humanity -that. Christ. . . '

underwent all : ‘things. Babai was not against all kinds of”
Theopaschisms, and so did say Christ died, the Son died, and .
the Son of God died in HKis humanity for us and for gur’
salvatmn - '

. The union is a great mystery and no term can adequately
Cxpress it. So theologians use a variety of expressions and.
each of them- ¢xpresses a part of the truth. The mystery is
more than all these terms put together. :

By analysms . some- of the 1mp0rtant events in the:
life of Christ as envisioned by Babai, we saw that for him the
_ ultlmate subject of all the: attributes is thie parsopa of Filiation
of the Word, which is also the parsopa of the humanity, It is-
thie Son born tWICe baptized at Jordan, suffered and died.

In closmg we hope that our study in some way could'?
he]p the “Nestorians” to:percevie and appreciate their own
-~ riches, and to begin a dialogue with the. other Cliurches, with:
'whom they are not in full communion. It might help scholars to-
know and appreciate the Nestorian Cliristology better. We pray
that our aspirations bear ample fruit aind that the: Chr1stology’
of’ Babai open a door for the Church of tomorrow :

7
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. 1932 ff,
Drc Dictionnaire de Theologte Catholigue, ed. VACANT, A,
© MANGENOT, E., & AMANN, E,, Paris 1903-1950.
Enr . English Historical Review, London 1886 ff.
~Ges Die Griechischen Christlichen Schrifisteller der ersten
' Jahrhunderte, Leipzig 1897 f.
-QOTR Greek Orthodox Theological Review, Brooklyn (M‘ISS)
JHs Horae Semiticae, XI tom., in XIT vols.,, Cambridge

1903 - 1916.
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Harward Theological Review,  Cambridge (Mass.)
1908 ff.

Irish Theological Quarterly, Dubhn 1864 ff

Journal Asiatigue, Paris 1822 ff.

Journal of Theological Studies, London 1900-5; Ox-:
ford 1906-49; New Series, Oxford 1950 ff.
Mélanges d'archéologie et histoire, Paris 1881 ff.
Nouvelles Archives des Missions Scienti fiques, Paris.
Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers of the Christian

 Church ed ScHAFF, P., & WACE, ., BUFFALO-N. Y.,

1866-1900. .

Oriens Christinnus, Leipzig 1901-41; Wiesbaden
1953 ff. | ' .
Orientalia Christiana Analecta, Roma,

. Orientalia Christiana Periodica, Roma 1935 I
-Orientalia Lovanensis Periodica, Louvain 1969 ff.

L’Orient Syrien, Paris 1956-65.

Ostlcrrchlrché Studien, Wiirzburg 1952 ff.

MIGNE, J. . ed. Patrologiae cursus co: nplezus Series
Graeca 168 vols., Paris 1857-68.

MigNE, 1. p, ed. Patrologiae cursus completus, series
Latina, 217 vols., Paris 1844-55. '
Patrologia Orientalis, ed. GRAFFIN, R. & NAU, F.,
Paris 1903 ff.

Patrologia Syriaca, 3 vols.,, ed. GRAFFIN, R., Paris
1894-1926.

Revue Bibligue, Paris 1891 £ new series, 1904 fT.
Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, ed. GALLING, X.,

Tibingen 1957 1.3
Revue de I Histoire des Religions, Par]s 1880 ff.

' Revue de I'Orient ‘Chrétien, Paris, 1896 ff,

Rivista degli Studi Orientali, Roma 1908 ff -
Recherches de Sciences Religieuses, Paris 191‘0ﬁ .

Revue des Sciences Religieuses, Strasbourg / Paris”
1921 ff, o o
Studia Anselmiana, Rome 1933 {1,

" Sacrorum Conciliorum. nova et amplissima Collectio,

ed. Mansi v.. p., Florence 1759-98; reprint and.

.- continuation, Paris/Le_ipzi'g_1901A27, .
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Schr Sources Chrétiennes, ed, Lusac, 7., & DANIELOU T

' Paris 1941 ff. '

St _ Studi e Testi, Publications of the Vatlcan Library,.

. Rome 1900 ff. '
Ts. Theological Studies, Woodstock (Md) 1940 ff.
" Tst. “Texts and Studies, eéd. ROBINSON, I. A, Cambndge_""' o
1891 £f.
Tu - Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altch_ri,-'
' ~ stlichen Literatur, Leipzig/Berlin 1882 ff. '

Ve " Vigilige Christiange, Amsterdam 1947 ff.

Ws Woodbrooke Studies, Cambridge (Mass.)

Wws Wort und Wahrkezt Supplementafy. Issue, Vienna:

1972 fF,
ZoMG; Zeitschri ft der Demschen Margenlandzschen Gesells-
. chafy, Lelpmg, 1847 ff.; Wiesbaden 1950 fI.
ZKG . Zeitschrift fur Kzrchengeschzchte, Gotha / Stuttgart.
' 1877 1. ' _
- Zkth 'Zettschrrﬁ jfa'ir /catholisc‘he Theo!bgie; Innsbrucl’c,'
o 1877 £, :
ZNTW Zeztschrzft fur die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und

die Kunde der clteren Kirche, Giessen 1900 ff.

2. Sources
A: ' The works of Babai

C = Bapal, Canons for the Monks, in Ibn at-Taiyib, Figh an--
. rasraniya, ed. and tr.. by HOENERBACK, W. & SPIES, O..
(Csco 167/ 168 = text and translation), Louvain 1957, p. -
174-178] 176-180 (=text and translation).
~ CA = Bagar, Some Useful Counsels on the Ascetical Life: Vatican
Manuscript Syriac, 592, fol. 8b-26b.; Algosh Manuscrlpt,
247, cah, 2, fol. 10b-cah. 6, fol. 4a.; Bagdad Manuscript,’
6033 fol. 14b. —49a Charfe Patr. Manuscnpt 80, fol e
33a-53a, : ' .
" CE= = BABAT, Commentary on the Griostic Chaptérs of Evagnus Pon=
ticis, ed. and tr. By FRANKENBERG, w., Evagrius Ponticus,.
(AGWG néire Folge XIII 1. 2) Berlin 1912
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“0M = BaBal, Commentary on the Spiritual Law .of Aba Marcus:
British Museum Manuscript Additional 17, 270, fol. la-
42b.

"Hc = Basai, Hymn for the Season of Annunciation -and of Christ-.
-mas, in Breviarium Chaldeorum, vol, 1, ed.: Besaw, p., Lei-

pzig, 1886, p. 57-58; also in Ktaba daqa’am ubarar, ed by S

ABIMELEK, T., Trichur 1940, p. 174-175.
Lvu = Babai Magni leer de Unione, ed. and tr. by VASCHALDE, A.,
(csco 79/ 80), Louvain 1915,
-SAHDUTA = BaBAl, Sahduta d-Christing, in Acta Martyrum et San-
ctorum, 1V, ed. BEDJAN, P., Paris 1894, p. 201-7.
TG (BEDIAN) = Bamal, Tas ‘i@ d-Mar Givargis, in His-
" toire de Mar Jabalaha, de trois autres patriarches, d'un
prétre, el de deux laigues nestoriens, ed. by BEDJAN, P.,
Paris 1895, p. 416-571, :

T (. BRAUN) = BABAL, Tas ‘iz d-Mar Givargis, in Ausgewdh-
ite Akten persischen Mdrtyrer, tr. by BRAUN, 0., (BKV 37),
Kempten-Minchen 1915, p. 221-277,

" Tv = BaBAY, Textus Vaticanus, in Babgl Magni, Liber de -Unione,

' ed. and tr. by VASCHALDE, A., (csco, 79/80), Louvain
1915, appendix: p. 291-307/235-247.

T vit = BABAL, Tractatus VII, in Lu, p. 252-289/205- 233

"X =BaBal, A Small Extract, in A Nestorian Collection of Christo-

logical Texts, ed. and ir. by ABRAMOWSKI, L. & GOGDMAN,

Ay, 2 vols., Cambrldge 1972, p. 207- 210/123 125, '

B. Other Sources

_ABD180, Catalogus Librorum = EBEDIESU, Enumerano librorum. om-
nigm. ecclesiasticorum, ed ASSEMANI, 1. 8., in o, II, 1,
Rome 1725. _

ABRAMOWSKI, L., Nestorian Cbllectzon = ABRAMOWSKi L. & GOOD-
MAN, A. (ed & tr.) A Nestorian Collection of Christological

Texts, 2 vols., Cambridge 1972.

. _ABRAMOWSKIL, R., See DIODORE (ABRAMOWSKI, R.)

- _AMR, De Patriarchis = MARIS, AMRT ET SLIBAE, De Patriarchis

:  Nestorianorum Commentaria, ed. & tr. by GISMONDY,  H.,.

-Rome 1896 (Pars altera).

ASSEMAI\I BO = ASSEMANI, J. 8., Btblwtheca Orlenmlrs Clementmo—

Vaticang in qua manuscmptos codlces syrracos recensmt f.
1- III Rome 1719 1728.
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- ATHANASIUS, Epistula ad Epictetum = ATHANASIUS OF ALEXANDRIA,.
Epistula ad Epzctetum episcopumt Gorinthi, - in PG 26, 1049
1070. :

BARHADBESABBA, Fondation, = BARHADBESABEA ‘ARBAYA, Cause de-
la fondation des écoles, ed. & tr. by SCHER, A., in PO IV,
4, Paris 1908. ‘

Bar HEBRAEUS, Comin. on John = BAR HEBRAEUS, Commentary o
the Gospel of John, in Gregory abu’l Faraj, commonly called
Bar Hebraya: Commentary on the Gospels from the Horreum

. Mysteriorum, ed. & tr. CARR, W.F., London 1925,

Bar HeprALEUS, Comm. on Lk = BAR HEBRAEUS, Commentary om

_ the Gospel of Luke, in ibid, .

Bar HEBRAEUS, Chronicon Eeclesiasticum = BAR HEBRAEUS, Gre—
gorii Barhebraei, Chronicon Ecclesiasticum, ed. & tr. by
ABBELOOS, J. A, & LAMY T. J., Louvain 1872-1877.

BAR HEBRAEUS, Maarat Qudshe = Le Candélabre des sanctuaires de
Grégoire Aboulfaradj dit Barhebraeus, ed. & tr. by BAKOS, J.,
GRAFFIN, F, KHOURY, J., TORBEY, A., ALBERT, M., and’

- ZIGMUND, E., in Po 22, 4; 24, 3; 27, 4; 31, 1; 30, 2. 4.
35, 2, Brepols 1930-1969. I

BASIL, Hom. de Fide = BASIL THE GREAT, Homilia de Fide (15) .
in pa 31, 463-472.

BepiaN, . (ed.} Breviarium Chaldeorum, 3 vols Leipzig 1886

BepIAN; p. (ed.) LH, see NESTORIUS.

BETTENSON, H. (ed.), Documents of the Faith, Oxford 1943.

BRAUN, 0. Das Buch der Synhados, Stuttgart-Wien 1500.

BINDLEY, T. H., The Qecumenical Documents of the Faith, ed. by

_ " GREEN, F. W., Methuen 1950.*

BRIERE; M., L& legende syrigque de Nestorius, in “ROC 15 (1910) .

p. 1-25. :
' BRIERE, M., frag. (ed. & tr.), s6¢ DIODORE (BRIERE).'

CHABOT, J. B., Syn. Or. = CHABOT J. B., Synodicon Orientale ow
recueil de Synodes nestoriens, Parls 1902. '

Chronicon anonymum = Chronicon anonymum ed. and tr. by GUIDI,.

| 1., in: Chronica Minora I (csco 1/2), Louvain 1903,

ChrS see Histoire nestorienne,

COD, Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Decreta, Freiburg 1962

' CYRIL, In Jo. = CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Expositio sive Commen~-
' tarius in Joannis Evangelium, in pG 73, 74, 9 756.
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CYRIL, Adv. Nest. = CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Adversus Nestorii
blas phemias, in PG 76, 9-248. :
CyYRrIL, Ep. = CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epismf:ze, i pG 77,
"DADISO QATRAYA, Abba Isale = DRAGUET, R. (ed. & tr.); Com--
mentaire du livre &’ Abba Isaie par.Dadiso Qanaya (VIIe s)
(csco 326/327), Louvain 1972,
Dapiso QATRAYA, On Selitude = DADISO QATRAYA, A Treanse-
on Solitude, in MINGANA,  A., Early Christian - Mystics
(ws vitn), Cambridge 1934, p. 76-143/201-247. :
DEVREESSE, R., dnciens commentateurs grecs de octaleuche, in
Rev. Bib. 45 (1936), p. 364-384. .
DIEKAMP, F., Doctrina Patrum = DIEKAMP, Docirina Patrum de
Incarnatione Verbit Ein Griechisches Florileginm aus dem:
“Wende des Siebenten und achten Jahrhunderts, Ménster/ . -
W. 1907. '
DIODORE, frag. (ABRAMOWSKI, R.) = Der theologische Nachlass
' des Diodor von Tarsus, (ed, & tr. by ABRA.MOWSKI R.) in-
ZNTW 42 (1949), p. 16-69. :
" DIODORE, frag. (BRIERE, M.) = Fragments syriagues de Diodore
de Tarse réédités et traduits pour la premiére fois, by"
BRIERE, M., in rRo¢ 10 (1946), p. 231-283. -
- DioNyswus Bar  Savisi, Comm. in Evangelic = Diowysim BaRr
Saviel Commeniarii in evangelia (ed. & tr.) by SEDLACEK, I.,.
1,1 (csco 15/16); 1, 2. (77/85); II, 1 (95/98), by
YASCHALDE,- A, II, 2(113/ 114), Louvain 1906-1940.
DRIVER, LH = s¢e NESTORIUS, LH. '
" DURAND, G. M., (ed & tr.), Cyrille &’ Alexandrie. Deux daaloguer
Chrzstotog:qws (Schr. 97), Paris 1964.
EPHREM, De Nativitate = Des hl Ephraem des Syrers Hymnen De
Nativitate (Epiphania), ed. & tr. by BECK, E. (csco 186/
187), Louvain 1959,
EusTaTHIUS, frag. = Recherches sur les écrits d’Eusmthe a’Anti~ -
oche, by SPANNEUT, M., Lille 1948. a
EYyNDE vaN DEN, Commenrafre d’]so‘dqd_ de. Merv sur PAncien
Testament, in csco 126/156; 176/179; 229/230; 303/304;:
1328/329, Louvain 1950-1972. . T
FACUNDUS, Pro def. trium Cap. = FACUNDUS HERMIANENSIS,. -
Pro.de fensione trium Gapztulomm concilii Cha!cedonenszs,‘m '
PL 67, 527-852. |

FRANKENBERG, W., Evagrius Ponticus, (AGWG neue Folge XIII,
2} Berlin, 1912 . .
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“GRAFFIN, F., Le florilége Pajristique de Philoxéne de Mabboug,
in Symposium Syriacum 1972 {oca 197), Rome 1974, p '
267-290.

-GREGORY OF N¥ssa, Ep. = GREGORY OF NYSSA Epzstulae, 111 '
PG 44, 999 - 1108, '

_"GREGORY NAZIANZEN, Ep = GREGORY NAZIANZEN, Epzstulae,_ .

in pG 37.
-GREGORY NAZIANZEN, Oratio = IDEM, Orationes, in PG 35—36.
HA¥N, A., Bibliothek = HAHN, A., —~ HAAN, G. L., Bibliothek der

Symbole und Glaubensregeln der alten Kirche, Breslaun 1897, -

_Histoire = BARHADBESABBA ‘ARBAYA, La Seconde - Partie de
I’histoire de Barhadbesabba A;baycz, ed F. Nau, “in ro,
I1X, 5, Paris, 1913 pp. 1-143.

Histoire Nestorienne (GhrS) = Histoire Nestorienne Inedrte (Chro— =
nique de Séert), ed, & tr. by ScHER, A., PERIER, J., .-

Dig, p., and GRIVEAU, ., inPo IV,3;V,2 (ﬁrst part-l)
VII, 2 X111, 4 (second part = II), Paris 1907 - 1919.
g HOFFMANN, G., Ausziige = HOFFMANN, G., Ausziige aus syrzschen -
Akten. perszscher Miirtyrer, Le1pz1g 1800. :
TSO]AHB 1, On the Trisagion = Il Trattato di Yeso'yabh d’Arson
+ sul - Trisagion, ed. by FURLANI G.; “in. RSO 7 (1917), .
pi 687-715. - :

ISOIAHB T, Histoire &’ Iso° sabran = Hxstozre de Jésus - Sabran, . g
-Berite par Jesusyab dAdzabéne, ed. by CHABOT, T B, inc

' ‘NarchMs, VII, Paris 1897, p. 485-584.

o .IsbIAHB, 111, Liber Epistularum = Iso‘iahb IIT Patriarcha, Lzber.

Epistularum, ed. & tr. by DuvaL, R., (csco 11/12); Lou-
vain 1904-1905. '
‘TsODAD, Comm. Jn = 1DEM The Commentary on John, in The.
Commentaries of Isho'dad of Merv, Bishop of Hadatha (c.

850 A. D), in Syriac and English, ed. & tr. by GBsoN, . ..

. M. D., Vol. T (tr. p. 211-290); Vol.Ill (text p. 101- 230) .
Hs V- (tr) / VII (text), Cambridge 1911. '

ISODAD, Comm. Lk. = Tpem, The Commentary on Luke; in zb:d
.vol I (tr. p. 146-201); vol. III (text 1- 101) Hs V (tr )/ o

VII (text).

. IsopaD, Comm. Mt. IDEM, The Camment_ary on Mathew in ibid.. =

vol. T (tr. p; 1- 122) vol. T (text p. 1-203) Hs v (tr.)/ =~
VIII (text) e E R
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IsopENAE, Livee de la Chasteté = Le livre de la Chasteté composé
. par Jesusdenah, évégue de Bacrah, ed. & tr. by CHamor,

1. B., in MAH XVi, Paris 1896. o '
LH, See Nestorius. S o
Loors, Nestoriana = LOOFS F., Nestoriana. Die. Fragmente des- -

Nestorius gesammelt, _ untersucht und herausgegeben IR

~Halle 1903,

‘Mar1, Dz Patrrarchzs = MARIS AMRI ET SLIBAE, De Patrzarchrs
nestorianorum commentaria, ed. & tr. by GISMONDI, H.,
Roma 1899 (pars prior).

MARTIN, F., ed., Homélie de Narsai sur les trois docieurs nesto-
riens, in IA sér. IX, tom. 14 (1899). '

Nesror1US, LH {BEp3AN) = NESTORIUS, Le - Livre 4’ Heracl:de de

* Dawmigs,: avec plusmurs appendlces ed. by BEDJAN P, '
Paris - Leipzig 1910;: :

- NESTORIUS,. LH (DRIVER) = NESTORIUS, The Bazaar of Heraclezdes

newly translated from the .Syriac and edited with an in—
- troduction, -notes’ dnd Appendices, by DRIVER, Gi R, &
HODGSON, L., Oxford: 1925, ;_
. NESTORIUS, L1 (NAU) NESTORIUS, Le livre d’Hérachde de Damas
“tr, franc., NAU, F., avec le concours du BEDJAN, P. et de
M. BRIERE, suivi du texte grec. de trois homélies de Neg--
torius. sur les . tentations de N. S. et de tr01s appendlces
- Paris 1910, - ;
PHILOXENUS, De Uno e sancia Tnmtate (Les Memre Contre Habib)= .
thloxem episcopi Mabbugensis . dissertationes decem de Uno
. e sancia Trinitate mcorporato et passo, I-V, ed. & tr, by.
BRIERE, M. & GRAFFIN, F., .in po 15, 4; 38, 3, Brepols :
1920, 1977. o
PHILOXENUS, Howu. —PHILOXENUS Homehes Introductions,. trans="
lation, et notes, by LEMOINES, E., (SC’/zr 44), Paris 1956.
PHITOXENUS, Léitre aux moines de Senourz = PHILOXENUS, - Lettre.
aux moines de Senoun, ed. & tr. by HALLEUX, A DE (CSCG
231/232), Louvain 1963. 5
PHILDXENUS Prolagu(- Jjohannigue = Philoxéne de Mabbog, Cammen-'

taire du prologue johannique (Ms. Br. Mus. Add. 14. 534) ST

A ed. & tr. by HALLEUX, A. DE (csco 380/381), Louvain 1977."

g '.':PHILOXENUS The Discourses = The Discourses of thloxenus sthop-'

G - of Mabbogh A. D. 485-519, ed. & tr.. by 'BUDGE, E. AW

Lo 2 vols:, London 1893- 1894, . o '
C A1)
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PHILOXENUS, Tractatus tres, = Philoxeni Mabbugensis tractatus tres:
de Trinitate et I[ncarnatione, ed. & tr. by VASCHALDE, A
(csco 9/10), Louvain 1955. 1961.

ProcLus, Laudatio = PROCLUS OF CONSTANTINOPLE, Laudatio in
sanctissimam Dei genitricems Mariam, in PG 65, 680-692,

"y

. ROEY, A, VAN, Two New Documents of the Nestorian Controversy,. .. .

Studia Patristica 7 {TU 92), Berlin 1966, p. 308-313.
RONDEAU, M. 1., Le ““Commentaire des Psaumes’’, de Diodore de
Tarse T-111, in RHR 176 (1969), p. 5-23; 153-188; 177
(1970), 5-33. - '
SACHAU, E., Theodori M. fragmenta Syriaca, Leipzig 1869.
SCHER, A., Traités = SCHER. A. ed. & tr, Traités d’ Isai le docteur
et dé Henana d’Adiabene, vo VII, 1, Brepols 1980, p. 1-91.
SCHULTHESS, F., Die syrl.schen Kanones- der Synoden von ]\Iraea sz
' C'halcedon (AGwWG 1v, 2}, Berlin 1908. '
SCHWARTZ, ©., Die Gegenanathematismus des Nestoriys (Sxtzunsrs--
"~ Dber. der dstreich, Akad. der Wiss. fasc. 1), Minchen 1922.
Severus, Contra Grammaticum = SEVERUS, Liber Contra Impium

Grammaticum,; T-11 {csco 93/94); IIL, 1 (101/102); ITT, 2 . ..

(111/112), ed. & tr. by LERON, 5, Louvain 1929-1938, .
' _SEVERUS, Le Philaléthe = SEVERE D’ANTIOCHE, Le Philaldthe ed. &
- tr. by HESPEL, R., (cSC0) 133/134), Louvain 1952, '
SEVERUS, Leffers = SEVERUS OF ANTIOCH, A Collection of lefters
from Numerous Syriac Manuscripts ed. & tr. by BRODKS,
“E.W. in Po 12; 14, Parijs 1919-20. ' ' _
STAAB K., Pauluskommentare = staam, K. Pouliskommentare aus
" der griechischen Kirche, Minster 1933.
STEVENSON, I., A New Eusebius = STEVENSON, i., A New Eusebfusy
Documents illustrative of the history of the Church to
A.D, 337, London 1957, .
STEVENSON, T. Creeus = STEVENSON, 7., Creeds, Councils, and’
Controversies, London 1973, ' ,
SWETE = SWETE, H. B., Theodori episcopi Mopsuesteni in epzsrofax;
B. Paul: commentarii, 1-11, Cambridge 1880-1882.
THEODORE Comm. in Joh. Theodun Mopsuesteni commentarius
‘in ev. Johannis Apmtolr ed. & tr. Veste 1. m. (csco-
_ 115/116), Louvain 1940, ' o
THEODORE, Comm. on Lord’s Prayer = THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA,
~ Commentary on Lord’s Prayer, ed. & tr. By MINGANA A.,
in ws 6, Cambndge 1933, B o
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THEODORE, Comm. sur les Psaumes. IpeM, Le Commentaire de
Théodore de Mopsueste sur les Psaumes, ¢d. DEVREESSE, R.,

(sT 93), Citta del Vaticano 1939,
THEODORE, De Incarnatione = IDEM, De Incarnatione, in SWETE, u.p.,
IL, p. 290-312. T
- THEODORE, frag. (SACHAU) = Theodori Mopsuesteni  fragmenta
syriaca, ed. by SAcHauU, E., Leipzig 1869,
THEODORE, frag. = Theodori Mopsuesteni  fragmenta exegetica et
dogmatica: vG 66. ‘ .
THEODORE, Hom Cat. = Les homélies catéchstiques de Théodore de
Mopsueste, ed.” & tr. by TONNEAU, R., and DEVREESSE, R,
{sT 145), Citta del Vaticano, 1949.
THEODORET, Com. Gal. = THEODORET OF CyYRUS, Interpretatio
Epistolae ad Galatas, in pG'82, 459 — 504, :
THEODORET, Ep. = IDEM, Epistulae, PG 83, 1173-1409.
THEODORET, Eranistes = IDEM, Eranistes sey Polymor phus, ‘in g
83, 27-336. - . :
THEODORET, Dialogue, Epistles = The Ecelesiastical History, Diag-
' ~ logue, and Letters of Theodoret, tr. by JACKsON, B, in
_ NPNF, second series, vol. 33, Grand Rapids 1892, :
THEODORET, HE = IDEM, Historia Eeclesiastica, PG 82, 882-1280,

' THEODORET, Reprehensio = IDiM, Reprehensio  duodecim capitume

»

_ Seu anathematismorum Cyrilli, in po 76, 385-452.
THOMAS OF MARGA, Historia Monastica = The ‘Historia Monas-
tiea’ of Thomas, Bishop of Marga A. D. 840, ed. & tr. by
_ - BUDGE, E. 4. W., 2 vols,, London 1893, o
Twtotny 1, Epistulse = TIMOTHEI PATRIARCHAE I, Epistulae,
(csco 74/75), ed. by BrAUN, 0., Louvain 1914 - 1915
ToNNeau, Hom., Cat. = 'TONNEAU, R. & DEVREESSE, ®. ed., Les
homélies catéchétiques de Théodore de Mopsueste (st 145),
Citta del Vaticano 1949, :
VASCHALDE, A., Three Letters o f Philoxenus = Three Letters of o
Phifoxenus, Bishop of Mabbog, ed. & tr. by VASCHALDE, a.,.
_ Rome 1902, ' _
VASCHALDE, A., LU = VASCHALDE, A., Babai Magni Liber de Unione-
© 7 (csco 79/80), Louvain 1915, ' S
VooBus, A., Rules of Abraham = VooBus, The Rules of Abrahcmr
in Syriac and Arabic Documents regarding legislation relative
_ fo Syrian Asceticism, Stockholm 1960, p. 150-162.
Voosus, A., The Rules of Babai = Tpiyi, The Rules of Babai, im
' ibid. p. 176-84. - o R
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- 'VooRrus, A., The Rules of Dadiso - IpeM, The Rules. of Dadi-
so, in ibid. p. 163175,
" VQoBRUS, A., The Statutes of the School of Nisibis, ed. & tr.,
Stockholm 1962, ' . v
ZAcEARIAS RHETOR, HE = Historia Ecclesiastica Zachariae Rhetori
: vulgo adsrrrpta ed. BROOKS E. W., (CSCO 83-84 / 87-88),

3. Catalogue_ of Mam}s_cript?s

-ASSFALG, J., Syrische Handschrifien = ASSFALG, 1., Syrische Hands.
chriften (Verzeichnis der orientalischen Handschnften in
Deutschland, Band V), Wiesbaden 1963,
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