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Khanania Mardinkha IV 

Catholicos Patriarch of the Assyrian Church of the East 

PREAMBLE 

lt is my great good pleasure to welcome the fruit of this most important and 
historic contribution to dialogue and understanding among the various fractured 
elements of The Apostolic Church. Here we have the product of thoughtful conside­
rations ofa number ofthe world's prominent Syriac scholars. Their reflections upon 
the history and doctrine of The Church of the East have shed light bringing under­
standing to a subject which had long languished in the dim mists of neglect and 
imcomprehension, fed by mistrust. The rich and valuable studies contained in this 
compendium will provide the reader with new insights into the long and glorious 
history of eastem Christianity. They will bring to the reader a greater appreciation 
ofthe varicty and the scope ofThe Church's manifestations throughout the world. 

1 am happy to say that among the benefits of the efTorts of these scholars, along 
with the patient and diligent labor of others was the historic signing of a „Common 
Christological Declaration" by His Holiness John Paul II and myself on 11 Novem­
ber 1994. This most welcome development could not have taken place without the 
understanding brought about through the gesture of opening the eastem and western 
Churches towards one another. 

The initiatives made since the time of Vatican II by PRO ORIENTE 
Ecumenical Foundation, the organization of the five unofficial consultations bet­
ween Roman Catholic and Oriental Orthodox theologians under the guiding in­
fluence of its founder, H. Eni.. Franciscus Cardinal König, and the contributions this 
organization has made toward the re-energizing of eastem Christianity led by its 
current president Alfred Stirnemann, are of incalculable worth. the healing of 
ancient wounds that had taken place through PRO ORIENTE's efforts brought The 
Church of Christ a new healthy vigor and rekindled a hope for the renewal of the 
original unity and mutual cooperation that had marked the Churches of the earliest 
fathers, both East and West. 

1 thank H. Ern. Hans Hermann Cardinal Groer, Archbishop of Vienna for his 
episcopal sponsorship of this PRO ORIENTE conference, and for his personal 
interest in the reconciliation of The Eastern churches, both among themselves and 
with The West. 
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Given at Morton Grove, Illinois, The United States of America, 
on this 20th day ofDecember 1994. 

1- K. 

Alfred Stirnemann!Gerha~d Wiljlinger 

FOREWORD BY THE EDITORS 

. This documentation presents PRO ORIENTE's first steps in the non-official 
~1~lo~e with t~e pre-E~h~§ini~n Church. Under the title of "Orthodoxy and Catho­
hc1ty m the Synac Tradition w1th Special Attention to the Theology of the Church 
of the East in the Sasanian Empire" a consultation was held in Vienna from 24th to 
29_th June 199~. ~he papers and t~e mi~utes of the discussions together with the 
Jomt Commu~1que and a selected hst of hterature can be found in this volume. 

The meetmg was modelled on the five non-official consultations PRO ORIEN­
TE had with the non-Chalcedonian Churches in 1971, 1973, 1976, 1978 and 1988. 
~ollowing the ge_neral a~ceptance of th~ results of the non-Chalced<;mian dialogue, 
1ts most o~tstandmg ach1eveme_nt, th~ V1enna Christological Formula, was officially 
approved m Common Declarations s1gned by Heads of non-Chalcedonian Churches 
and Roman Pontiffs. 

The new initia~ive inv?l~in~ the pre~Ephesinian Churches brought together all 
~he Churches of Synac trad1t1on mespectlve of their denominational affiliation. The 
idea for starting a dialogue with the Assyrian Church of the East had evolved from 
the participation of bishops, priests and lay people of this Church in the 2nd PRO 
ORIENTE Regional Symposium held in Kottayam/Kerala from 30th September to 
4th October 1993. lt was proposed that this should be done in the form of non­
official consultations under the auspices of PRO ORIENTE and after consulting 
with the Heads of the Churches concemed. 

Besides experts and eminent scholars of Syriac studies and ancient church 
history, theologians ofthe following Churches were invited: 
A) East Syrian (Mesopotamian or Persian) Tradition: 
a) Assyr~an Church ofthe East - New Calendarian (Teheran/Chicago) 
b) Assyrian Church ofthe East - Old Calendarian (Baghdad) 
c) Chaldean 
d) Syro-Malabar of India; 
B) West Syrian Tradition: 
a) Syrian Orthodox ofthe Patriarchate of Antioch including its Church in India 
b) Syrian Orthodox ofthe Autocephalous Maiankara Church oflndia 
c) Syrian Catholic 
d) Maronite 
e) Maiankara Catholic of India. 

. T~e presence of observ~rs of the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian 
Umty m R~me and of t_he M1ddle East Council of Churches underlined the impor­
tance of th1s effort wh1ch proved to be the first ever meeting of all Churches of 
Syriac tradition from the Middle East, India, and the diaspora in Europe and the 
NewWorld. 

Participants were well aware of the work of the conference held in Cyprus from 
5_th to 7th September 1991. Its task then was to examine the application of the Assy­
nan Church of the East for joining the Middle East Council of Churches after 
having been a member of the World Council of Churches for several years. ' 
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In preparing this consultation PRO ORIENTE received valuable advice from 
three scholars: Fr. Andre de Halleux OFM, professor at the Louvain University in 
Belgium, had been invited to attend but declined because of poor health. His pre­
mature death on 27th January 1994 deprived us of further counseling of this well­
known expert. So we at least printed his MECC article on "Nestorian History and 
Doctrine" as an annex. 

The second one, Prof. Alois Grillmeier, who had played such an outstanding 
role in the Catholic/non-Chalcedonian Vienna dialogue, was also not in a position 
to take part in the conference but had a major share in the preparatory stages. Be­
sides, we were most honoured when this PRO ORIENTE consultor of long standing 
was promoted to the rank of a cardinal of the Holy Roman Church on 30th Novem­
ber 1994. This was a well-deserved distinction for the man who discovered the 
virtues ofthe Eastern Churches for the Church Catholic and made them accessible. 

The third one was Mar Aprem of Trichur. He was the first Assyrian Bishop to 
come to Vienna and speak about "Was Nestorius a Nestorian?" on the occasion of 
the 59th PRO ORIENTE Ecumenical Symposium in June 1990 (see page 212). His 
christological creed professed at the 2nd PRO ORIENTE Regional Symposium in 
Kottayam paved the way for PRO ORIENTE initiating dialogue with the pre-
Ephesinians. 

The Joint Communique, carried unanimously by the 45 theologians participa­
ting in the consultation proposed the creation of a permanent commission for devel­
oping further steps towards unity with the pre-Ephesinian Church in the context of 
the Syriac family. 

Having received the approval of the Heads of Churches concemed, the PRO 
ORIENTE Commission for Dialogue within the Syriac Tradition was set up on 28th 
September 1994, immediately after the 3rd PRO ORIENTE Regional Symposium at 
the Holy Spirit University· in Kaslik/Lebanon. The minutes of this constitutive 
session including the list of the members are also contained in this volume (see p. ). 

The signing of a Common Christological Declaration of Pope John Paul II and 
Catholicos-Patriarch Mar Dinkha IV on l lth November 1994 (see p .... ) showed 
that the timing of our initiative was appropriate. The fact that the Declaration was 
partly inspired by the Vienna Christological Formula with the non-Chalcedonian 
Churches proves the usefulness of our efforts. This is however also a call for the 
future to continue our work of striving towards complete unity. 

By way of conclusion, we would like to express our thanks to all the partici­
pants in the consultation, above all to those who took the trouble of preparing 
papers. Likewise, we are grateful for the work of the collaborators and staff of PRO 
ORIENTE. To H.H. Mar Dinkha IV we are particulatly indebted for his kindness to 
write the preamble. 
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Peter Hofrichter 

THE CHURCH OF THE EAST - WITNESS OF AN AUTHENTIC 
CHRISTIAN TRADITION OUTSIDE THE ROMAN EMPIRE 

The Scholarly Achievement ofthis Volume 
J 

Up to now the Assyrian Church of the East was at the fringe of ecumenical 
interest. People spoke of the "Nestorians" and they associated them with the Council 
of Ephesus of 431 and the condemnation of Nestorius at the time - wrongly so as a 
matter of fact. Likewise known were the great missionary past of this Church and 
her former extending as far as China. On the other hand though hardly anybody in 
Europe was aware of her existence in our days. Too remote are her home regions in 
Iraq and Iran, too small her numbers and political weight. In this respect the first 
non-official Consultation the Foundation of PRO ORIENTE held with the Church of 
the East in Vienna from 24th to 29th June 1994 may be regarded as a turning point. 
Thus the Foundation of PRO ORIENTE took up one of the tasks set in its 1971 
statutes. The timing was right. Only a few months later, on l lth November 1994 in 
Rome, Pope John Paul II and Catholicos Mar Dinkha IV could sign the "Common 
Christological Declaration between the Catholic Church and the Assyrian Church of 
the East". 

There are several reasons why the time was ripe for starting a dialogue with the 
Church of the East. On the one hand the Christological talks with the pre-Chalce­
donian Churches had come to a positive conclusion in 1988. The official signing of 
the so-called "Vienna Christological Formula" by Heads of the Churches concemed 
had put an end to one and a half millennium of misunderstandings between the 
Oriental Orthodox Churches and the Church of Rome. This made it possible to take 
the risk of the next step, i.e. the involvement of the pre-Ephesinian Churches in the 
theological talks. On the other band the Church of the East had begun taking a 
closer look at her own tradition and was eager to communicate with other Churches. 
Important initiatives were the meeting of the "Middle East Council of Churches' 
Committee for Dialogue with the Assyrian Church" in Limassol/Cyprus from 5th to 
7th September 1991 and the "Mesopotamia Light" Seminar in Modesto/California 
from 15th to 17th May 1992. The aim of the Middle East Council of Churches star­
ting a dialogue was the commitment of the "Church of the East" to interchurch 
cooperation, especially in the Arab world. The Seminar in the United States first 
brought together the three groups of the East Syrian tradition, the "Chaldean 
Church" linked with Rome, and the "Assyrian Ancient Apostolic and Catholic 
Church of the East" both the New Calendarian and the Old Calendarian group for a 
consideration of their common historical and cultural heritage. Thus the Church of 
the East as well as the other Churches involved were prepared for a non-official 
consultation with experts. With this volume the papers and discussions of the 1994 
Vienna/Lainz encounter made possible by the Foundation of PRO ORIENTE are 
submitted to the public. 

The success of the event was largely due to the fact that many of the 
participants in the talks already knew and respected each other. Moreover, the 
inclusion of all Churches of Syriac origin proved to be a good thing. Thus the 
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Syrian Orthodox, Syrian Cath6lic, Maronite, Indian Orthodox, Syro-Malabar and 
Maiankara Catholic Churcbes were also present. Finally eminent scholars of the 
Lutheran and Anglican traditions not belonging to any of the Churches directly 
involved contributed in a major way to the objective and relaxed atmosphere of the 
talks. Three areas of topics were treated from the different standpoints: history, 
christology and the liturgy ofthe Church ofthe East. All papers and the discussions 
were characterized by a high degree of factual consensus among the participants. 

The historical contributions showed that the Church of the East had developed 
an independent structure and theology. In the Sasanid Empire taking one's distance 
from the enemy super power of Rome was a question of survival. The Persian 
Church had nothing to do with the imperial synods ofthe Roman Empire which had 
adopted Christianity. lt was as late as in 410 that the Creed and the Canons of the 
Council of Nicea were received and the Council of Constantinople was never men­
tioned before the 6th century. This is also why the Church of the East was not 
affected by the Council of Ephesus and the Condemnation of Nestorius. In the 
Church of the East, Nestorius is venerated as one of the "three Greek teachers", 
together with Diodor of Tarsus and Theodor of Mopsuestia. He is known as a martyr 
of the Antiochian tradition, but plays no rote as a theological authority. The legiti­
macy of the Antiochian intellectual approach in christology and the orthodox inten­
tion of the models of solution advocated in the Church of the East are undisputed. In 
the sense of tl1e later Council of Chalcedon Nestorius must be conceded personal 
orthodox-y, although with a terminology which had to be rejected by Alexandrian 
theologians. The authentic teachings of the Church of the East are expressed in the 
"Liber unionis" of Babai the Great. Hence, the terms "Nestorian" and "Nestoria­
nism" need interpretation. A distinction must be made between the actual teachings 
of Nestorius, the official teachings of the Church of the East and the classical 
designation of a heresy, which the Church of the East however never advocated. 

All christological models of Antiquity are trying to do equal justice to both the 
human and divine realities in Jesus. In doing so, there were of course different 
emphases. Whereas Alexandrian theology stressed the divine identity of Jesus in the 
interest of his personal unity, Antiochian theology favoured the distinction between 
his divinity and his humanity in the interest of thc real human being of Jesus. Thus 
the Church of the East speaks of two "kyane", two "qnome" and one "parsopa" in 
Jesus. With this she means two natures - divin~ and human -, one specimen of each 
ofthese natures - God the Son and a specific human being -, and the person of Jesus 
in its unity. The source of the misundcrstandings in this model of thought was the 
term "hypostasis". While the Creed ofNicea had understood it as the divine "being" 
of the Father, by whom the Son was bcgotten, half a century later Father, Son and 
Holy Spirit were referred to as three hypostases which means three persons. In the 
first sense one might speak of two hypostascs in Jesus, the divine one mentioned and 
the human, in the second sense Jesus is unique as a person or hypostasis. As the 
Assyrian understanding of the corresponding Syriac term of "qnoma" is different 
from the two Greek coinages, it corrcctly rcmains untranslated. 

The independence of the Church of the East is also revealed in her liturgy. 
When two "Western" Eucharistie forms were introduced under the names of 
Theodor of Mopsuestia and Nestorius, this may weil have been because the 
traditional liturgy according to the Apostles Addai and Mari did not come up to the 
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standard of the Church in the Roman Empire. The fact that the indigenous liturgy 
does not refer to the institution of the Eucharist at the Last Supper may well have 
been one of the inadequacies feit at that time. Nevertheless, the liturgy according to 
Addai and Mari remained the predominant form of the celebration of the Eucharist 

' in the Church of the East. Its archaic structure without institution narrative is 
paralleled by liturgical witnesses of the two first centuries and can be regarded as 
beingjust as authentic as th9 form based on the Pauline synoptic tradition in the rest 
of the Churches. There is no theological justification for adding to liturgical texts as 
done on a voluntary basis in recent times. On the contrary, the liturgy ofthe Church 
of the East could relativize the gap between the Western and the Eastern liturgies 
regarding the moment of the consecration of the Eucharistie offerings. lt is through 
the celebration as a whole that Jesus becomes present in the Eucharistie offerings. 

Although the Vienna Consultation couldn't yet be crowned by a common 
formula of faith on Christology, there was nevertheless the feeling that the matter 
had been successful in the substance - at least between the Church of the East and 
the Catholic Church - and all that remained to be done was looking for a proper 
form of expression. The common declaration of Pope John Paul II and Catholicos 
Mar Dinkha IV, which has meanwhile come about, is a confirmation of that earlier 
impression. The influence the "Vienna Christological Fonnula" which was so 
successful in the agreement with the Oriental Orthodox Churches had on the 
common declaration with the Church of the East cannot be overlooked. As in the 
first case it proved again successful to renounce controversial and incriminating 
terms of the past and express the common witness of the faith in simple and 
contemporary language. 
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PROGRAMME 

Thursday, 23rd June 1994: Arrival 

Friday, 24th June 1994: 

9.00 Opening Ceremony: chaired by the president of PRO ORIENTE Alfred Stirnemann 
Address by president Alfred Stirnemann 
Address by Mar Narsai de Baz 
Greeting Messages 

10.00 Papers and Discussion: chaired by Mar Gregorios of Aleppo 

Alfred Stirnemann 

12.30 
15.30 

The _\'ienna Dialogue between Catholic and non-Chalcedonian Theologians 
and 1ts Treatment ofNestorius and Nestorianism 

Lunch 
Paper and Discussion: chaired by Mar Narsai de Baz of Lebanon 

Prof Luise Abramowski 
The History ofResearch into Nestorius and Nestorianism 

18.30 Dinner 

Saturday, 25th June 1994: 

9.00 Papers and Discussion: chaired by Mar Aprem ofTrichur 

Prof Sebastian Brock 
The Persian Church up to the 6th Century and its Absence from the 
Councils in the Roman Empire 

Father Sarhad Jammo 
Three Synods, two Ecclesiologies of the Church of the East: 

12.30 Lunch 

15.30 Paper and Discussion: chaired by Archbishop Emmanuel-Karim Delly of 
Bagdad 

Fr. Jean Maurice Fiey OP 
The Spread of the Persian Church 

18.30 Dinner 

12 

Sunday, 26th June 1994: 

9.30 Liturgy at the Syrian Orthodox Church of St. Ephrem, celebrated by Metropolitan Ma 
Gregorios of Aleppo 

11.30 De~arture from Syrian Orthodox Church to a Reception given by the 
Synan Orthodox Communi~n Vienna and its Episcopal Vicar Emmanuel Aydin 

14.00 Departure for sightseeing 

16.00 National Library: 
show offirst printed Syriac Bible of 1555 and handwritten original texts 

18.00 Liturgy at St. Stephen's Cathedral, celebrated by Mons. Michael Wilhelm 

19.30 Dinner 

Monday, 27th June 1994: 

9.00 Papers: chaired by Mar Joseph Powathil of Changanacherry 

Father Bernard Dupuy OP 
The Christology of Nestorius 

Discussion 

Mar Bmvai Soro I Prof Adelbert Davids I Metropolitan !Yfar Aprem 
Is the Theology of the Assyrian Church Nestorian? 

12.30 Lunch 

15.30 Paper and Discussion: chaired by Mathews Mar Severios ofKundanadu 

Prof Geevargheese Chediath 
The Contribution ofBawai The Great to Theology: 

18.30 Dinner 

Tuesday, 28th June 199.i: 

9.00 Papers and Discussion: chaired by Patriarchat Vicar Bishop Youssef Matar 

Father Sarhad Jammo 
The Quddasia of the Apostles Addai and Mari 
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Prof Peter Hofrichter 
The Anaphora of Addai and Mari in the Church of the East -
Eucharist Without Institution Narrative 

12.30 Lunch 

15.30 Discussion and Conclusions: chaired by President Alfred Stirnemann 

18.00 Closing ofthe Consultation 

19.00 72nd PRO ORIENTE Ecumenical Symposium on „PRO ORIENTE in 
India" at the House ofthe Diet ofthe State ofLower Austria 
Speakers: Archbishop Mar Joseph Powathil 
and Dr. Kondothra K. M. George 

Award of PRO ORIENTE Honorary Memberships by H Em. 
Hans Hermann Cardinal Groer to both speakers ofthe symposium 
and to Metropolitan Philippos Mar Theophilos ofBombay and Ankamaly, 
head ofthe Office for External Affairs ofthe Syro-indian Patriarchate and 
Metropolit Thomas Mar Thimotheos ofthe diocesis Outside Kerala; 

Wedncsday, 29th June 1994: 

9.00 Departure for Schallaburg Castle to see the exhibition 
„Syria - From the Apostles to the Caliphs" 

11.15 Departure for the Benedictine Monastery of Melk. Welcome by H. G. 
Abbot Burkhart Ellegast, member ofthe board of PRO ORIENTE 

12.05 Midday Prayer 

12.30 Lunch 

13.30 Guided Tour through the Monastery 

14.30 Drive through the Danube Valley 

17.00 Visit ofthe Benedictine Monastery ofGöttweig. Welcome by H. G. 
Abbot C/emens Lashofer, member ofthe board of PRO ORIENTE 
Evening Prayer 
Dinner 
Return to Vienna 

Thursday, 30th June 1994: Day of departure 
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PARTICIPANTS 

Assyrian 

1. Assyrian New Calcndarian 

Mar Narsai de Baz, Metropolitan ofLebanon and Europe 
Ator Jedayah Al-Matten, P.0.Box 90384, Beirut, LEBANON 

Mar Bawai Soro, Bishop of Western USA 
680 Minnesota Avenue, San Jose, CA 95125, USA 

Archdeacon Yonan Y. Yonan 
66 Montague Road, Hanwell, W73PQ London, GREA T BRIT AIN 

Fr. Odisho (R Oraham), same address 

2. Assyrian Old Calcndarian 

Mar Aprem, Metropolitan of Trichur 
Metropolitan's Palace, High Road, Trichur - 680001/Kerala, INDIA 

Mar Thoma Erimia G. Selaiwa, Archbishop ofNinive 
Metropolitanate of the Ancient Church of the East, P.O.Box 4006, Hai Al-Noor 
Neneva, IRAQ (prevented from attendance) 

Mar Emmanuel Eilya, Bishop in Baghdad 
civil name: Haroon W. Eilya, P.0.Box 2363 Baghdad, IRAQ 
(prevented from attendance) 

Rev. Benyamen S. Aora 
P.O.Box 2363 Baghdad, IRAQ (prevented from attendance) 

3. Chaldean 

Archbishop Emmanuel-Karim Delly, Patriarchat Vicar 
Chaldean Catholic Patriarchate, Baghdad, IRAQ 

Archbishop George Garmo of Mosul 
Chaldean Archbishopric, Mayassa, Mosul, IRAQ 

Fr. Louis Raphael Moshi Sako 
Chaldean Archbishopric, Mayassa, Mosul, IRAQ 

Prof. Joseph Rabbi, President of the Theological Philosophical Faculty in Iraq, 
Professor at the Pontifical Oriental Institute 
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P.0.Box 12035 Dora, Baghdad, IRAQ (prevented by illness) 

Prof. Fr. Sarhad Jammo, 'vicar General for the USA, Professor at the Pontifical 
Oriental Institute St. Joseph Church, 2442 E. Big Beaver Road 
Troy, Michigan 48083, USA 

Fr. Jacques (Kamil) Isaac (Shaba) 
St. Peter Seminary, P.0.Box 12035, Hy Al-Mikanik, Al-Dora, Baghdad, IRAQ 

4. Malabar Catholic 

Mar Joseph Powathil of Changanacherry, President of the National Episcopal 
Conference of the Catholic Bishops of India, Honorary Memer of PRO ORIENTE 
Metropolitan Curia, P.O.Box 20, IND-68 61 01 Changanacherry, Kerala, INIA 

Dr. Xavier Koodapuzha 
St. Thomas Apostolic Seminary, B.P. 1, Vadavathoor, 
IND-Kottayam 686 010 

Syrian Orthodox 

5. Patriarchate of Antioch 

Mar Gregorios, Archbishop of Aleppo, Honorary Member of PRO ORIENTE 
P.0.Box 4194, Aleppo, SYRIA 

Mar Eustathios, Metropolitan of Jazeera and Eufretis 
Syrian Orthodox Archbishopric, P.O.Box 327 Hassakeh, SYRIA 

Thomas Mar Timotheos, Metropolitan of Outside Kerala Diocese, 
Honorary Member of PRO ORIENTE 
MSOT Seminary, Udayagiri, Mulanthuruthy 682 314, Kerala, INDIA 

6. Autoce11halous Church of India 

Paulos Mar Gregorios, Metropolitan ofDelhi, Honorary member of PRO ORIENTE 
The Delhi Orthodox Centre, 2 Tughlagabad Institutional Area 
IND-110062 New Delhi, INDIA (prevented for health reasons) 

Mathews Mar Severios, Metropolitan ofKandanadu 
Pachimois Mount Meempara, IND-686001 Thirovanioor Kerala, INDIA 

Dr. Kondothra K.M. George, Associate Director ofBossey, 
Honorary Member of PRO ORIENTE, Ecumenical Institute ofBossey 
CH-1298 Celigny (Vaud), SWITZERLAND 
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Catholic 

7. Syrian Catholic 

Archbishop Mikhael Al-Jamil, Patriarchal Vicar 
P.O.Box 116-5087 Beirut, LEBANON 

8. Maronite 

Bishop Boulos Youssef Matar, Patriarchal Vicar 
Maronite Patrarchate, Bkerke, LEBANON 

Abbot Prof.Dr. Boulos Naaman, Vice-Rector ofKaslik University 
University of the Holy Spirit, Kaslik, Jounieh, LEBANON 

Fr. Paul Sayah, Associate Secretary General of the MECC, Director of Faith and 
Unity, Middle East Council of Chruches, P.O.Box 5376, Beirut, LEBANON 

9. Maiankara Catholic 

Rector Prof. Dr. Geevarhese Chediath 
St. Aloysius Seminary 
Pattom, Trivandrum 695 004, Kerala, INDIA 

10. PRO ORIENTE 

Hans Hermann Cardinal Groer 
Archbishop of Vienna 
Chairman ofthe board oftrustees of PRO ORIENTE 

President Alfred Stirnemann 
PRO ORIENTE Secretariat, Hofburg, Marschallstiege II, 1010 Vienna, AUSTRIA 

Prof. Peter Hofrichter 
Institute for Church History, Universitätsplatz 1, 5020 Salzburg, AUSTRIA 

Fr. Frans Bouwen, Regional Superior of the White Fathers in Lebanon, Jerusalem 
and Ethiopia, member of the Commission for Theological Dialogue between Catho­
lics and Orthodox, Sainte-Anne, B.P. 19079, IL-91190 Jerusalem, ISRAEL 

Others 

11. Ex)lerts 

Prof. Dr. Luise Abramowski 
Brunsstr. 18, D-W-72074 Tübingen, BRD (prevented by illness) 
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Prof. Sebastian Brock 
Oriental Institute, Pusey Lane, OX12LE Oxford, GREAT BRITAIN 

Prof. Dr. Adelbert J.M. Davids 
Katholieke Universiteit Nijmegen, Fakulteit der Godgeleerdheit Erasmusplein 1, 
Postbus 9103, NL-6500 Nijmegen 

Fr. Bernard Dupuy OP 
Centre d'Etudes Istina, 45, rue de la Glaciere, F-75013 Paris, FRANCE 

Prof. Jean Maurice Fiey OP, professor at the Universite Saint-Joseph in Beirut 
315 rue Habib Abi-Chahla, B.P. 11, 7227 Beirut, LEBANON 
in France: c/o Mme Joelle Abousouan, Universite S. Joseph, Faculte de Lettres, 42 
rue de Grenelle, F-75343 Paris cedex 05 

Dr. Theresia Hainthaler 
Institut für Dogmen- und Konzilsgeschichte, Phil.-Theol. Hochschule St. Georgen, 
Offenbacher Landstr. 224, D-6000 Frankfurt/Main 70 

Samir Khalil Samir SJ, professor at the Universite Saint-Joseph in Beirut 
College Notre Dame, Jamhour, LEBANON 

12. Observcrs 

Fr. Bernard Dubasque, Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity, Rome 

Dr. Erich Renhart and MMag Dietmar Wink1er, 
University of Graz, Institute for Liturgical Studies, Parkstr. la, A-8010 Graz 

Archbishop Dr. Mesrob K. Krikorian (prevented) 
Kolonitzgasse 11/11 
1030 Wien 

13. Sccretary of the Minutes 

Fr. Gerhard Habison 
Pfarramt, A-2002 Großmugl, AUSTRIA 

14. Intcr11rctcrs 

Mrs. Odette Nasif 
UNICEF, 8, Adnan Omar Sidky-Street, Dokki, Cairo, EGYPT 

Mrs. Marcelle Al-Khuri Tarakji 
Kassa-Jadda-No 29, SYR-Damascus, SYRIA 
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Opening Ceremony: Frid~y June 24, morning 

The session begins with a prayer, welcome and greeting addresses and expressions 
of hope that this historical split between the churches may soon be brought to an 
end. 

, 
Address by Presidcnt Alfred Stirnemann 

Y our Graces and dear participants of the Consultation, 

1 would like to welcome the participants of this consultation on behalf of the 
Board and the Executive Committee of PRO ORIENTE. H.Em. Hans Hermann 
Cardinal Groer, Archbishop of Vienna and President of the Board, has asked me to 
convey bis best wishes. He promised to be with us later on. Moreover, 1 have to con­
vey the best wishes of our founder, the Archbishop emeritus of Vienna, Franciscus 
Cardinal König, who will also be with us some time later. He asked me to apologize 
that he cannot take part in all the sessions, for he is very busy inspite of bis 88 years. 

PRO ORIENTE invited all the churches of Syriac tradition in order to study 
and evaluate the history, theology and ecclesiological positions of the Assyrian 
Church ofthe East, who for so many centuries was unjustly defined as Nestorian. lt 
is the first time that we have such a meeting and so 1 hope that this day will be 
marked in the notebooks ofhistory. 

May 1 trace how the idea and the convocation of this conference came about. In 
1971, 1973, 1976, 1978 and 1988, in this very hall, we bad five great consultations 
with the non-Chalcedonian Churches. Here the most important individual result, the 
Vienna Christological Formula, was unanimously passed by theologians of these 
churches. lt bad been proposed by Bishop Amba Shenouda, who two months after 
the event became Pope of Alexandria and Patriarch of the Coptic Church. Subse­
quently, the Formula was officially recognized in Comman Declarations signed by 
Popes and Patriarchs. 

During the discussions with the non-Chalcedonians some theologians asked 
about the Assyrian Church and if we should not treat it in a similar way. There were 
a lot of arguments in favour and and a lot against. Some feit that the dialogue would 
become more difficult by including additional problems. 

In October 1991 we held our Ist Regional Symposium upon invitation of H.H. 
Amba Shenouda in Deir Amba Bishoi/Wadi Natron. The task was the populari­
zation of the results of the Vienna Dialogue among the different churches of this 
region. The minutes of this meeting in Egypt recall that under the chairmanship of 
Metropolitan Amba Bishoy of Damiette "a rather lengthy exchange developed about 
the opportunity to engage PRO ORIENTE in a dialogue with the Assyrian Church 
of the East, which does not accept the Council of Ephesus in 431 and was in the past 
considered as being Nestorian." 

The subject was again taken up in Kottayam at the 2nd Regional Symposium 
with the participation of both jurisdictions of the Assyrian Church of the East in 
India, among them Mar Aprem, who is happily among us today. 
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As in 1971 we did not know the outcome ofthe first consultation with the non­
Chalcedonians, we today do not know the outcome of the discussions with pre­
Ephesinian theology. But we hope that something fruitful will result, not o~ly for 
the dialogue of theologians and the scholarly debate but also for the well-bemg of 
the churches, for the unity ofthe one holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church. 

My special thanks go to the Heads of the Assyrian Church of the East, to Mar 
Dinkha IV, whom a PRO ORIENTE delegation visited in Teheran from 14th to 
17th February 1994, and to Mar Addai II, whom we met in Baghdad from 19th to 
25th May 1994. Their encouragement gave us the conviction that we are on the 
right path. The initiative was equally welcomed by the Patriarchs and Heads of the 
Oriental Catholic Churches of Syriac tradition: H.H. Mar Zakka 1 Iwas, Syrian 
Orthodox Patriarch of Antiochia and all the East, H.H. Mar Thoma Mathews II, 
Catholicos of the East, H.B. Ignace Antoine II Hayek, Syrian Catholic Patriarch, 
H.B. Nasrallah Pierre Sfeir, Maronite Patriarch, H.B. Raffael 1 Bidawid, Chaldean 
Patriarch, H.Em. Anthony Cardinal Padiyara, Head of the Syro-Malabar Synod, and 
H.G. Archbishop Benedict Mar Gregorios, Head ofthe Maiankara Catholic Church. 

The advice and support of the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity 
and the Middle East Council of Churches were a valuable encouragement. 

So I thank you once again for coming to Vienna and propose to open the 
conference with the Lord's Prayer said by everybody in his or her language. 

Address by Mar N arsai de Baz 

Dear Brothers and Sisters in Christ, 

As members in the.Body of Christ we come to this Vienna consultation with 
hope, gratitude, andjoy to celebrate a historic gathering of member Churches who 
belong to one of the most distinguished ecclesial traditions in Christendom. Indeed, 
we arejoyful because, today, after more than 1.500 years filled with misunderstan­
ding, controversy and separation distinguished representatives of all our Churches, 
for the first time in centuries, have come together in humble recognition that the 
present divisions in the One Body of Christ are scandalous in the sight of God and 
an impediment to our witness to the Gospel of Jesus Christ. 

For this gathering we are grateful for all the ecumenical efforts of His 
Eminence Hans Herman Cardinal Groer, the Archbishop of Vienna, and for the 
leadership ofDr. Alfred Stirnemann, whose actions ofboth have brought us one step 
closer to one another but also a step further from the hypocrisy of preaching unity 
but not practicing it. We are also grateful to the PRO ORIENTE Foundation for 
bringing together a most illustrious team of experts in the history and theology of 
our tradition, as well as observers from the Pontifical Council for Promoting 
Christian Unity. But most of all we have hope. A hope that is grounded in the 
realization that since we have come here motivated by Jesus' prayer „that they all 
may be one, " the Lord of the Church will be with us and will fill our hearts with his 
Spirit, so that we are able to appreciate one another in a new way that will 
encourage us to resolve all that has kept us apart for these long centuries. 
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Our delegation will present two papers in this conference. These will address 
two topics proposed by PRO ORIENTE, and will soggest that the Church of the East 
is an apostolic Church that has maintained her faith in accordance with the sacred 
scriptures and the holy tradition of the one catholic and apostolic Church of our 
Lord Jesus Christ. Beyond this, 1 would want to emphasize that our Church, the 
Assyrian Church of the East, is not a „Nestorian" Church. Though Nestorius, the 
patriarch of Constantinople. is honored and venerated in her thought and liturgical 
action, the Church of the East was established in Mesopotamia during the apostolic 
age centuries before bis birth. Students of Eastern Christianity are aware of the 
historical evidence that the Church of the East, in just the first three centuries after 
the resurrection, offered up thousands upon thousands of saints and martyrs on the 
altar of her faith in witness to Christ. The Church of the East has been and will 
always remain an integral part of the one catholic and apostolic Church that our 
Lord has established. 

This glorious history of the Church is the heritage of us all. lt unites our 
churches, in a special way, as members of one ecclesial tradition. For this, I bid all 
of us to embrace this historic opportunity to bridge the gap that has separated our 
churches, and to do so in such a way as to give birth to a new ecumenical era for 
Eastern Christianity in general, and for our Mesopotamian tradition in particular. 

We trust that the effects of this dialogue will render a new stronger Church to 
the sons and daughters of our faith. For this vision, we pray to our Lord Jesus that 
participants in this and future Vienna consultations will labor unceasingly for the 
restoration of our unity in faith, for it is only through such unity we will uphold our 
Christianity in the face oftoday's challenges both in the East and the West. 

GREETING MESSAGES RECEIVED 

Syrian Patriarchate of Antioch and all the East 
Damascus - Syria 

June 17, 1994 

Our Dear Brothers in Christ; Dr. Alfred Stirnemann, President of PRO 
ORIENTE, Archbishops, Bishops and Theologians who are meeting in Vienna for 
the Ecclesiastical Consultations. We greet you all in the name of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

We are very happy to know the PRO ORIENTE which we are very proud of its 
activities in the Ecumenical Movement, has started now a dialogue between the one 
family of Syriac speaking Churches, i.e. to say, my Church, The Syrian Orthodox 
Church of Antioch and the ancient Assyrian Orthodox Church of the East. As you 
know, these two Churches share the same heritage of Syriac language and their 
fore-fathers struggled over the ages suffering for Christ's sake and thank God they 
still exist. Moreover, they co-operated in different kinds of sciences and their 
scholars translated many books from Greek to Syriac and to Arabic languages, 
though they had in their history some unhappy events of misunderstanding specially 
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on the doctrines of Christology and Mariology. But, we hope, in this era which is 
considered to be an ecumenical one, we can reach to a better understanding. 

We wish to mention here that in 1988 we started an un-official dialogue 
between us in order to study the historical relationship between our two Churches. 

We hope, PRO ORIENTE, which we are proud to be one of its Protectors, has 
an experience in the field of dialogues, will succeed in narrowing the gap between 
these two Churches and to correct some untrue and undefended events in history so 
that to remove the accusations and open a new chapter in the history of these Chur­
ches with an ecumenical spirit. 

We pray that God may grant success to these consultations which you are 
holding and bestow His blessings on all ofyou. May the grace ofGod be with you. 

With best wishes, 
Y ours in Christ, 

+ lgnatius Zakka 1 Iwas 
Patriarch of Antioch and all the East, 

Supreme Head of the Universal Syrian Orthodox Church 

The Maiankara Orthodox Syrian Church 
Catholicate of the East 

Deeply esteemed participants in the consultation, 

With cordial love 1 send my greetings to all the participants in the consultation 
on „Orthodoxy and Catholicity in the Syriac Tradition" held at Vienna under the 
auspices of PRO ORIENTE. 

We have a profound feeling of satisfaction that PRO ORIENTE could arrange 
this consultation after the Regional Symposium held at Kottayam in Kerala in 1993, 
thereby starting another page in the history of its ecumenical efforts, and could open 
up a broader horizon for Inter-Church relations. 

1 had the opportunity to be present at Kottayam on the occasion of the Regional 
Symposium held last year which was a great success. The efforts of the PRO 
ORIENTE is very weil appreciated. In recent years we have been able to gain much 
experience in the study of a number of themes and come to better understanding on 
various important matters of common interest for the good ofthe community. 

As Christians we have to understand the present day realities of life in this 
world and have tobe aware of our religious and social duties. We have to take an 
active part in all the forums aimed at promoting Christian co-operation and 
implementing Christ's commandments .of love and brotherhood for the triumph of 
lasting peace and goodwill throughout the world. 

Inspired by God's spirit who „guides into all truth", let us work for the unity 
and purity of the Faith so as to be worthy of the eternal calling of salvation and of 
the high responsibility of our times and let us strive for the implementation of the 
Christian ideals which are also common to all mankind, ideals of peace on Earth, 
rapprochement among nations and good will among men. 

22 

Let the healthy inner strength in us under the beneficial influence of the 
~ealing Right Ran? of our Lord gradually lead us to the blessed unity of faith and 
life. May the Blessmg of God Almighty, Father, Son and Holy Spirit - one True God 
- be with you all. · 

May the „one God and Father of all who is above all and through all and in you 
all" bless with strength and success the spirit bearing efforts of PRO ORIENTE and 
lead us all to that unity which our Lord Jesus Christ willed and prayed for. 

With much love in Christ 

+ Baselios Marthoma Mathews II 
Catholicos of the East and Maiankara Metropolitan 

Syrian Catholic Patriarchate of Antioch 

Dear President, 
Dear Congressists 

Beirut, 20th June 1994 

lt was a pleasure for me to know that our Syrian Churches will meet together to 
study this year: ORTHODOXY AND CATHOLICITY IN THE SYRIAC TRADI­
TION with special attention to the Theology of the Persian Church . 

. we bless your meeting and thanks PRO ORIENTE, in the person of his 
Presi?~nt Mr. AL~D ST~RNEMANN, which always tried to promote the Syrian 
Tradition and help to mvestigate thoroughly in the Theology of Syrian Churches. 

We also want to assure you .of our deep consideration to this hard work you 
have done, and of our total and vital engagement in the Tradition and Theology of 
our holy Fathers, from Thomas the Apostle to Addai, Mari, Ephrem, Ya'qub, Narsai 
and Maroun. They. will be ~~rever our gui~es and mentor to unify our thought and 
theology, and our nch Tradiuon so harmomous and various in the same time. 

The difference of Statements by diversity of countries plus political influences 
and language expression, all these things leads to a kind of discordance in this 
largest Church wide as the width of two Empires. 

But now it is time to put an end to this historical tunnel by returning to our 
~ources throwing down ourselves under feet of our Holy Masters then we will meet 
m our Schools: Nisibis, Edessa, Kennashrin, Gondishapor, etc. to spread the whole 
worl~ by. the d~~th of Syriac spirit with his solid spiritual theology so simple and 
easy m his subtlhty that he penetrate the human mind. 

To all the congressists we say: Your are the pioneers of Syriac culture and 
theology. You are the basement and light who guide us to the identity of Syriac 
Churches. 

Say the truth, all the truth and do not forget that love is the salt oflife. 
God bless all ofyou. 

+ Ignace Anthony II Hayek 
Syriac Catholic Patriarch of Antioch 
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Maronite Patriarchate 

To Alfred Stirnemann, President of PRO ORIENTE 

Your letter dated June lst 1994 reached me recently. In it you request a 
Message fromme on the occasion ofyour Vienna Consultation, June 24-29 1994 on 
„Orthodoxy and Catholicity in the Syriac Tradition with special attention to the 
Theology ofthe Church ofthe East in the Sasanian Empire." 

Y ou forwarded to me also the programme of the Consultation as weil as the list 
of participants experts and lecturers, among whom figure some of our Brother 
Bishops, representatives of their Beatitudes the Patriarchs. 

We command you on this initiative which will hopefully shed further lights on 
the theological issues at hand, and will bring closer the Orthodox and Catholic 
Churches, for the good of the faithful and the glory of the Gospel values, especially 
at a time, when we feel in utmost need of the fulfillment of the wish so dear to the 
heart of Christ „That they may be one as we are one." (Jn 17). 

We pray that God may bestow upon you His strengthening Grace to help you 
pursue your commandable endeavour in the leadership of PRO ORIENTE, sparing 
no effort in the promotion ofsuch a great cause as the Unity ofthe Church ofChrist. 

I wish also to thank you for your last visit to Bkerke and hope to see you again 
in Lebanon in the coming September on the occasion of your third symposium to be 
held in Lebanon after the ones held in Egypt and India. 

Finally, may I ask you to convey my brotherly greetings to all the participants 
coming from various countries and backgrounds. I implore, once more, God's Grace 
upon your consultation and pray that He may grant you strenght and success and 
shower His blessings upon your work. 

+ Nasrallah Boutros Sfeir 
Patriarch of Antioch and All the East 

Chaldcan Patriarchate of Babylonia 

15th June 1994 

Dearest Mr. President, 

lt is a pleasure for me to convey my cordial greetings to the participants in the 
conference held by the Foundation PRO ORIENTE in Vienna from 24th to 29th this 
month, to which we had the honour to send our representatives, who are present 
among you. I take this opportunity to express the great appreciation our Chaldean 
Church has for the work your Foundation is doing to bring about Christian unity in 
the Orient. 

His Most Reverend Eminence, Cardinal Franciscus König, the founder of this 
institution, will remain the most credible symbol of the ecumenical movement 
which, since the Ecumenical Council of Vatican II, has been working for the 
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creation of a new mentality, a daughter of the Gospel, which throughout the 
cent~~es d~s not stop reininding all those believing in Christ of the necessity of 
Chnstian umon and at the same time encourages the wholesome living together of 
all believers in Christ in our oriental region. 

The Chaldean Church is accompanying your endeavours with her prayer to the 
Lord for the success of your conference and assures you of her cooperation in your 
effo~s fo~ the r~alization of your intentions and your sacrifices, to which I give my 
blessmg, 1mplonng upon all of you the favours of divine grace. 

Yours devoutedly in Christ, 

+ Raphael 1 Bidawid 
Chaldean Patriarch of Babylonia 

Syro-Malabar Church of India 

Dearest Mr. President Stirnemann, 

. . tha~ you velJ'. much for welcoming me and for introducing me to this 
d1stmgmshed gathenng. Because of a certain previous engagement 1 could not be 
present this morning but I am very happy to join you. 

Mr. President has asked me to give a sort of message also on behalf of my 
church. The Father and Head of our church, the Syro-Malabar Church, H. Ern. 
A~thony Car~inal Padiyara, 1 have not been able to contact him for a message to 
tlus consultatlon. But I have also been the chairman of the ecumenical commission 
of the Syro-Malabar Church and therefore I deem it a privilege to greet this 
assembly and to give you my good wishes. Also as the President of the National 
Episcopal Conference of the Catholic Bishops of India I am very happy to see that 
PRO ORIENTE has taken this subject for the discussions. 

The Syrian tradition is very important for the whole church. Perhaps we can 
speek of t~e .three strands of ~hurch tradition: the Greek, the Latin and the Syriac. 
Therefore 1t 1s but natural to g1ve special attention to this branch of Christianity the 
Syrian tradition. For us in India this is vitally important because the Syro-Mal~bar 
Church and also other Christian churches certainly depend on the Syrian tradition. 
For the church community in India dialogue between the various sections of Chri­
stianity is certainly important and therefore on behalf of my church I wish the best 
results for this first meeting of all the churches of Syrian tradition which came 
together on this world-wide level. 

+ Mar Joseph Powathil 
Archbishop of Changanacherry 
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Malankarese Archbishopric 
Trivandrum, Kerala 

A Message to PRO ORIENTE: 

22 June 1994 

From the time Christian unity was disrupted, by conflict between the East and 
the West, the Spirit of God has been, in mysterious ways, acting to heal this most 
tragic and painful wound. In the course of recent history, the PRO ORIENTE is one 
ofGod's powerfttl instruments, in this healing action. 

More numerous, and more powerful, signs are today beckoning to all followers 
of Christ, to come together. Ex1ernal means are also abundant. Science and 
technology have eliminated distances. Political barriers are falling apart. From the 
most unexpected quarters, hands are extended, to grasp each other, as members of 
the one large family of God. 

The disciples of Christ should, more than all others, read these signs of the 
times. Peace is God's gift and it is the Lord who builds the House. Let us therefore, 
first of all, turn to the Father above, for an abundant gift of the Holy Spirit, Who is 
the author ofunity, love and reconciliation. 

The presence of Christian groups, promoted by PRO ORIENTE, in various 
locations, through regional meetings, greatly fosters deep and personal understan­
ding. lt increases good-will and mutual understanding in marvellous ways. lt paves 
the way for real cooperation. 

To make unity effective and fruitful, prayer and study must be strengthened, 
with effective joint action, for the common good of Church and society. For this 
noble task, today there are innumerable openings - elimination of abject poverty in 
many parts of the world, education and rehabilitation of youth - fighting new and 
mysterious diseases - elimination of drugs and narcotics, and a host of others. 

Let the efforts of the PRO ORIENTE be an integrated one, so that, the work of 
gathering together of the children of God scattered throughout the world, which the 
Risen Lord is continuing among us, may be hastened and consummated. 

Maranatha! 
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+ Benedictos Mar Gregorios 
Archbishop of Trivandrum 

First working session: Friday June 24 

Chairman: Mar Gregorius, Archbishop of Alepppo 

Alfred Stirnemann 

THE VIENNA DIALOGUE BETWEEN CATHOLIC AND 
NON-CHALCEDONIAN THEOLOGIANS AND ITS TREATMENT OF 

NESTORIUS AND NESTORIANISM 

When PRO ORIENTE started in 1971 with its First non-official Consultation 
between theologians of the Oriental Orthodox Churches and the Roman Catholic 
Church it was actually transgressing its goal as established by its statutes. The PRO 
ORIENTE statutes passed on the occasion of its creation on November 4th 1964 
define the scope of PRO ORIENTE as follows: 

"„.to establish and to promote contacts with the European East in all 
intellectually relevant sectors especially also between representatives of the 
Roman Catholic and ofthe Orthodox Churches ... "1 

lt was only after the Fourth Consultation that the statutes of our foundation 
were changed, defining its scope as 

"to develop and to promote the ecumenical relations between the Roman 
Catholic Church and the Orthodox, the pre-Chalcedonian and the pre­
Ephesinian Churches. "2 

Accordingly, first contacts with the heads of the pre-Ephesinian church were 
initiated, thus when the then President Dr. Theodor Pifil-Percevic, our theologian 
Prof. Ernst Christoph Suttner and the Secretary General visited H.H. Mar Addai II 
in Baghdad on their way to India on April 8th 1982 and when Cardinal König 
accompanied by the President and the Secretary General of PRO ORIENTE met 
H.H. Mar Dinkha IV on June the 11 th 1988 at the celebration of the Russian 
rnillenary in Moscow. 

The Vienna Christo/ogical Formula 

The most important result of the Vienna dialogue between Roman Catholics 
and the Ancient Oriental theologians was a definition which came to be called the 
"Vienna Christological Formula". lt is contained in the communique of the First 
Vienna Consultation unanimously accepted on September 12., 1971 which reads as 
follows: 

"We, as Christians, feel united in a spirit of brotherhood in our faith in 
the one Lord Jesus Christ, God and Saviour, and recognize equally the 
comrnission and prayer of Our Lord, that we all may be one in Hirn, in order 
that we may bear common witness to Hirn that the world may believe (John 
17,21) .. „ 

1 Statutes of PRO ORIENTE in the version ofNovember 4th, 1964 
2 Stirnemann/Wilflinger "In verbo autem tuo" Tyrolia XVI, Wien-Innsbruck 1994, p. 310, Statutes in the 

version ofüctoher 29th, 1979 
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We believe, that' our Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ, is God the Son 
Incarnate; perfect in his divinity and perfect in his humanity. His divinity was 
not separated from his humanity for a single moment, not for the twinkling of 
an eye, his humanity is one with his divinity without commixtion, without 
confusion, without division, without separation. We in our common faith in 
the one Lord Jesus Christ, regard his mystery inexhaustible and ineffable and 
for the human mind never fully comprehensible or expressible. 

We see that there are still differences in the theological interpretation of 
the mystery of Christ, because of our different ecclesiastical and theological 
traditions; we are convinced, however, that these different formulations on 
both sides can be understood along the lines of the faith of Nicea and 
Ephesus ... "3 

This agreement was taken up by the communique of the Second Vienna 
Consultation ofSeptember 9th 1973 with the words: 

"We reaffirm what was said in the First non-official Consultation .... We 
saw, that what appears to be the right formulation can be wrongly understood, 
and also how even behind an apparently wrong formulation there can be a 
right understanding. We understand that our commmon father in Christ, St. 
Cyril of Alexandria speaks of the one Incarnate nature of God's Word, it does 
not deny but rather express the füll and perfect humanity of Christ. We believe 
also, that the definition of the Council of Chalcedon, rightly understood today, 
affirms the unity of person and the indissoluble union of Godhead and 
Manhood in Christ, despite the phrase 'in two natures'. We all agree, that our 
Lord, Jesus Christ, who is consubstantial with the Father in his Divinity 
Himselfbecame consubstantial with us in His Humanity. He perfectly unites in 
Himself perfect Godhead with perfect Manhood without division, without 
separation, without change, without commi„iure. "4 

Tue basic assumptions of this Vienna Christological Formula can be 
summarized as follows: 

a) Different formulations can exist within one church and can be regarded as 
orthodox even by those who do not use them in their theological tradition. 

b) Instead ofjust reinterpreting the terminology and the expressions ofthe fifth 
century it is essential to redefine the mystery of our faith in tern1s of the concepts of 
contemporary philosophy and theology and to use a modern language. 

c) As the mystery will always remain inexhaustible and ineffable our attempts 
at understandig and defining are only approximations of the truth. 

d) In this effort the different traditions either stressed unity or duality. Both 
attempts were considered orthodox as long as the stress on unity or duality did not 
deny the other ( divine respectively human) aspect. 

The proposals made by the theologians assembled in Vienna in their personal 
capacity as experts and faithful were submitted to the judgement of the competent 
church authorities there were received by popes and patriarchs and taken over even 

3 Wort und Wahrheit, Supplementary Issue No. 1, Vieru1a 1972, p.182; PRO ORIENTE „l11e Vie1U1a 
Dialogue - Five Consultations with Oriental Orthodoxy: Conununiques and Joint Documents" - Booklet 
No. l, VielUla 1990, p. 46 

4 Wort und Wahrheit, Supplementary Issue No. 2, Vie1U1a 1974, p. 174; PRO ORIENTE Booklet No. 1, p. 
58 
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word for word by common declarations signed by the Roman Pontiffs and H.H. 
Moran Mar Ignatios Yacoub III, Patriarch of Antioch 5 H.H. Pope Shenouda III 

• 6 ' , 
Patnarch of Alexandria, Mar Moran Ignatios Zakka I Iwas, Patriarch of Antioch 7 

the bishops ofthe Coptic Orthodox and the Roman Catholic Church8 and the Join~ 
Commission between the Roman Catholic Church and the Maiankara Orthodox 
Syrian Church.9 Thus, the Vienna Christological Formula was officially recognized 
by the highest church authorities concerned. 

lt will be a challenging task of this consultation or of a following one to 
reconsi~er the Vienna Christological Formula in the light of a dialogue between 
theologians of the Ephesinian and the pre-Ephesinian churches. 

On Extreme Dyophysitism 

During the discussions of the five non-official consultations between theo­
logians of the Roman Catholic and the non-Chalcedonian churches neither the 
subject of Nestorius, nor of Nestorianism or of the Assyrian Church of the East was 
on the agenda. Tue theology of Nestorius and the tendency of Nestorianism were 
marginally treated where it was considered to be essential for the historical under­
standing of what happened at the Council of Chalcedon or where it was important to 
understand the theological tendencies of this time. Extreme emphasis on duality is 
repeatedly condemned by the wording of the five Vienna dialogue rounds and 
o~~ou~ly ~lled Nestorianism. On the other band the extreme position of monophy­
s1t1sm is re~~cted under the_ label of Eutychianism. lt seems clear, that the twelve 
anathema_ta of the _Counctl of Ep~esus of 431 as defined in the letter of Cyril of 
Alexandria to Nestorms of Constantmople are included in this implicite definition. 

This is expressed in the communique ofthe First Consultation: 
"We fin~ our common basis in the same Apostolic traditions, particularly 

as ~rm~d. m the Nicea~-Constantinopolitan Creed; we all confess the dog­
matlc dec1s1ons and teachmgs ofNicea (325), Constantinople (381) and Ephe­
sus ( 431 ); we all_ agree in rejecting both the Nestorian and Eutychean positions 
about Jesu~ Chnst. We have endeavoured for a deeper understanding of the 
Chalcedoman and non-Chalcedonian Christologies which have seperated us 
until now."11 

The Second Vienna Consultation similarily stated: 
"For those of us in the Western tradition, to hear of the one nature of 

Christ can be misleading, because it may be misunderstood as a denial of his 
humanity. For those of us, in the Oriental Orthodox Churches to hear of two 
natures can be misleading because it can be misunderstood as affirming two 

'Wort und Wahrheit, Supplementary Issue No. 5, Vie1ma 1989, p. 184· PRO ORIENTE Booklet No 1 p 108 , . , . 

6 Wort und Wahrheit, Supplementary lssue No. 5, Vie1U1a 1989, p. 165; PRO ORIENTE Booklet No.l, p. 
109 and p. 111 

7 Wort und Wahrheit, Supplementary Issue No. 5, Vie1U1a 1989, p. 164· PRO ORIENTE Booklet No 1 p 117 , . , . 

: Wort und Wahrheit, Supplementary Issue No. 5, p. 168, PRO ORIENTE Booklet No.l, p. 120 
PRO ORIENTE Booklet No.l, p. 123 

:; Das Gemeinsame ~redo, Tyrolia VI, Wien 1983, p. 25 f. 
Wort und Wahrheit, Supplementary Issue No. 1Vie1U1a1972, p.182; PRO ORIENTE Booklet No.!, p. 46 
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persons in Christ. But both sides are agreed in rejecting Eutychianism and 
Nestorianism .... "12 

In the communique of the Third and the Fourth non-official Vienna Consul­
tations the Christological agreement was reaffirmed, whereas the Fifth Consultation 
stated in its final communique of September 25th, 1988: 

"The Fifth- Consultation emphasized that the great mystery of the Incar­
nation of the Son of God could not be exhaustibly formulated in words, and 
that within the lirnits of condemned errors like Arianism, Nestorianism and 
Eutycheanism, a certain plurality of expressions was permissible in the rela­
tion to the inseparable and unconfused hypostatic union of the human and the 
divine in the one Lord Jesus Christ. The Word of God Incarnate of the Holy 
Spirit, of the Blessed Virgin Mary, consubstantial with God the Father in his 
divinity and consubstantial with us in his humanity ... "13 

Thus, the Five Vienna Consultations were concemed to state, that any Chri­
stological definition defining the mystery by laying more stress on either unity or 
duality can be considered orthodox as long as they do not deny or undervalue the 
other aspect. In this context extreme monophysitism is considered to deny duality 
and is called Eutychianism, whereas extreme dyophysitism denying unity is defined 
as Nestorianism in the Vienna dialogue with the pre-Chalcedonian theologians.14 

Apart from this terminological use of the word Nestorianism no reference was 
made in these five dialogue rounds either to Nestorius nor to the Assyrian Church of 
the East. lt must also be stated that Nestorianism was not systematically treated as 
this was beyond the scope of that dialogue. 

Similar Methods - Similar Results? 

lt stands to reason that other elements of the five rounds of the Vienna Dialo­
gue with the pre-Chalcedonian churches could also be applied in this dialogue here 
and studied for their usefulness both in terms of sirnilar methods or in terms of their 
results. 

I. In terms of methods: 
a) starting with a non-official dialogue the results of which are then put before 

the competent authorities of the respective churches for judgement, this leading to a 
possible recognition for the official theological dialogue 

b) repeating the experience with the remaining problems in various further 
discussions in follow-up rounds 

c) starting with the historical problems which were decisive at the stage of se­
paration of the churches and going on to contemporary problems which are fermen­
ting actual church life 

d) starting with the easier problems (say the historical and dogmatical ones) 
and moving on to the more difficult and complicated questions (the ecclesiological 
and canonical) 

11 Wort und Wahrheit, Supplementary Issue No. 2, p. 175; PRO ORIENTE Booklet No.!, p. 59 
13 Wort und Wahrheit, Supplementary Issue No. 5, p. 149; PRO ORIENTE Booklet No.!, p. 102 
14 Wort und Wahrheit, Supplen1entary Issue No. !, pp. 154-166: Piet Schoonenberg SJ, Monophysitic and 

dyophysitic languages about Christ 
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II. In terms ofthe results: 
a) redefining of theolögical problems with the help of contemporary philosophy 

and modern language in order to give adequate expression to the concerns of the 
churches and Christians today : 

"In order to overcome these differences and to find mutual agreement and 
understanding, new ways of thinking and fresh categories of reflection and 
vision seem to be required, so that the sister Churches may together fulfil their 
common responsibility to the Lord and carry out their common mission in the 
light ofthe present situation and for the sake offuture generations."15 

b) solving the problem of the condemnation of persons who are recognized as 
fathers by the other side and dealing with the existing mutual anathemata: 

"In the question of anathemata now being pronounced by one side on the 
teachers and fathers of the other, we were of the opinion, that it was not 
necessary to insist on the acceptance of these as teachers and fathers by those 
who formally had condemned them. A formal lifting of the anathemata also 
may ~ot h_e necessary. lt may be possible for the Churches simply to drop from 
the hturgtcal corpus anathemata of saints and teachers of the other side as 
some Churches have already begun to do. "16 ' 

"A ... rnajor positive result of the first four Vienna Consultations was in 
relation to mutual anathemata. Several churches have in the interest of better 
ecumenical relations, given up condemning fathers and teachers of the other 
side in their liturgical practice. lt was recognized, that it may not be possible 
or necessary to lift these ancient anathemata formally; wrong teaching should 
however continue to be reproved. "17 

c) the recognition of councils of the past as ecumenical ones and their rele­
vance for the faith, especially those which are not recognized or even condemned 
nor formally rejected by the other side: 

"There is disagreement ... on the status of councils after 431 a.D. regar­
ded as ecumenical by the Roman Catholic Church . . . If there is anything of 
value in these later Councils this could be discussed ... The suggestion has 
been made, that some of these Councils can be regarded simply as general 
councils ofthe Roman Catholic Church. Only the first three councils would be 
regarded as ecumenically binding and pre-eminently the expression of the 
faith of the Apostolic Church. "18 

d) the naming offathers or church authorities in the liturgy19 

e) models offuture unity 
1 can imagine that the methods followed or the results achieved in the Vienna 

Dialogue between Roman Catholics and pre-Chalcedonians be put to fruitful use in 
our dialogue, be it as an inspiration for developing other ways or as a model for 
following a similar path. 

15 ~ort und Wahrheit, Supplementary Issue No. 4, Vienna 1978, p. 234; PRO ORIENTE Booklet No. !, p. 

:: Wort und Wahrheit, Supplementary Issue No. 2, p. 176, PRO ORIENTE Booklet No.!, p. 59 

18 Wort und Wahrheit, Sup~lement~ Issue No. 5, p. 149; PRO ORIENTE Booklet No.!, p. 102 
PRO ORIENTE „TI1e V1eru1a Dialogue - Five Consultations with Oriental Orthodoxy: On Councils and 
Conciliarity" - Booklet No. 5, Vienna 1993 p 61 " 

19 ' . 
PRO ORIENTE Booklet No. 1, p. 18: Holy 'Heretics'and 'Schismatic' Saints - Tue Question of 

Anathemata 
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Dialogue with the Assyrian Church 

Let me add some information about how the idea of starting a dialogue with 
pre-Ephesinian theologians developed. Obviously, it was already in the minds of 
those who wrote the new statutes of PRO ORIENTE in October 1979. When they 
formulated the different tasks relations with the pre-Ephesinian churches seemed a 
potential field of action for the foundation. 1 even remember an allusion made by 
our theologian of the founding days, Mons. Otto Mauer, about this kind of future 

dialogue. 
Tue possibility again came up at the First Regional Symposium in Deir Wadi 

Natron in Egypt in October 1991. The minutes recall that under the chairmanship of 
Metropolitan Amba Bishoy of Damiette 

"a rather lenghty exchange developed about the opportunity to engage 
PRO ORIENTE in a dialogue with the Assyrian Church of the East, which 
does not accept the council of Ephesos of 431 and was in the past considered 
as being Nestorian ... "20 

Mar Gregorios of Aleppo from the S)Tian Orthodox Church was advocating 
practical solutions for receiving the Assyrians by the other churches, especially in 
the Middle East. Bishop Krikorian from the Armenian Apostolic church called for a 
language in ecumenical dialogue "which rejlects more Christian charity". Archi­
mandrite Antiba from the Greek Catholic church called for a new way of understan­
ding Nestorius, Prof. Father Elie Khalife Hashem from the Maronite church sug­
gested the creation, of a special PRO ORIENTE Commission, composed of theolo­
gians belonging to all the churches of Syriac tradition in a broad sense. An initial 
dialogue with the Assyrians within this particular tradition could contribute greatly 
to clarify positions. This "Syriac" PRO ORIENTE commission could afterwards be 
extended to include others.Concluding this discussion H.H. Pope Shenouda indica­
ted that he would not be opposed to the idea of PRO ORIENTE handling the pro­
blem of the Assyrians. 

In the final discussion chaired by the Secretary General the Assyrian issue was 
taken up once more. There was a common feeling that it was . 

"not possible to include the Assyrians in the PRO ORIENTE consul­
tations between Roman Catholic and Ancient Oriental Theologians, because 
that would complicate the dialogue as well as the reception of its results by the 
faithful. .o21 

However, any Roman Catholic group or PRO ORIENTE would be free to 
open a separate dialogue with the Assyrians. Accordingly point 13 of the final 
Report and Suggestions ofthe Wadi Natron Symposium reads as follows: 

"m) A study of the faith of the Assyrian Church of the East and its 
rejection of the 3rd Council of Ephesus (431) was not considered to be a 
subject ofbilateral or multilateral dialogue in the near future, is however open 
to examination in the long run. "22 

20 PRO ORIENTE „The Vienna Dialogue - Five Consultations with Oriental Orthodoxy: Middle East 
Regional Symposium Deir Amba Bishoy" - Booklet No 3, Vienna 1993, p. 98 

21 PRO ORIENTE Booklet No. 3, p. 151 
22 PRO ORIENTE Booklet No. 3, p. 154 
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At the Second Study ~eminar on Councils and Conciliarity held in Vienna in 
June 1992, Professor Hofrichter of Salzburg University again raised the question of 
Nestorianism.23 The Armenian Archbishop Krikorian pointed out that the Assyrian 
Church is a member ofthe_World Council ofChurches. Thus other churches already 
find themselves in an organized relationship to them. 

The Second Regional Symposium held in Kottayam, Kerala, in October 1993 
was attended by Bishop Mar ;\prem of Trichur as well as priests and lay-people of 
his (old-Calendarian) church and of the neo-Calendarian Assyrian Church in 
India. The minutes state: 

"There was satisfaction that the bishop of the Assyrian Church present, 
Mar Aprem, agreed with the PRO ORIENTE Christological statement. H.H. 
Catholicos Mathews II greeted it with enthusiasm. Mar Aprem deplored the 
rejection ofthe Nestorian position in the communiques ofthe first two Consul­
tations. 

He stated that not using the term Theotokos by the non-Ephesinian 
church does not imply a denial of the Holy Virgin being the Mother of God. 

The Assyrian Church is neither pro - nor anti-Chalcedonian, since the 
responsibles of the Persian Church were not able to attend the Council of 
Chalcedon because of an ongoing war between the Persian and the Roman 
Empires. 

A Christology of the Persian Church should be studied and a dialogue 
initiated with theologians of all the churches of Syriac traditions. "24 

This is a short description of how the initiative of a dialogue on pre-Ephesinian 
theology in the framework of all the churches of Syriac tradition came about. 

PRO ORIENTE is most grateful, that a delegation composed of Archbishop 
Mar Gregorios of Aleppo and myself was received by H.H. Mar Dinkha IV in Tehe­
ran (February 141hto 171h 1994) and by Mar Addai II in Baghdad (May 19th to 25th 
1994) which in turn led to the participation oftheir theologians assembled here. 

We are equally grateful to the patriarchs and heads of the Oriental Orthodox 
and Oriental Catholic Churches of Syriac tradition for their understanding, support 
and blessing of our initiative. 

23 PRO ORIENTE Booklet No. 5, p. 53 
24 PRO ORIENTE Booklet No. 6 (in preparation) 
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Mar Bawai Soro / J. M Bi'rnie 

THE VIENNA CHRISTOLOGICAL FORMULA IN AN 
ASSYRIAN PERSPECTIVE 

1. Introduction 

In order to present an Assyrian perspective on the Vienna Christological For­
mula, we shall first divide the text ofthe formula into twelve (12) short and related 
segments, then make our remarks on each one respectively. As we deal with each 
segment we shall focus on issues that are relevant to our Christological discussion. 
Finally, we shall offer a concluding summary on this formula. However, during our 
work with the segments, we shall keep in mind the following four points as stimuli 
to our thoughts: 1 

Whenever dealing with confessional statements, the historical, theological, 
political and cultural contexts out of which the issues involved have arisen need to 
be kept in mind in order to discern its true significance. 

In Christological and confessional statements what needs to be the focus of our 
attention is not the words but the meaning of those words. In addition, the meaning 
of words shifts according to varying circumstances of time and space. lt may prove 
necessary, sometimes, to change words for the sake of conveying their original ideas 
more effectively. 

The subject matter of Christological and confessional statements has to do with 
rnatters of truth that are basically a mystery which cannot be fully comprehended. In 
other words, the essence of God is unapproachable and the mode of the Incarnation 
ofthe Word ofGod is ineffable. 

Before a group of people seriously begins a theological dialogue, participants 
must find a way to ascertain whether any side has substantially departed from the 
truths of the Gospel. 

II. Comments on the Christological Formula 

Segment 1: 
„ We, as Christians, fee/ united in a spirit of brotherhood in our faith in 

the one Lord Jesus Christ, God and Savior, and recognize equally the 
commission and prayer of our Lord that we may all be one in Hirn in order 
that we may bear common witness to Him that the wor/d may be/ieve (John 17, 
21). 

We find our common basis in the same Aposto/ic tradition, particularly 
as affirmed in the Nicean-Constantinopolitaan Creed; we all confess the 
dogmatic decisions and teachings of Nicea (325), Constantinople (381). .. 

Indeed we affirm the notion that all Christians should strive through dialogue 
towards re~nciliation until they actually achieve unity in a spirit of brotherhood 

1 The Survival ofDogma, Avery Dulles, Crossroad, New York, NY, 1971, pp. 160, 168-169. See Chapter 
( l 0) for a fuller discussion of dogma as an ecumenical problem. 
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and faith in the one Lord Jesus Christ. The common basis that the Church of the 
f!~st already finds. herself sharing· with the other sister churches is the dogmatic 
fa1th of the Councll of Nicea (AD 325), for during the Synod of Mar 'Ishaq (AD 
410) t~e Ch~rch of the East officially received the decisions and teachings of the 
~uncll of N1cea through the embassy of Marutha bishop of Maiparqat. 2 Since that 
time the Church of the East has with fidelity and fondness maintained the Nicean­
~onstantin~politan tradition and has implemented in its Trinitarian and Christolo­
g1cal teachmgs the essence of the Apostolic faith affirmed by the early Church 
Fathers. Therefore, today, we feel that the Church of the East would find the 
acceptance of such a statement very possible. 

Segment 2: 
..... and Ephesus (431); ..... 

Historically the Church of the East has never been officially approached by the 
Catholic Church or any of the Orthodox Churches to accept the Christological 
formula and. do~matic teachings of the Council of Ephesus (431). However, we feel 
that today, m hght of modern scholarship and contemporary ecumenical efforts 
there is a significant opportunity for dialogue and ultimately for progress in regard 
to the question of the relationship of the Church of the East to the Council of 
Ephesus by approaching the disputed Christological teaching and its formula with 
mutual restraint and respect, and with a desire for mutual understanding and 
tolerance. 

There are three points that we may suggest for consideration whenever there is 
a re~listic _inquiry into whether (or how) the Church of the East might accept the 
Chnstolog1cal formula ofthe Council ofEphesus: 

Since, _every Christological statement articulated by an authoritative body such 
as a Councll, a Synod, _or a Commission is an attempt to explain the inexplicable 
mystery of the Incarnatton, and because of the fact that no single formula or series 
of state~ents are ever able to capture in words the essence of the mystery of the 
Incarnatton, we therefore feel that the Christological formula of the Council of 
Ephesus needs to be respectfully considered as one among other genuine expressions 
f~o~ both the Eastern and Western traditions that are legitimate and validly 
s1gmficant. 

!he Christological debate, which prompted the Eastern bishops in the Roman 
Empire to convene the Council of Ephesus in AD 431 in order to resolve the 
ongoing debate over the modality of the union of the Divine and human natures in 
Christ,_ continued to persist with intensity for years even afier the conclusion of the 
Counc11. Therefore, the Church feit an urgent need for a more definitive resolution 
of the same Christological problem, which was actually achieved in the Council of 
Chalcedon (451). We therefore feel that the theological formulation of the Council 
of Eph~sus . need to be considered as they are refined and brought to a fuller 
completion m and through the Christological formula of the Council of Chalcedon 

' 

2 Synodicon Orientale, Oiereinafter SO) ed., J.B. Chabot, Paris, 1892, p 18-19 (Syriac text). 
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which clearly affinns the objective reality of both the Divine and human natures, as 
well as the persona13 .(hypostatic4 ) oneness of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. 

We feel that today particular attention needs to be paid, as well, to the 
Christological definitions and fonnulae which have been canonical sanctioned in 
the Church of the East5 • And since these Statements and others in both the Eastem 
and Western traditions stem from the one holy catholic and apostolic Church of our 
Lord, we feel that it is necessary to consider all of them as Statements in hannony 
with one another and as parallel in their common objective, for they all add spiritual 
enrichment and theological wealth to the one Christian tradition, each statement 
with its own unique genius and distinct authenticity. 

Segment 3: 
„... we all agree in rejecting both the Nestorian [position about Jesus 

Christ] .... 

A clarification of what the „Nestorian" Christological definition actually 
consists of and means, by both the Church of the East and other Churches, would be 
an important bridge connecting our differing vocabularies and points of view. The 
position ofthe Church ofthe East on the rejection of „Nestorianism", however, will 
all depend on what the participants in previous Vienna consultations and others 
understand the term „Nestorian" or „Nestorianism" to mean. 

If, for example, the term „Nestorian" as mentioned in the text of the Vienna 
Christological Formula is perceived to describe a union of the two natures of our 
Lord which results in „one and another'' or „Two Sons" in Christ, or suggests that 
Christ is an „ordinary man" whom God adopted in order to reside in him and 
inspire him, as in the righteous ones and prophets of old, then the Church of the 
East will also condemn and reject such teaching regardless of the „name" it has 
been presented under. 

The fact must be taken into account that historically the Church of the East has 
never understood the term „Nestorian" to mean what has been suggested above. On 
the contrary, the term „Nestorian" has always been conceived by Church of the East 
Fathers to refer to a Christological position in harmony with the orthodox teaching 
they had received from their Fathers who, in turn, received it from the Apostles. 

Segment 4: 
..... and [we all agree in rejecting the] Eutychian positions about Jesus Christ. 

If what is meant by the „Eutychian" position includes or reflects any of the 
following three points, then the Church of the East has already agreed for centuries 
to the rejection of the „Eutychian" position. 

An assertion that in Christ there were two natures „before the Incamation", 
there was only one „after the Incarnation". In other words, in the Person of the In­
camate Christ there was but a single nature, and that is the Divine nature, as against 

3 According to the tenninology used by the Church ofthe East. 
4 According to the tenninology ofEphesus and Chalcedon. 
s See Appendix 1 ofthis paper. 
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the Chalcedonian teaching of the double nature, Divine and human after the 
Incamation. · ' 

An emphasis on the divinity of Christ to the extent that it would seem to 
overlook or deny his integral humanity. A denial of the fact that the humanity of 
Christ was consubstantial with us. 

Segments: 

We have endeavored for a deeper understanding of the Cha/cedonian 
and Non-Cha/cedonian Christologies which have separated us until now. 

. The recent ongoing dialogue between the Assyrian Church of the East and the 
Umt on „Faith and Unity'_' of the Middle East Council of Churches (MECC) has in 
m~ny. w~ys be~n an occas1on for the Church of the East to enrich her understanding 
w1th. ms1g~ts mto what have been for her the most complicated and problematical 
te~nolog1e~ employed by the Oriental Orthodox brethren. The focus of the three 
sess~ons of dialogue that started in September 1992 has been on the subject of the 
Christology of the Church of the East. In spite of the fact that the resultant analyses 
drawn from these re~atively short encounters have reached across the theological 
spectrum, the delegat1on o~ our ~hurch re-affirmed her long-held view that though 
the Church of the East d1ffers m the „language and terminology"6 she uses to 
express her Christological faith from that vocabulary employed by Cyril of Alexan­
dria at the Council of Ephesus, we feit that the Church of the East does in reality 
share the same „essence" of the one Apostolic faith that thte Catholic Church and 
all the Orthodox Churches also share. The fact that the essence of our God remains 
a transcendent mystery compels us believe as well that no one statement of faith will 
ever be sufficient to express the ineffable mystery of the Incamation. Accordingly if 
a distinction is established between the „content" of our common faith and the 
„tenninology" utilized to ~rticul~te that faith, we at this consultation may be able to 
overcome most of the Chnstolog1cal problems which have thus far been the primary 
obstacles to the re-establishment of communion. 

Therefore, based on her goodwill and ecumenical commitment, the Church of 
the East "".ould welcome any bi-lateral or multi-lateral attempts to increase the 
un~erstandmg of all the participants in this Christological dialogue so that we may 
ulumately be enabled to remove all the obstacles which stand in the way of our unity 
in faith, love and service. 

Segment 6: 

We believe that our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ, is God the Son 
lncarnate; perfect in his divinity and perfect in his humanity. His divinity was 
not separa~ed from ~is ~umanity for a single moment; not for the twink/ing of 
an eye. His humamty 1s one with his divinity without commixture, without 
confusion, without division, without separation .„ .. 

6 N~ely, by emphasizing the objective reality ofboth the Divine and human natures in one Person, after the 
Uruon, and thus, by employing the Christological fonnula of Two Natures" Two Qnume" in One 
Parsopa". " ' " " 
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The Church of the EaSt would enthusiastically affirm this segment as it stands, 
and the literature of the Church speaks directly to the question, Concerning the 
Manhood of the divine Son of God, Mar Babai Raba states in his „Book of the 
Union": „With the beginning of its fashioning (was) its taking (and) its anointing, 
which was for the union, and the image of the Invisible was received, and God the 
Word dwelt in it for ever - not as the impiety of those early wicked men who said, 
'lt came to pass and then was anointed', nor as those of the company of the accursed 
Paul [of Samosata] who claimed that (it took place) at the baptism, nor as their 
colleagues who said that after the resurrection it acquired the honor of Sonship ... "7 

And, „Thus it is incumbent upon us to understand that with the voice of the angel, 
who said, 'The Holy Spirit shall come, and the power of the Most High shall rest 
upon you', immediately, with the sound, at that moment was the taking. "8 

Whenever a non-technical language is put to use in confessional statements, as 
in the one in segment 6, there seems to be less possible grounds for disagreement 
among its readers. With this statement we not only find no objectionable concepts or 
terrninology but we fully agree; if such an approach were utilized regularly there 
should be nor reason for disagreement. 

Segment 7: , 
We in our common faith in the one Lord Jesus Christ regard his mystery 

to be inexhaustib/e and ineffable and for the human mind never fully compre­
hensible or expressible. 

We regard such an understanding of the mystery of Incarnation tobe essential 
in dialogues such as this one, especially when the parties involved in the conver­
sation come from such differing points of view as the Antiocheans and the Ale­
xandrians. Such a consideration of the notion of mystery will help US to realize that 
no one statement or tradition is able to „fully comprehend or express the inexhau­
stible and ineffable mystery of the Incarnation." We feel that such an assertion 
should, if it is sincerely held, prevent, or at least minimize, the possibility of a 
church or an ecclesial authority condemning or rejecting the expression of a histori­
cally rooted and consistent statement of faith by any of the apostolic churches when 
such a statement arguably contains the same essence of the faith as - though its 
terminology is not in conformity with - that church or authority's own historically 
rooted and consistent usage ofterminology. 

Segment 8: 
We see that there are still differences in the theological interpretation of 

the mystery of Christ because of our different ecclesiastical and theological 
traditions, „ •.. 

For us the issue of differences in certain theological interpretations is partly a 
consequence of the different emphases which our Christological formulae have ma­
de in order to protect the one faith from certain „heretical" implications. When the 

7 See Babai the Great, Liber de Unione, A Vaschalde, Syr. Ed„ (Louvain: Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum 
Orientalium, 197 l) pp. 91-92. (Eng. Trans. by M.J, Bimie.) 

8 LU,p. 95. 
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?postolic fait.h is expressed. in different ways as a result of using differing methods 
m theology, ~n.accordance with. one's own language, tradition, philosophical terrni­
nolo~, ~d 1d1om.s, over a penod of time, the result will be that these differences 
may imphcate ~ divergent. meaning of interpretation, as well. Thus, the Church of 
the Ea~t ~eco~1zes that th~ effects of differences in terminology can go beyond the 
mere d1stmct1on of express1on. 

However, for us such dijierences in theological interpretation need to be first 
stated and then clarified in order for us to assess the nature or the source of dif­
ferences, i.e., whether the differences stem from the „essence" of the Apostolic faith 
o~ fro~ the „.form" through which that faith is being expressed.9 In our various 
d1scus~1ons with representatives from the Catholic, the Chalcedonian Orthodox and 
the Oi:iental Orthodox C~urches we have been impressed with the sense that we are 
all .tryin? to express the mcomprehensible mystery of the same faith, while each of 
us 1s trymg ~o protect what we feel is threatened by terminology differing from our 
o~. Wha.t ~s needed above all eise is humility, openness, and a willingness to put 
as1de susp1c1on about our mutual intentions. 

Segment 9: 

. . .... we are convinced, however, that these differing formu/ations on both 
s1des can be understood a/ong the /in es of the faith of Nicea and Ephesus. 

.In the case that there. should be an agreement between the churches as a result 
of th1s and other consultat1ons, we would feel the necessity of extending the scope of 
such a~ accord among these churches to include the Christological formula of the 
Councll. of Chalcedon as weil, assuming that the problem of terntinology has been 
de?lt with and successfully resolved. A significant part of the Christological tea­
chmgs of the Council of Chalcedon has been accepted by the Church of the East 
and ~e Council is included among the various „Western" synods considered 
canomcal. 10 

Segment 10: 

Re~lizing that there can be different emphases in the theo/ogica/ and 
dogmat1c elaboration of Christ 's mystery, we wish to encourage common 
efforts for ~ deeper _and more comprehensive understanding of this mystery in 
harmony w1th our different ecc/esiastical traditions. 

We agree very strongly with the affirmation of this paragraph. So far in this 
paper, we have suggested many times the idea that the Church of the East would 
welcome the possibility of continuing the present dialogue(s) or the initiation of 
fresh o~es, as long as ~hey encourage common efforts for a deeper and more com­
~rehens1ve. unde~s~~dmg of the. mystery of Christ. We will always seek the objec­
tive that ~11 leg~t1m1ze a p~urahsm of expression within the one apostolic faith in 
Jesus Chnst, whlle preservmg at the same time the essence of that faith. For we 

9 Dogmatic .~tem~ts essentially contain „essence" and „fonn"; ,,fonn" contain „words" and „concepts'" 
10 „concepts are mamly constructed of „concerns", „experience", and „presuppositions". (See Dulles, p. 19 l) 

SO„p.610. 
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must strive to prepare a Church of the future whose various theological formulations 
could be considered complementary rather than conflicting. 

We feel that the primary reason for any disagreement on Christological formu­
lae is not so much due to differences in understanding of the „essence" (content) of 
the Christian faith as it may well be owing to the lack of sincere and loving effort to 
seek reconciliation and compatibility between the differing definitions of terms em­
ployed to articulate the Apostolic faith in the mystery of the Incamation by the va­
rious traditions which make use of their own idioms, concepts and priorities.11 Thus 
the Church of the East would welcome future dialogues so that the various theolo­
gical schools may have the opportunity to reconcile terms utilized in their formulae. 

Segment 11: 
We have also discussed generally the problem of the Ecumenica/ 

Councils, their authority and reception, and we urge that these problems be 
extensively studied on both sides. 

The Ecumenical Councils were major ecclesial events for the Church within 
the domain of the Roman Empire. The Church of the East, being within the Persian 
Empire, was never directly involved in any one. Yet, it has ultimately received 
Nicea, Constantinople 1, and the canons of Chalcedon, and is in agreement with the 
tone and substance of others. Today, while we too would like to engage in extensive 
studies of the theological concepts and dogmatic decisions involved in all Ecume­
nical Councils, we would also like to ask the following question: „Is positive 
acceptance of all dogmas of the Councils an absolute prerequisite for agreement on 
other issues and for the question of unity?" · 

Segment 12: 
We commonly submit ourse/ves to the witness of the Holy Scriptures of 

the New Testament and thus to the Apostolic Kerygma and express our 
intention not to become weary in the search for a common language of the 
mystery of salvation in our Lord in a brotherly spirit ... 'until we all attain to 
the unity of the faith and of the knowledge of the San of God' (Eph 4: 13). We 
wish to see the mystery of the compassion of God translated into a life of 
Christian compassion. 

All of us have experienced how fruitfu/ this Consultation has been, and 
we pray that God who brought us together may bless us and guide our future 
eflorts in such helpful discussions. " 

11 A good example for the problem oftenninology is the important theological term „Qnoma", which is used 
in Christological statements ofthe Church ofthe East, and the term „Hypostasis", which may be considered 
as its equivalent. Qnoma has historically been defined by Babai Raba in Book ofthe Union, Mimra, IV, 
Head xvii, as: (a) ... a particular nature which has been individuated but not independently personalized; (b) 
As a specific exemplar of that which is common to a general classification or species - that which moves 
from an abstract generalization to a concrete example; (c) As a set of natural properties (as opposed to 
distinguishing accidents) as they exist in an individual. From this we see that Qnuma has been placed at the 
level of „Nature". One way to reconcile our terminologies is to redefine Qnuma on the level of „Person" as 
was the case in the West by the time ofthe Council ofEphesus. For more on the changing ofthe meaning of 
Hypostasis in the West, see Walter Kasper, The God of Jesus Christ, Crossroad, New York, NY, 1982, 
pp. 257-260. Also,Dulles, pp. 164. 
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. Indeed, it is s~gnificant that the participants close off the text of their statement 
w~th hope for a bnghter future, while committing themselves and their work to the 
w1tness of the Word of God and looking for God's compassion tobe reflected in an 
enhance? life of Chri~tian compassion. We consider such an approach and 
expe~tation ~o be a cruc1a_I step towards reflecting in the here and now the Reign of 
God m our hves. The arnval of God's kingdom, for which Jesus taught us to pray 
can be rea!ize~ among us_ in. a more developed form when the Church is able t~ 
fulfil~ God s wlll ~n earth m ~ way conforming as closely as possible to the reign of 
God m heaven. W1th love wh1ch reflects that of Christ we can transform the Church 
to be a loving community of believers, a church that is conciliatory and is 
conformed to „the mind that is in Christ Jesus". 

IIL Conclusion 

To s~m up o~r perspective of the Vienna Christological Formula, we first need 
to rec~gmze the smcere efforts that have been put into the formulation of the text. lt 
essent1ally reflects the apostolic teaching that is compatible to the theology of the 
~hur~h. of ~he Ea~t, though the terminology of some of its segments poses some 
lmgu1st1c d1fficulties. The task of any theological statement is one of much diffi­
culty, be~ause i~ attempts to clarify a mystery, and to do so, one will never be able to 
fully ach1eve h1~er ta_sk simply by using philosophy or Iogic, but by using words 
that are wove~ mto a smcere desire to worship that mystery without ever expecting 
to understand its essence. To talk about the Incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ one 
must m~e use of prayerful statements and worshipful assertions which go beyond 
the capac1ty of reason. 

To sum up, we wish to offer our concluding remarks for future formulae: 12 

We r~ommend for the ~ture tha~ a_ distinction be made between the „content" 
a~d :,form of our common fa1th. If th1s is so, we feel we will be able to eliminate a 
s~gmficant part of difficulties which form a barrier between different parties to the 
dialogue. 

'V-!e affirm _the notio~ _th~t dogmatic unity in pluralistic expression should go 
hand-m-hand w1th reconc1hation and ecclesial unity. There needs tobe tolerance of 
the concept of „pluralistic dogmatic expression in one faith". 

. Cr~dal state~ents m~y be regarded as the outward expression of the inner 
exigen~~es of. a hved fatth; they should not be forcibly imposed by external 
a~tho?hes ach~g upon groups of people not prepared for them by their corporate 
h1stoncal expenence. In order to restore communion one must impose no burden 
beyond what is indispensable" (Acts 15: 28). " 

. We need ~o look upon our Christological formula~ not as statements of abstract 
phllosophy With concepts which are alien and confusing to members of our 
churches, but rather a~ s~tements which reflect the liberating recognition that the 
God of love was and still 1s present and active among the lives of bis people today. 

12 Dulles, pp. 162-168. 
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APPENDIX 1: 

Synodial Christological Confcssions 

Synod of Mar Aqaq, AD 486 

But our faith in the dispensation of Christ should also be in a confession of two 
natures of Godhead and manhood, none of us venturing to introduce mixture, 
commingling, or confusion into the distinctions of those two natures. Instead,_ while 
Godhead remains and is preserved in that which belongs to it, and manhood m that 
which belongs to it, we combine the copies13 of their natures in one Lordship and 
one worship because of the perfect and inseparable conjunction14 which ~he 
Godhead had with the manhood. If anyone thinks or teaches others that suffenng 
and change adhere to the Godhead of our Lord, not preserving - in regard to the 
union of the parsopa of our Savior - the confession of perfect God and perfect man, 
the same shall be anathema. (Synod ofMar Aqaq, AD 486) 

Synod of Mar Aba, AD 544 

... These things were made known with precision by the gift of the Holy Spirit 
upon the disciples, who learned from the Holy Spirit that Christ is not ordinary 
man, nor God stripped of the clothing of manhood in which he was revealed, but 
Christ is God and man, that is, manhood which is anointed with [the Godhead] 
which anoints it. As it is written, „Therefore God, your God, anoints you with the 
oil of gladness above your fellows", the same making known his manhood. Again, 
„In the beginning was the Word", this showing his Godhead, which exists eternaliy 
and for ever, which created all that is seen and all that is unseen, and exists in three 
qnome, without beginning, without change, without passion, and without division, 
which are the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. As our Lord said- for by him the eternal 
Trinity was made known - as he spoke concerning himself, „Destroy this temple", 
that is, the manhood with which he clothed himself, and again said, „My Father, 
who [dwells] in me, performs these works", and again concerning the Holy Spirit 
who is in him when he said, „The Spirit of the Lord is upon me. Because of this he 
has anointed me." Behold, from the title „Christ" we learned about the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit, and we have understood his manhood from the same, and in it is 
the seal ofthe entire confession ofChristianity. Anyone who does not confess in this 
way, let him be anathematized. Anyone who introduces a „quaternity" into the holy 
and immutable Trinity, let him be anathematized. Anyone who does not confess that 
in the last time the Only-be-gotten Son of God, who is Christ our Lord, was revealed 
in the flesh, let him be anathematized. Anyone who does not acknowledge the 
suffering and death of the manhood of Christ, and the impassibility of his Godhead, 
let him be anathematized. Or anyone who seals a prayer with the name of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit but numbers some other with them, or does not believe 
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that in the name „Son" he refers to the Godhead and manhood of Christ together, or 
anyone who seals a prayer with the name of Christ and not as confessing the 
Trinity, let him be anathematized. (Synod ofMar Aba, AD 544) 

Synod of Mar ISo'yahb, AD 587 

... to „one Lord" they15 added „Jesus Christ", and revealed that which is one in 
common with the qnome of the Trinity „. but they did not add „one Lord, the Son", 
as in „one God, the Father". Instead, they altered the order of their words and said 
„in one Lord, Jesus Christ", not forgetting those correct matters which relate to the 
manhood of God the Word, magnificently explained and wisely proclaimed in one 
unity of the Godhead and manhood of Christ, even though those of the company of 
Eutyches babble and reject the manhood of the Son of God. For the title „Anointed 
One"16 is indicative of bis Godhead, which is from the Father, and of bis manhood 
which is indisputably from the mother, even though Eutyches and the offspring of 
bis error speak foolishly and deceive, denying the taking of our manhood, or 
affiT?1ing the o~literation of the manhood of Christ. Indeed, the fathers consequently 
contmued, saymg, „the Only-begotten and First-born of all creatures", as it is 
written. 

Again, they added, „by whose hands the worlds were established and 
everything was created", revealing (that) he was the Cause and Maker of all with bis 
Father. Again, they made known concerning bis Essence that he was „begotten of 
bis Father before all ages and was not made - Light from Light, true God from true 
God" - Jesus Christ in bis Godhead. Again, they continued, as it were, for the 
destruction of Arius, setting forth the world „homoousion", that is, „connatural" and 
„eo-essential" with the Father, by whose band everything came to be - Jesus Christ 
in bis Godhead. And struggling in the invincible armor of true teaching, with which 
they clothed themselves against the phantoms and apparitions of the worthless 
teachings ofthe Simonians and Manicheans, they said, „who for us men and for our 
salvat~o~ descended from Heaven and became incarnate by the Holy Spirit and by 
the Vtrgm Mary and became man" - Jesus Christ, in the union of bis natures, in bis 
revelation [in the flesh, and in his incarnation - for this indicates the uniting of the 
natures of Godhead and manhood, in that he descended, bcame incarnate, and 
became man. lt makes known the assumption of our manhood indisputably, so that 
from every side the hallucinations of the company of Simon and Mani might be 
removed, who deny his incarnation, and the taking of a body, and the revelation] of 
God the Word, who took our manhood and dwelt in it - as it is written The Word 

17 ' „ 
~came flesh and dwelt in us" - and that, even more, the greatness of the loving 
kmdness of him who descended and dwelt in us might be revealed. 

The impious Arius, because he ascribed things exalted and lowly to the nature 
of the Godhead of the Word, and did not know to apply them separately or 
conjointly, as the truth requires, for this reason was weighed (in the balances), and 
feil, and erred, and deceived, and was anathematized and excommunicated. But the 
fathers added to and completed the saying concerning the dispensation, and after the 

u I.e„ the 318 Fathers ofNicea. 
16 For 
17 Jn. 1:14. 
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teacbing concerning tbe'divine nature of tbe Only-begotten, and after the teacbing 
concerning the unity of the natures of Christ, tbat is, of his Godhead, which does not 
cbange and does not die, and his manhood, whicb is not rejected or forgotten, they 
added teaching concerning his manhood. As they had revealed clearly by way of 
exalted things concerning bis Godhead, (so) they would reveal clearly concerning 
his manhood, which was taken for us and for our salvation and for the renewal of all 
creatures, saying, ,,He was crucified for us in the days of Pontius Pilate, and 
suffered, and died, and was buried, and rose after three days", as the Holy Scriptures 
say - Jesus Christ in bis manhood. That is - let us speak the truth - in his corporeal 
state he accepted the death of the cross for us, in that it is clear to all the upright in 
their confession that, as the nature of his Godhead docs not suffer and die, so neither 
did his soul receive the sentence of death, for it is not possible for the soul to be 
subject to the limitation of death. Our Lord bore witness, „Do not fear those who kill 
the body but are unable to kill the soul."18 And the reality bore witness (to this), for 
after our Lord was crucified, and died, and his holy body was buried, he went in his 
soul to Paradise. 

Again, the blessed fathers added, „And ascended to Heaven and sat down at the 
right band of his father" - Jesus Christ in his manhood. For in his manhood he 
received exaltation and session at the right hand, not in his Godhead, which exists 
eternally and indestructibly with his Father. „And he is coming in glory to judge the 
living and the dead, whose kingdom has no end" - Jesus Christ in his Godhead and 
in his manhood. . .. 

This is the faith which does not corrupt, and this is its meaning, briefly, 
according to the sequence of its statements, by which the parsopa of Christ is 
proclaimed fully - and the natures of his Godhead and manhood - against those who 
acknowledge his Godhead but deny his manhood, and against those [ who acknow­
ledge his manhood but deny his Godhead, and against those] who deny his Godhead 
and confess that the manhood is ordinary or like one of the righteous .... 

After they had thus richly and fully proclaimed the truth, they turned thereafter 
to the anathematization of Arius and the children of his error. „But to those who say 
that there was (a time) when he did not exist, or before he was begatten he did not 
exist, or he was made from nothing, or say he was from some other qnoma or 
essence, or reckon the Son of God changeable and mutable, such the catholic and 
apostolic Church anathematizes." The heretics, that is, in their stubbornness, 
venture to ascribe the properties and suff erings of the nature of the manhood of 
Christ to the nature and qnoma of the Godhead and Essence of the Word, things 
which occasionally, because of the perfect union which the manhood of Christ had 
with his Godhead, are ascribed to God economically, but not naturally. (Synod of 
Mar ISo'yahb, AD 587) 

ISo'yahb 1, Letter to Ya'qob 

The faith in all (these) things is marvelous and cannot be explained ... which 
Christianity learned from the Holy Spirit through the apostles and through the pro­
phets concerning the manifestation of God the Word, and concerning the incarna-

18 Mt. 10:28. 
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tion which was for us and for our salvation, unto the renewal and reformation of all 
creatures. · 

For because of the great love (with) which he loved us he departed from the 
bosom of his Father by way of good pleasure19 , not by way of removaI2°, and came 
to the world, though he was (already) in the world, as it is written, the Hidden One 
revealed in the flesh. The Word became flesh and dwelt among us. He became, but 
was not changed. He who was the equal of God emptied himself and took the 
likeness of a servant. He took but did not increase, for in his generation as well as 
his taking his essence21 remained without change and without addition. Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God, God the Word, Light from Light, descended and became 
. d bec 22 mcarnate, an ame man by way of economy , beyond alteration or change. Our 
Lord God, Jesus Christ, who was born of the Father before all worlds in his 
Godhead, was born in the flesh from the evcr-virgin Mary in the last times the 
same, yet not in the same23 • The Word became flesh in an inseparable union' and 
dwelt among us. 0 the depth of the riches of the faith! He became but was not 
changed - let the Eutychians and Apollinarians lament! He took but did not add - let 
the Photinians and Paulinians wail! Again 1 say, let the faithless and the schismatic 
hear ... the truth of the faith and remain within the ccclesiastical folds with the 
whole Church, saved by the blood of the great Shepherd of the flock, Jesus Christ 
the Son of God, God over all, born in his Godhead eternally from the Father without 
a mother. The same, but not in the same, was born in his manhood from a mother 
without a father in the last times, suffercd in the flesh, was crucified, died, and was 
buried in the days of Pontius Pilate, and rose from the dead after three days. On the 
one band, Christ, the Son of God, suffered in the flesh, while on the other band, in 
the nature of his Godhead, the same Christ the Son of God was beyond sufferings -
Jesus Christ, impassible and passible, the Creator of the worlds and the recipient of 
sufferings, who for us was impoverished though he was rich. God the Word 
accepted the insult of suffcrings in the temple of his body economically, in a perfect 
union24 without separation, though in the nature of his Godhead he did not suffer 
as our Life-giver said, „Destroy this temple and after three days I will raise it up"25 '. 

Because the Jews in their stubbornness thought that he spoke concerning the temple 
of stones, the Evangelist explained the word of our Savior saying But he spoke 

. 26 ' ' „ 
co~cernmg the temple of his body" . Our Lord explained the entrance - by way of 
umon and not by way of mingling - into the parsopic union when he said, „No one 
has ascended to heaven except him who descended from heaven"27 • Indeed Christ, 
w~o descended from heaven without removal in his Godhead while not (yet) endued 
~1tb. a body28, and was, in the infinitude of his Godhead, also in heaven, the same, 
m his manhood, was exalted to heaven while he did not lose his visible nature 

19For ,)u~ 
20 For .lurö..J~ 
21 For a:i~a.lur<. 
22 For .)ul'Qg~ 

, 

21 • • - ' ~· For m::a !\:lo. ~ ou •~ .... u<. ~m !\:lo. ~m. Tue antecedent ofthe first ,,same" (masculine) is „our Lord 
2-1 God, Jesus Christ", and the antecedent ofthe second ,,same" (feminine) is ,,his Godhead". 

? for ~; r4IC\.o:w=i. 
"In. 2:19. 
26 Jn. 2:21. 
27 Cf. Jn. 3:13. 
28 For~rd~. 
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according to the angelic declaration, „This Jesus who has been taken up frorn you to 
heaven will corne just as you have seen him ascend to heaven"29 • Christ, the Only­
begotten and united, the Only-begotten of his Father, united and inseparable, whose 
Godhead is undying, incorruptible, and unalterable, and whose manhood is not 
taken away, or hidden, or destroyed. (Bo'yahb 1, Letter to Ya'qob) 

Synod of Mar Sabriso', AD 596 

lt seerned good to his fatherhood and to all the rnetropolitans and bishops to 
write this cornposition of the faith „. which accurately and plainly teaches us the 
confession which is in one glorious nature of the Holy Trinity of Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit, and reveals and shows us the glorious mysteries of the dispensation of 
God the Word, which at the end of times he perfected and fulfilled in the nature of 
our humanity, the sarne by which the heathen are conquered who acknowledge a 
multitude of gods, and Judaisrn is judged which does not acknowledge a Trinity of 
qnome, and all heresy is convicted and condemned which denies the Godhead and 
manhood of our Life-giver, Jesus Christ, accepting it with the exact meaning of the 
holy fathers, which the illustrious among the orthodox, the blessed Theodore the 
Antiochian, bishop of the city of Mopsuestia, „the Interpreter of the Divine Scrip­
tures", explained, with which all the orthodox in all regions have agreed and do 
agree, as also all the venerable fathers who have govemed this apostolic and 
patriarchal see of our administration have held, while we anathematize and alienate 
from all contact with us everyone who denies the nature of the Godhead and the 
nature of the manhood of our Lord Jesus Christ, whether through mixture and 
cornmingling, or compounding or confusing, introducing, with regard to the union 
of the Son of God, either suffering, or death, or any of the mean circumstances of 
humanity in any way,- to the glorious nature of his Godhead, or considering as a 
mere man the Lordly temple of God the Word, which, in an inexplicable mystery 
and an incornprehensible union, he joined to hirnself in the womb of the holy Virgin 
in an etemal, indestructible, and indivisible union. Again, we also reject one who 
introduces a quatemity into the Holy Trinity, or one who calls the one Christ, the 
Son of God, two sons or two Christs, or one who does not say that the Word of God 
fulfilled30 the suffering of our salvation in the body of his manhood. Though he was 
in hirn, with him, and toward him in the belly, on the cross, in suffering, and for 
ever, inseparably, while the glorious nature of his Godhead did not participate in 
any sufferings, yet we strongly believe, according to the word and intent of the 
writings and traditions of the holy fathers, in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Only­
begotten Son of God, who was begotten before the foundations of the world in his 
Godhead, spiritually, without a mother, and in the last times was born from the holy 
Virgin in a fleshly rnanner without the intercourse of a man through the power of 
the Holy Spirit. He is, in his etemal Godhead and in his manhood from Mary, one 
true Son of God, who in the nature of his rnanhood accepted suffering and death for 
us, and by the power of his Godhead raised up his uncorrupted body after three days, 

29 Acts 1:11. 
30 For ca~ 
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and prornised resurrection frorn the dead. ascension to heaven, and a new and 
indestructible and abiding world for ever. (Synod ofMar Sabriso', AD 596) 

. Synod of Grigor, AD 605 

... For the likeness of God took the likeness of a servant, according to the 
apostolic saying, and in it pert:ected and fulfilled the exalted dispensation which was 
for our salvation - the likeness of God in the likeness { 210} of a servant, one Son, 
our Lord Jesus Christ, through whom everything was made, perfect God and perfect 
man, perfect God in the nature of his Godhead, perfect man in the nature of his 
rnanhood, two natures of Godhead and rnanhood, the Godhead preserved in what 
belongs to it, the rnanhood in what belongs to it, joined in a true unity of the one 
parsopa of the Son, Christ. The Godhead perfected the rnanhood through suffering, 
as it is written, though suffering, change, or variation did not enter into the 
Godhead in any way. (Synod of Grigor, AD 605) 

Giwargis, Letter to Mina 

... the Savior of all appeared for our salvation in the last tirnes, according to the 
predictions of prophecy. And who was sufficient to perfect our salvation if not the 
Word of God, he who was also our Creator? Through him our salvation was per­
fected, for very appropriately God the Word, by the will of his Father, for the 
salvation of us rnen and for the renewal of all creatures, and that he rnight turn us 
from error to the knowledge of his Godhead, came willingly, though not departing 
from the bosorn of his Father, and within the wornb of the holy Virgin Mary, whose 
descent was31 from the seed of David and Abraham, according to the prediction of 
prophecy fashioned marvelously, beyond the strength of nature, a body in which 
there was an intelligent soul, and dwelt in it, uniting it with hirnself in one union of 
his own Sonship. For although in his perceptibility and irnperceptibility he was 
consubstantial with us (in) body and soul, yet in the union with God the Word his 
Taker, who united him with himself, that through him he might reveal his 
hiddenness, and in hirn [might show forth] the greatness of the power of his 
Godhead for our salvation and for the renewal of all, we confess and say that he is 
one Son in his Godhead and in his manhood. Although he is two natures - God in 
nature and qnoma and man in nature and qnoma - yet we confess and glorify one 
Son of God, now and at his corning again and for ever. When we say „Anointed"32 -

man who was anointed by Godhead, and Godhead which anointed manhood, 
according to the prediction of the prophecy of the blessed David, „because of this 
God, your God, anoints you with the oil of gladness above your fellows"33 - it is not 
as those who were anointed with the blessed oil, for the manhood of Christ was 
anointed with the Holy Spirit and with power, as it is weil written, and although we 
also confess and believe that Christ is God, yet indeed, when we say „God", it is not, 
by any means, „Christ" we are defining, for the Father is God but is not „Christ", 

31 ml::a.. m...k.r< ;i:im-br<:ia ~a!l!I ~;, t=n!I ~.m for 
ml:&. ~ma.k.r< )lmi:n<:ia ~a!l!I ~;, t=n!I ~.m. 
32~. 

33 Ps. 45:7. 
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and the Holy Spirit is God but is not „Christ", and although we see and know the 
man Christ, yet we also believe in and confess that he is God because of the Word of 
God who took him to himself and joined him with himself in an inseparable union, 
and made him his dwelling place for ever. (Giwargis, Letter to Mina) 

„Synod" of AD 612 

Therefore, for us men and for our salvation the Son of God, the Word, while 
not departing from the presence of his Begetter, came to the world and was in the 
world, and the world through him was made. And because created natures were not 
able to see the glorious nature of his Godhead, from the nature of the house of Adam 
he fashioned for himself wonderfully a holy temple, a perfect man, from the blessed 
virgin Mary, who was brought to completion without the intimacy of a man in the 
natural order, and assumed him34 and united him to himself and in him was 
revealed to the world, according to the saying of the angel to the mother of our 
Savior - „The Holy Spirit will come, and the power of the Highest will rest upon 
you. Because of this, he who will be born from you is holy and shall be called the 
Son of God" - concerning the marvelous conjunction and inseparable union which 
from the beginning of its fashioning the human nature which was taken had with 
God the Word, its Taker, teaching us that from that time we know one parsopa in 
our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, begotten before the ages without beginning 
from the Father in the nature of his Godhead, and born in the last (time) from the 
holy Virgin daughter of David in the nature of his manhood, as God promised 
beforehand to the blessed David, „From the fruit of your belly I will seat upon your 
throne". The blessed Paul interpreted the promise after the passing of matters, 
saying to the Jews concerning David, „From the seed of this (man) God raised up, as 
he promised, Jesus the Savior". Again, he wrote to the Philippians in this way, 
„PuPs°se this in yourselves, which is also Jesus Christ, who, being in the form of 
God 5 , took the form of a servant." Whom eise does he call the form of man if not 
Christ in his manhood? The one, he says, „took", but this (one) „was taken". [Weil 
then,] it is impossible to confuse the properties of the natures, for it is not possible 
for him who took to be the taken, or what was taken to be the Taker. For God the 
Word was found tobe revealed in the man whom he assumed, and his human nature 
to appear to creation in the order of his manhood, in an inseparable union, as we 
have leamed and maintain. But it is impossible for Godhead to be changed into 
manhood or manhood tobe transformed into the nature of Godhead, for it is not for 
the Self~xistent to fall under the necessity of change and of passion. For if Godhead 
is changed, it is no longer a revelation but a corruption of Godhead. Again, if 
manhood departs from its nature there is no longer the salvation but the obliteration 

ofmanhood. 
Conceming this, we believe in our hearts and confess with our lips one Lord 

Jesus Christ, the Son of God, whose Godhead does not disappear, and whose 
manhood is not stolen away, but who is complete God and complete man. When we 
say of Christ „complete God" we are not naming the Trinity, but one of the qnome 

l-4~a. 
3S r(~r<'~ r4\a;n~ _.mac\ur<' ~~ am 
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of the Trinity, God the Wor~. Again, when we call Christ „complete man" it is not 
all m~n ~e are ~ami~g, but the one qnoma which was specifically taken for our 
salvat1on .mt~ umon w1th the Word. Because of this, our Lord Jesus Christ, who was 
begotten m h1s Godhead from his Father eternally, was born in the last times for our 
~e from the .holy Virgin in his manhood. Though in his Godhead he remains 
~1thout necess1ty, ~ithout ?assion, and without change, in his manhood, after his 
b1rth, h~ was also circumc1seq_ and grew up, according to the witness of Luke the 
Evan~ehst: ,,Jesus grew in his stature, and in wisdom and grace toward God and 
men. .He kept the Law and was baptized in the Jordan by John, and then began to 
proclaim th~ new covenant. While by the power of his Godhead he worked wonders 
- t.h~ cleansmg of Jepers, ~he opening of blind (eyes), the expulsion of demons, the 
ra1smg of the dead - yet m the nature of his manhood he thirsted, hungered, ate, 
d~ank, became weary, and slept. Last of all (these) things, for our sake he delivered 
h1mself over and was crucified, suffered, and died, though his Godhead did not 
?epart from him, nor did it suffer. His body was wrapped in a linen cloth and placed 
m a tomb, and after three days he rose by the power of his Godhead, as he had said 
beforehand t~ ~e Jews, „Des~roy thi.s temple and after three days I will raise it up." 
The ~vangehst mterprets (th1s), saymg, „But he spoke concerning the temple of his 
body . An~ after he r~se he went about on the earth with his disciples (for) forty 
da~~· showmg them h1s hands and his feet, saying, „Touch me and know that a 
sp.mt has no flesh and bone.s as ~ou see that I have", that by word and by deed he 
m1ght as~ure them concermng h1s resurrection, and by the trustworthiness of his 
resurrection he might confii:m in us the hope of our resurrection. And after forty 
d~ys he ascended to h~aven .m the sight of his disciples, while they were looking at 
h1.m, and a cl~ud rece1ved h1m and he was hidden from their eyes, according to the 
w1tness of Scnpture. And we confess that he is going to come from heaven with the 
pow~r and glory of his angels and bring about resurrection for all the race of men 
and Judgment an? trial fo~ all rational (beings), as the angels said to the apostles a~ 
the moment of h1s ascens1on, „This Jesus who is taken up from you to heaven shall 
so come as you have seen him ascending to heaven". By this they clearly taught us 
that also the qnoma of this manhood was taken up to heaven36 , and it was not 
?estroyed or changed, but was preserved in an inseparable union with his Godhead 
m the exalted glory in which he is going to appear37 in his final revelation from 
heaven, to the shame of his crucifiers, and to the rejoicing and boast of his faithful 
to whom, and to whose Father, and to the Holy Spirit (belong) glory and honor fo; 
ever. („Synod" of AD 612) 

36 ? For rda ~i~r< rda : ~ .a.l~mr< r<:~m ~r<~ ~ ~r< .\ur<~ r<:~m::ia. 
Cl2 ~a.Llr<'~ t"'Ö1a..la ~~r< 
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Mar Aprem G. Mooken 

THE VIENNA CHRISTOLOGICAL FORMULA 
IN AN ASSYRIAN PERSPECTIVE 

The Church of the East does not find it difficult to subscribe to the Vienna 
Formula of Christology because the Church of the East ~ccepts lik_e all o~her 
Churches that decisions and decrees of the first two ecumemcal Counctls of Ntcea 
325 A.D. and Constantinople 381 A.D. . 

Every Church recites the Nicene Creed. The Church of the East reelles the 
Nicene Creed without the addition made to it later. The Western Churches added 
the filioque clause that is the Holy Spirit proceeded not only from the Father but also 
from the Son. 

In May 1994 as the present writer worshipped in the Indian Orthodox_ Qurbana 
in London - England, the words 'Mother of God' in. t~e Nic~ne Crecd rec1ted_therc 
made him realise that here was an addition to the ongmal Ntcean Creed. He dtd ~ot 
mention it to the worshippers there, because experience in the past has taught htm 
that they would not believe that their Fathers made an addition to the Nicean Cree~. 
But can anybody claim that the expression 'Mother of God' w~s used _by anybody m 
the Council ofNicea in 325 A.D. or in the Council ofConsta~tmople m 381 _A.D.? 

Pope Shenuda III writes that Nestorius „believes tha~ Samt Mary gave b1rt~ to. a 
mere human and that Divinity dcscended and filled th1s human; thus the VIrgm 
Mary would be called the 'Mother of Jesus' (Christotokos), and not the 'Mother of 
God' (Theotokos). 1 lt is clear from the prayer book (hudra) of the Chu:ch of the 
East that they never claim that Jesus „was merely a man born of a woman. . 

The problcm is that of the terminology. In reply to the second anathemat1sm 
Nestorius states that . 

„ ... if anyone ascribes to the flesh, by reason of its reception of God, ex~ens1on to 
the infinite and boundless, and says that God and Man are one the same m nature, 
let him be Anathema."2 • 

The phraseology of Cyril of Alexandria was not clear to the Antlocheans. 
Refering to this Anathema, Theodoret of Cyrus wrote: . . , . . 

„But we are wholly ignorant of the phrase 'hypostatlc umon ~h1ch 1s stra~ge 
and foreign to the divine Scripture and to the Fathers. Does Cynl mean by it a 
mixture of flesh and Godhead?"3 , 

As Dr. Sebastian Brock wrote,4 it is better to leave qnoma just transliterated to 
avoid confusion. As Pope Shenuda III wrote in his commemoration-medal he had 
coined with the inscription „PRO ORIENTE Symposium - Egypt Oct. 1991 - Amba 
Bishoy Monastery - Perfect in Divinity, Perfect in Humanity - CHRIST OUR LORD 
- 1 Tim 3,16."5 

1 PRO ORIENTE. Tue Vienna Dialogue - Five Consultations with Oriental Orthodox-y: Middle East 
Regional Symposium - Deir Amba Bishoy. Booklet No. 3, 1993, pp. 5819 

2 Aprem G. Mooken,A Studyofthe East, Bangalore 1966 
3 Herbert Bindley, The Ecumenica/ Documents ofthe Fai_th, London 1950, p. 126 
4 Sebastian Brock, Studies in Syriac Christianity. In: Vanorum XIII, p.131 
3 PRO ORIENTE, Booklet No. 3, 1993, p. 9 
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Discussion: 

Prof Samir: The tcrm "qnoma" was transliterated but never translated into Arabic, 
but used as such, even in the Coptic Church. 

Mar Bawai: The exact meaning of "qnoma" is at the heart of the issue. Especially 
because of the fact that the m~aning of qnoma changed in the 4th-5th centuries. At 
the Council of Nicea, qnoma was identified with "ousia" and very close to the 
meaning of "kyana". In the West Syrian tradition, under the influence of the 
Cappadocian Fathers, the meaning of qnoma developped to came very close to that 
of person. That change did however not occur in the East Syrian tradition. If we can 
define what qnoma means today, most ofthe difficulties would be insignificant. 

Dr. Haintha/er: 1. The speakers underline the need to find new ways of expressing 
the faith. 1 agree with this vision, but at the same time we need to understand the 
ancient formula. We have to try to understand what the Church Fathers really 
wanted to say. 

2. What does Mar Bawai exactly mean when he speaks of the "dogmatic decisions 
and teachings of Ephesus ( 431)": the text of 431 or the formula of the union of 433? 

Prof Koodapuzha: Attempts have been made to define "kyana" as a nature in the 
abstract sense; "qnoma" as a concretized nature; "parsopa" as person. Are these 
attempts acceptable to us here? 

?resident Stirnemann: These first papers were not meant as an introduction to a 
historical discussion. There will be time for it later. If we want to find a solution to 
the Christological problem, it will not be in the formulas of the 5th century. We 
need a Statement in the language of today. The Churches will have to face the 3rd 
millennium. 

Prof Davids: What does Mar Bawai mean by the expression "Christological 
teachings of Ephesus"? In the previous Vienna Consultations it was easier to come 
to agreement because there were no "Eutychians" present. We have now persons 
here who were called "Nestorians" in the past and have Nestorius in their tradition. 
PRO ORIENTE, in 1971, should have also included the Nestorians into their 
considerations. lt is an easy solution to anathematize. 

Mar Bawai: lt is important to understand the exact meaning of the teaching of the 
Councils. Our thinking comes from three different traditions, which now interact for 
the first time after 15 or 16 centuries. We have tobe honest to our traditions, when 
we want to express ourselves in an ecumenical manner, even if that may create 
difficulties, for instance with the Oriental Orthodox. The problems exist and we 
have to express them. Our efforts are geared to solve the problems. We will be 
working and praying for it. 

Prof Jammo: Everyone is innocent until proved guilty. Someone has to prove that 
what Nestorius said is "Nestorian". The Church of the East does not have to prove 
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that it is innocent. lt is up to the others to prove that the Church of the East is guilty 
of saying two Sons, two persons. But show me one author of the Church of the East, 
or any liturgical or canonical text where it says that Christ is two persons! All of us 
would probably agree with what Mar Bawai says about the Christological formul~ of 
Vienna. If we leave the philosophical background and come to the actual mearung, 
we can sign it. 

Mar Severius: The experience of the Vienna Consultations shows that there is a real 
need to go deeply into the problems. Our lesson from the former consultations is 
that we have to tackle the problems that really separate us. From what Mr. 
Stirnemann said one could get the impression that we are going to close that 
chapter. We cannot forget the 4th - 5th centuries. We need a real discussion of 
qnoma, parsopa. Afterwards we can speak about the content. Only if we discuss the 
formulas of the 5th century can we know if the reasons of the difficulties were only 
social or political or if there was a real meaning behind them. 

Bishop Matar: Mar Bawai rightly makes the distinction between faith and the 
expression of faith. However, even the human expressions h.ave somethin~ to do 
with the truth, have a relation to the truth. If we explam the two different 
expressions, we should be able to understand each other. . 
Mar Bawai wishes that pluralism is tolerated, and calls for understandmg what each 
church intends. We have to bring the two conflicting expressions together in order 
to see what we are trying to say. He reports about his experiences in the Middle East 
Council of Churches where he heard for the first time "words not comfortable to us, 
corning from a strange context". As the Coptic delegation explained St. Cyril, on the 
substance we could agree. lt was difficult. We had to struggle and to pray to come to 
an understanding in front of the conflicting expressions. Only after that we discover 
that our faith is in fact one. Our faith is really one, though the different sides tended 
to emphasize either duality or unity. 
The Church of the East has been accused of claiming one thing intellectually but 
practising another faith. This is a challenge. When we speak the Orthodox faith we 
also practise it. 

Dr. Hainthaler quotes St. Ignatius who said: Every good Christian has to suppose 
that the other Christian has the good faith. This attitude would ensure the conditions 
for a fruitful dialogue, conceding to the other that he is orthodox. If you do find him 
wrong, then in all love try to explain it to him. . . 
What does Mar Bawai mean when in his introduction (n. 4) he puts as a cond1t1on 
for dialogue that "participants must find a way to ascertain whether any side has 
substantially departed from the truth ofthe Gospel"? 

Mar Bawai: This tries to associate faith and practice. Since we come together, we 
suppose that we already practise that faith. In the dialogue at the Middle East 
Council of Churches we were challenged that we believe in one faith and practise 
another one. This is very painful. 
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Si~ce no church has left, tl~is is a sign that all of us are actually living in the right 
faith. But there are historical, dogmatical, canonical and ecclesiological problems to 
solve. 

Prof Samir: In the Middle Ages we have at least ten Arab theologians from the 
three main traditions - Jacobite, Maronite, Nestorian - who want to understand what 
each C?urch is trying to say in their Special terminologies. They come to the 
conclus1on that there is unanimity in faith in spite of the diversities in the 
expressions. lt is good if one can say, "The others say it differently. lt is not the best 
but it is all right." Speaking of Mary as Mother of God in Arabic would be 
impossible, a blasphemy. 

Prof Fiey: At that time they made no distinction between "Godhead" and "God" 
when they said Christ is God. They did not have the words for it. Hence the refusai 
to say "Mother ofGod". 

Prof Koodapuzha: The expression "Mother of God" remains a difficulty even now, 
for theology students of today. They tend to ask, "Does it mean Mother of the 
Trinity?" The insistance on uniformity - instead of unity - has been at the origin of a 
lot of problems and sufferings. 

Prof Brock: What does Mar Bawai mean in his paper when he speaks of the 
Christological formula ofEphesus? 

1. The Council did not issue a proper formula and so it would be the same as Nicea· 
this would solve all the problems. ' 
2. If the second letter of Cyril is meant, then there would be a real problem for the 
Church of the East. 

3. Ifthe formula ofthe union of 433 is meant (as A. de Halleux would suggest), then 
the problem would be solved. 

Mar Bawai: 1 referred to the wording of the Vienna Agreement. As far as the 
condemnation of Nestorius is concemed, we would like to keep it open for the time 
being. As far as the substance is concerned, all dogmatic texts should be taken into 
consideration. 

Ma~ Greg~rios: Now our discussions are concerned mainly or even only with the 
Chnstolog1cal formula. There were many other issues in the Vienna Consultations. 
What about the canons of Chalcedon mentioned by Mar Bawai? 

Mar Bawai: The synodical tradition of the Church of the East (cf. Synodicon 
Orientale) contains a !ist of Western synods that have been accepted in the Church 
of the East. The Synodicon has several implicit mentions of Chalcedon. There is 
also an explicit mention of the canons of Chalcedon, as a positive gesture to the 
Western Church. With the time passing, it became clear that the expression 
"hypostatic union" was the only difficulty that the Church of the East had with 
Chalcedon. 
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Prof Samir: We need to explain the many texts of one Church against another .. we 
have to assume history and e:ll.-plain it in order to liberale ourselves. At the same time 
we also have to think about something new. 

Mar Gregorios: Most of the writings are against Nestorius and the Nestorians as far 
as the doctrine is concerned. They are not directed against any living community. 

Prof Hofrichter: The discussions about the term "hypostasis" in relation with the 
Trinity in the 4th century are the root of the Christological difficulties in the 5th 
century. The Cappadocian Fathers distinguished between "ousia" and "hypostasis", 
the council of Nicea, however, used "hypostasis" as "ousia". Therefore, discussing 
the understanding ofthe Trinity in the 4th century will bring us progress. 

Prof Davids: One of the main difficulties is the expression "Theotokos" that 
appears in official texts in 431. Does it have a history in literature before that? Or 
was it used only out of fear of Nestorianism? lt would be interesting to study this 
point. 

Second working scssion: Friday June 24, aftcrnoon 

Chairman: Bishop Bou/os Matar 

The paper of Prof. Abramowski is read by Prof. Brock 

Luise Abramowski 

THE HISTORY OF RESEARCH INTO NESTORIUS 

Modem research concerning Nestorius, bishop of Constantinople 428-431, 
started with „Nestoriana", edited by Friedrich Loofs in 1905. The book is a 
collection ofthe extant Greek and Syriac remains, often fragments, then known. For 
the first time fragments of the several sermons were put together by Loofs under 
their hearings or other characteristics, so that a picture of the preacher was begin­
ning to emerge. Loofs's fundamental work became the point of reference for every 
scholar who edited writings containing quotations from Nestorius, mainly Eduard 
Schwartz for the Acts of the Ecumenical Councils (ACO) and Joseph Lebon for 
Severus of Antioch (in CSCO). The edition of Severus added also new fragments 
formerly unknown. The „Nestoriana" can be now brought up to date with the help of 
Maurice Geerard's invaluable Clavis Patrum Graecorum, vol. III, 1979, nos. 5.665-
5. 766; missing in his survey are only the few quotations, partly unknown, contained 
in the „Nestorian Collection of Christological Texts" (see below). 

In 1910 Paul Bedjan edited under the name of bis real author, Nestorius, „Le 
livre d'Heraclide de Damas", the name ofHeraclides being of course a camouflage. 
In the same year already appeared the French translation of this long text, done by 
Fran~ois Nau with the help of Bedjan himself and of M. Briere. This volume com-
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prised also several appendixes, i.a. three complete Greek sermons by Nestorius. An 
English translation by G.R. Driver - and Leonard Hodgson followed in 1925, 
awkwardly called „Th9 Bazaar of Heraclides", because the translators were 
evidently not ~ware thati"-j ~ L can also mean tractate; Anastos (s. below) even 
th~ught that 1t was a ta_ult ot the Syriac translator to use f .t.. j ~/..., at all! 
Dnver/Hodgson were rev1ewed by Loofs rather critically in 1926; the reviewer 
sketched a pro gram of research jtill to be done on the book at that time, after the 
first flourish of publications caused by Bedjan's and Nau's foundation work bad 
died down. lt was this review which gave the idea to undertake the tasks, as Iisted by 
Loofs, myself, since nobody eise bad done it in the meantime. The results can be 
read in the second part of my monograph of 1963, a volume in the Subsidia of 
CSCO, with the title: „Untersuchungen zum liber Heraclidis des Nestorius". 

To clear up the question of authenticity I subjected the work to literary critical 
analysis. Not all of the book was by Nestorius himself, but he is the author of the 
largest part which is his Second Apologia. At the end of the Apology I found some 
interpolations, presumably from the late 5th century. But more important is the fact 
that somebody whom I call Ps.-Nestorius has written a kind of introduction to the 
main part, i_n the form of a dialogue. All of this was done by Greek sympathisants, 
at Constantmople no doubt. To fit the Dialogue and the Second Apology together 
part of the original introduction by Nestorius was cut away. The demarcation line is 
between p. 125 and 126 of Bedjan 's edition. The results of this analysis have been 
accepted by Grillmeier, Gribomont and de Halleux, while others tried to interpret 
the facts in other ways. The existence of the Dialogue is an important witness to the 
survival of Antiochene christology into the late fifth century in the Greek West. In 
fact it was still existing there in the 6th century. 

Ps.-Nestorius develops a christological doctrine which is a variant on the 
teaching of Nestorius. Concerning the two prosopa in Christ which are the one pro­
sopon he is going a step further than Nestorius: the prosopon of one nature „appro­
priates" the prosopon of the other nature and thus there is one prosopon, the „own" 
prosopon of one nature becomes the „own" prosopon of the other (and yiceversa). 
But both authors differ completely in the use of hypostasis; the authentic Nestorius 
~s two hypostases for the two natures in Christ, but the author of the dialogue does 
Without the term in christological teaching - with one surprising exception. He says 
after having spoken of „one" and „two" in Christ: „They have difference of nature, 
one qenoma and one „parzopa" (Bedjan p. 81, 4 f.). Nau in his translation added to 
this, though in brackets: „(pour chaque nature)" (p. 52, 11 f.), because he considered 
the Dialogue to be authentic and could not believe that Nestorius would use µta. 
umxna.crtl; for the one Christ. 

At this point let me digress for a moment. When Antiochene and Syriac 
dyophysite theologians of the 5th century take their basic formula, two natures, one 
prosopon, as a frame and start to develop it into the variants we find in Nestorius 
and Ps.-Nestorius (there are further variants in the Syriac translation ofTheodore of 
Mopsuestia, De incarnatione in add. 14.669, andin Narsai), they all have a common 
starting point. lt is tobe found in a single passage from Theodore's De incarnatione, 
bk. VII, eh. 63. All the elements of the later development are there, though in a 
rather loose connection, which explains why people feit free to go on from that in 
their own several ways. These elements are 
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1) &o"ts ooKsn &icrl.v Mo 7tp0crromx &.A.A.' 'sv 
(in Christ), „so that there are not anymore two prosopa but one"; 
2) I S:- ' -A. ,, C I ~ ~ 

Ol>ut> ycx.p CX.1tpuCJ©1tOV 60"'tlV l>1tOO"'tCX.O"tv 6t1tStv, 

„you may not say that hypostasis is without prosopon. This is said about the 
Logos and not repeated in the following sentence about the human nature - should 
we add it here mentally by inference? 

3) the constitution of man is given as an example by Theodore: soul and body 
have each a nature, a hypostasis, a prosopon. The inference „therefore in Christ..." 
is not drawn expressly. 

Theodore evidently never worked out this sketch in another of his works, so 
anybody who took it up had to try and answer for instance the question for himself, 
how the two prosopa were one prosopon in Christ. So far as 1 can see, this special 
question was taken up explicitly only by Nestorius and in his wake by Ps.-Nestorius. 
Later Syrians like Babai the Great and others when they speak of it are using the 
Liber Heraclidis which they of course took to be an authentic work throughout by 
Nestorius. 

In the conclusion of my monograph on the Lib. Her. (p. 228 f.) 1 pointed out 
the difficulties arising from the fundamental presuppositions of Nestorius. The 
presuppositions are three: 

1) The unity of the one Christ is a matter af course (it has been the merit of 
Scipioni, to point this out firmly, see below) and is seen from the outside so to 
speak, the one prosopon is a prosopon of doxology; it is also seen in Christ's work 
and reign; 

2) the absolutely transcendent nature of the God Logos which cannot unite 
itselfwith human nature in a „physical" manner; 

3) the füll human nature without any diminution. 
During his time in Constantinople Nestorius did no more than to put side by 

side the three elements just defined. But the description of Christ's unity „from the 
outside" was misunderstood to be purely external; nevertheless the polemics against 
the teaching of one nature and one hypostasis caused Nestorius to stress even 
sharper the differences of the two natures. But how to present the inner structure of 
the unity in Christ? The natures, unable to communicate as natures because of their 
definition, are to be further determined in such a way that their coming together 
could be understood as indivisible union. So Nestorius sharpens so to say their 
concept to the point of the prosopon physikon of each nature; the prosopa physika 
„use" each other. The mutual „usage" cannot be conceived tobe interrupted even for 
a moment - otherwise there would not be the „one common prosopon of union" of 
both. What Nestorius really aims at is the identity of existence of both natures. 1 
have told you already, how much nearer Ps.-Nestorius has come to this aim (above 
p. 2). - So far about the Liber Heraclidis. 

lt is of course impossible to deal here with all the literature on Nestorius even 
of modern times. Fur a usefully short survey see Grillmeier in the appendix of his 
English „Christ in Christian Tradition" of 1963, p. 496-505, beginning with the 
year 517 and going on to 1963. Even for the time after 1945 1 shall only mention 
and speak about a few titles which seem to me to have advanced our understanding, 
or are otherwise characteristic. The treatment of Nestorius and his christology by the 
specialists has been on the whole fair and balanced, sometimes even sympathetic. 
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Farthest in this direction went the renowned byzantinist Mitton V. Anastos in 
his ~rticle in Dumbarton Oaks Papers of 1962 „Nestorius was orthodox". lt was Just 
poss1ble for Anastos to mention Gril/meier's paper „Das scandalum oecumenicum .. " 
(S~hola~tik 1961) in. his. notes. He finds himself „in essential agreement" with 
Gnllm~1er. „The major d1fference between us", Anastos continues, „is that I take 
Nestonus to have been completely orthodox, whether judged on the criterion of the 
Ch~lced~nian Symbol or from th~ point of view of speculative theology, whereas he" 
(Gnllme1er) „has some reservations". Anastos takes as point of comparison not only 
the Chalcedonense but a~so t~e secon~ l~tter ~f Cyril to Nestorius. In his summing 
up we read (p. 139): „St1ll, smce Cyrtl 1s umversally esteemed in the Church as a 
Chalcedonian before Chalcedon, the christology of Nestorius if orthodox should be 
reconciliable,. notwithst~nding .angry denials on both sides, ~th Cyril's. 'in truth, it 
must be adm1tted, the hne wh1ch separates them on this, as on all other issues is 
either very thin or nonexistent. Both agreed that the qualities of the two natures ~re 
referable to the one person, Jesus Christ. They defined this entity somewhat 
differently, but is obvious that Cyril's 'one prosopon, ... the one incarnate hypastasis 
of God the Logos' and Nestorius' 'one prosopon of Christ' ... were both intended to 
define the Jesus Christ of the Gospels. Moreover, Cyril's characteristic notion that 
'the Logos suffered in the flesh' is theologically the exact equivalent of Nestorius' 
dogma that the Logos suffered in the prosopon of the manhood he took for his own" 
(this latter expression is in fact from Ps.-Nestorius). „For as we have seen ... , the 
prosopon ofthe manhood is the schema or the flesh and body of Jesus Christ". 

Two years later appeared, in Greek, the doctoral thesis of Georgios Bebis 
(Mm{µm1~): „Contributions to the research on Nestorius, from the orthodox view­
point", Athens 1964. Evidently, for Iinguistic reasons, the author could not make 
use of Scipioni's first monograph on Nestorius of 1956; the only case where there is 
a reference to the content of Scipioni, it is through Grillmeier's Das scandalum 
~umenicum .. :" A~astos is contradicted, and Bebis is scandalizeci' by the connec­
t1on seen by Gnllme1er between Nestorius and the great Cappadocians for the use of 
their trinitarian distinctions between ousia, hypostasis, prosopon in christological 
mat~ers. (1 may add, that there are also christological expressions of Gregory 
Naz1anzen taken up by Nestorius). The „orthodox viewpoint" of Bebis is the neo­
Palamitic one. But in spite of its many weaknesses the book has the merit to be the 
first Greek-orthodox monograph on Nestorius. The author is interested in an ecu­
menical dialogue with the Nestorians. He was able to read an unpublished Nestorian 
B.D.-thesis from India, written in English by G.D. Mooken, A Re-examination of 
the Theology ofNestori~s: With a view to ass~ssing its relevance for today, Jahalpur 
1961. 1 gather from Beb1s s report on the thes1s, that Mooken follows the opinion of 
Loofs, that had Nestorius been present at Chalcedon, he would would have been a 
pillar of ~rth~oxy. Evidently Mooken speaks of Cyril in conciliatory language and 
avers ~mte ngh~y th~t the two o~ponents approached the christological problem 
from different v1ewpomts. Bebis h1mself refutes correctly the old list of heretical 
cliches attributed to Nestorius. Therefore he insists that Nestorius does not teach 
like Paul of Samosata, that he is no Pelagian, that he does not teach two Sons in 
Christ, that the distinction of natures is not be conceived as a spatial one. The 
exchange of prosopa in the Liber Heraclidis is considered a progress compared with 
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1) l6crt& ooK&'tl &icr\v 800 1ip0croma. &.A.A.' 'sv 
(in Christ), „so that there are not anymore two prosopa but one"; 
2) I ~- ' _,/. '' C I l OUut> ya.p a.7tl-'Vcrro1tov &cr'ttv U1tOcr'ta.criv &ineiv, 
„you may not say that hypostasis is without prosopon. This is said about the 

Logos and not repeated in the following sentence about the human nature - should 
we add it here mentally by inference? 

3) the constitution of man is given as an example by Theodore: soul and body 
have each a nature, a hypostasis, a prosopon. The inference „therefore in Christ..." 
is not drawn expressly. 

Theodore evidently never worked out this sketch in another of bis works, so 
anybody who took it up bad to try and answer for instance the question for bimself, 
how the two prosopa were one prosopon in Christ. So far as 1 can see, this special 
question was taken up explicitly only by Nestorius and in bis wake by Ps.-Nestorius. 
Later Syrians like Babai the Great and others when they speak of it are using the 
Liber Heraclidis which they of course took to be an authentic work throughout by 
Nestorius. 

In the conclusion of my monograph on the Lib. Her. {p. 228 f.) I pointed out 
the difficulties arising from the fundamental presuppositions of Nestorius. The 
presuppositions are three: 

1) The unity of the one Christ is a matter af course (it has been the merit of 
Scipioni, to point this out firmly, see below) and is seen from the outside so to 
speak, the one prosopon is a prosopon of doxology; it is also seen in Christ's work 
and reign; 

2) the absolutely transcendent nature of the God Logos which cannot unite 
itself with human nature in a „physical" manner; 

3) the füll human nature without any diminution. 
During his time in Constantinople Nestorius did no more than to put side by 

side the three elements just defined. But the description of Christ's unity „from the 
outside" was misunderstood to be purely external; nevertheless the polemics against 
the teaching of one nature and one hypostasis caused Nestorius to stress even 
sharper the differences of the two natures. But how to present the inner structure of 
the unity in Christ? The natures, unable to communicate as natures because of their 
definition, are to be further determined in such a way that their coming together 
could be understood as indivisible union. So Nestorius sharpens so to say their 
concept to the point of the prosopon physikon of each nature; the prosopa physika 
„use" each other. The mutual „usage" cannot be conceived to be interrupted even for 
a moment - otherwise there would not be the „one common prosopon of union" of 
both. What Nestorius really aims at is the identity of existence of both natures. I 
have told you already, how much nearer Ps.-Nestorius has come to this aim (above 
p. 2). - So far about the Liber Heraclidis. 

lt is of course impossible to deal here with all the literature on Nestorius even 
of modern times. Fur a usefully short survey see Grillmeier in the appendix of bis 
English „Christ in Christian Tradition" of 1963, p. 496-505, beginning with the 
year 517 and going on to 1963. Even for the time after 1945 1 shall only mention 
and speak about a few titles which seem to me to have advanced our understanding, 
or are otherwise characteristic. The treatment of Nestorius and bis christology by the 
specialists has been on the whole fair and balanced, sometimes even sympathetic. 
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Farthest in this direction went the renowned byzantinist Milton V. Anastos in 
bis ~rticle in Dumbarton Oaks Papers of 1962 „Nestorius was orthodox". lt was Just 
poss1ble for Anastos to mention Grillmeier's paper „Das scandalum oecumenicum .. " 
(Scholastik 1961) in bis notes. He finds himself „in essential agreement" with 
Grillm~ier. „The major difference between us", Anastos continues, „is that I take 
Nestonus to have been completely orthodox, whether judged on the criterion of the 
Chalcedonian Symbol or from Ute point ofview ofspeculative theology, whereas he" 
(Grillmeier) „has some reservations". Anastos takes as point of comparison not only 
the Chalcedonense but also the second letter of Cyril to Nestorius. In bis summing 
up we read {p. 139): „Still, since Cyril is universally esteemed in the Church as a 
Chalcedonian before Chalcedon, the christology of Nestorius, if orthodox should be 
reconciliable, notwithstanding angry denials on both sides, with Cyril's. '1n truth, it 
must be admitted, the line which separates them on this, as on all other issues is 
either very thin or nonexistent. Both agreed that the qualities of the two natures ~re 
referable to the one person, Jesus Christ. They defined this entity somewhat 
differently, but is obvious that Cyril's 'one prosopon, ... the one incarnate hypastasis 
ofGod the Logos' and Nestorius' 'one prosopon ofChrist' ... were both intended to 
define the Jesus Christ of the Gospels. Moreover, Cyril's characteristic notion that 
'the Logos suffered in the flesh' is theologically the exact equivalent of Nestorius' 
dogma that the Logos suffered in the prosopon of the manhood he took for bis own" 
(this latter expression is in fact from Ps.-Nestorius). „For as we have seen ... , the 
prosopon of the manhood is the schema or the flesh and body of Jesus Christ". 

Two years later appeared, in Greek, the doctoral thesis of Georgios Bebis 
(M7teµm11;): „Contributions to the research on Nestorius, from the orthodox view­
point", Athens 1964. Evidently, for linguistic reasons, the author could not make 
use ofScipioni's first monograph on Nestorius of 1956; the only case where there is 
a reference to the content of Scipioni, it is through Grillmeier's „Das scandalum 
~umenicum .. :" A~astos is contradicted, and Bebis is scandalized by the connec­
bon seen by Gnllme1er between Nestorius and the great Cappadocians for the use of 
their trinitarian distinctions between ousia, hypostasis, prosopon in christological 
mat~ers. (1 may add, that there are also christological expressions of Gregory 
Naz1anzen taken up by Nestorius). The „orthodox viewpoint" of Bebis is the neo­
Palamitic one. But in spite of its many weaknesses the book has the merit to be the 
first Greek-orthodox monograph on Nestorius. The author is interested in an ecu­
menical dialogue with the Nestorians. He was able to read an unpublished Nestorian 
B.D.-thesis from India, written in English by G.D. Mooken, A Re-examination of 
the Theology ofNestori~s. With a view to assessing its relevance for today, Jahalpur 
1961. 1 gather from Bebts's report on the thesis, that Mooken follows the opinion of 
Loofs, that had Nestorius been present at Chalcedon, he would would have been a 
pillar of ~rth~oxy. Evidently Mooken speaks of Cyril in conciliatory language and 
avers ~mte ngh!IY th~t the two o~ponents approached the christological problem 
from different v1ewpomts. Bebis h1mself refutes correctly the old list of heretical 
cliches attributed to Nestorius. Therefore he insists that Nestorius does not teach 
like Paul of Samosata, that he is no Pelagian, that he does not teach two Sons in 
Christ, that the distinction of natures is not be conceived as a spatial one. Tue 
exchange of prosopa in the Liber Heraclidis is considered a progress compared with 
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the earlier Nestoriana. - To all of this we all of us should be able to consent and 
should go on from that to more positive statements. 

Next I want to mention the two monographs written in Italian by the Domi­
nican Luigi I. Scipioni in 1956 and 1974 respectively. The first is called „Ricerche 
sulla cristologia del 'Libro di Eraclide' di Nestoria" with the subtitle „La formu­
lazione teologica e il suo contesto filosofico". Of course the whole of the Lib. Her. is 
still taken tobe authentic. Thal has the result, as Gribomont noted (in his review of 
the second monograph, p. 115), that Scipioni' s picture of the christology of his hero 
was most Iucid in the parts based on the dialogue (by Ps.-Nestorius) at the beginning 
ofthe Lib. Her. Scipioni also took the Liber de Unione ofBabai the Great as a com­
mentary on the Lib. Her., but, as Gribomont noted again (p. 113), perhaps without 
taking into account sufficiently the fact that Babai himself uses the Lib. Her. and 
therefore does not represent an independent Antiochene tradition. Nevertheless, 
„Ricerche" is a very good book, not only because of his fundamentally positive view, 
but above all by the explanation given of the relationship between nature, hypostasis 
and prosopon with the help of „the Stoic position" (part III of the book) which is 
quite illuminating. Grillmeier is right however, when he says that all this had been 
absorbed already by Christian theology before Nestorius, and when he indicates the 
relationship with Cappadocian formulas. But there is also a precedent nearer home, 
in the text I quoted above already, the De incarnatione of Theodore, where we can 
constitute the series of individuation as ousia or physis - hypostasis - prosopon. The 
connexion between Cappadocian and Antiochene terminology is easily explained by 
the common position the Cappadocian and Antiochene theologians took in the trini­
tarian debates of the time, that is the position of neo-Nicaenism. Meletius, the 
bishop of Antioch, was the most important figure at the ecumenical council in 
Constantinople in 381, and the Catechetical Homilies of the Antiochene presbyter 
Theodore, the later bishop of Mopsuestia, are a powerfiil statement of neo-Nicaene 
trinitarian thinking. 

Scipioni's second monograph, Nestorio eil concilio di Efeso, of 1974, gives a 
Iively narrative of the gripping story of Nestorius. The author's judgement on 
Cyril's christology is coolly critical: the Alexandrine's teaching is oldfashioned and 
inadequate considering the problems raised by the teaching of Apollinarius. Concer­
ning the ps.-Nestorian dialogue in the Lib. Her. Scipioni takes the position that it is 
written by Nestorius himself at the time of his first exile. This does not convince me 
at all, of course (which would not have surprised Gribomont, see op. cit. p. 115). 

A. Gril/meier has worked on Nestorius through the continuing growth of his 
great work on christology and also i.a. in his paper „Das scandalum oecumenicum 
des Nestorius in kirchlich-dogmatischer und theologiegeschichtlicher Sicht''. This 
paper appeared first in the joumal „Scholastik" of 1961 and has been reworked and 
republished in the volume of Grillmeier's collected papers, „Mit ihm und in ihm", 
in 1975. As the title indicates, Grillmeier is distinguishing two viewpoints from 
which the teaching of Nestorius has been, respectively can be judged.: the ecclesia­
stical and dogmatical on one side, on the other the role of Nestorius in the history of 
theology. Concerning the first, resulting in the condemnation of the bishop, Grill­
meier is apologetic and considers it unavoidable, given the circumstances at the 
time, and therefore justified (p. 279 f.). But concerning the position of Nestorius in 
the history of theology the judgement has to be much more favourable. For Nesto-
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rius was sincerely trying to find a solution of the christological problem as it had 
been posed by Arianism and· Apollinarism. He is tobe claimed in fact as one of the 
first theologians who thought out a theory of incarnation. Grillmeier notices (p. 261) 
the bishop's use oftrinitarian terminology in christology, but in course in inversion, 
and asserts that nobody eise had done this with so much deliberation. But this is not 
quite true, since Tertullian had done exactly the same more than 200 years earlier in 
Adversus Praxean - however ~ertullian was not bothered by the term „hypostasis". 
lt is not necessary here to go into the reasons for this difference between the two 
theologians. 

Anyhow, the method used by Nestorius is seen by Grillmeier as one to raise the 
discussion of the prob lern to the level of theological and metaphysical analysis. The 
ecclesiastical framework of the thinking of the bishop has tobe insisted on (ibid.). 
With the exception ofthe term „hypostasis", Nestorius anticipated the Chalcedonian 
formula, for he speaks of Christ „in two natures" or of „one prosopon in two natu­
res" (p. 263). But the passion, vehemence and impetuosity displayed in the disputes 
of the time blocked the way which could have led to a solution, if only there had 
been the possibility of common endeavour and careful analysis of arguments (p. 
282). - If we are in a better position today and not so ready to hurl anathemata 
against each other, we may perhaps come to a better understanding. 

We now come to Grillmeier's „Jesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirche", vol. 
1, third German edition of 1990 with corrections and additions. The chapters on 
Nestorius are arranged strictly in the chronological order of events, the treatment of 
the Liber Heraclidis is therefore to be found after the chapter on Ephesus 431. 

To describe the role of Nestorius in the development of christological tradition 
is considered by Grillmeier to be a contribution to the theological rehabilitation of 
the bishop. The better we can show the orthodox-y of his teaching, the easier will be 
the establishment of contact with the Nestorian church of today (p. 642). About the 
„kerygmatic" necessity of the condemnation of Nestorius by the church Grillmeier 
speaks perhaps with more caution here than in the former paper. What was con­
demned was a „popular" presentation of a heresy and of a heretic, which corres­
ponded more to the exigencies of the church's preaching than with historical 
exactitude (p. 644). Modem research has the ecumenical task to fill up the gap 
between what was seen as heresy and the real teaching of the condemned. The 
Second Vatican Council promoted just such a task (p. 645). 

Of Grillmeier's chapter on the Ephesinum we may take note of the following 
remarks: The fathers of Ephesus did not create a new formula of faith - this refers to 
the synod held by Cyril of Alexandria, which won the recognition of the church. lf 
one wants to speak of an „Ephesinian symbol", there is the formula of the synod 
held by John of Antioch, which with some alterations became the symbolum unionis 
of 433. The theological center point of the Cyrillian synod was the content of the 
dogma of incarnation and the „heresy" of Nestorius (p. 687). Very important was 
the strong stress on the council and creed ofNicea; Cyril's second letter to Nestorius 
was compared and found to be in conformity with it, while the answer of Nestorius 
was condemned as contrary to the Nicaean creed, in spite of the fact that the bishop 
of Constantinopie had argued from it (p. 688). The Iecture of the two Ietters by the 
synod. is to be taken as the decisive dogmatical act of the synod. The dogmatical idea 
found in Nicaea by the Ephesinian fathers is: „One and the same is the eternal Son 
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of the Father and the Son born according to the flesh by the Virgin Mary, who is 
justly called theotokos" (p. 689). 

Grillmeier's chapter on the Liber Heraclidis 1 recommend as a very good 
description and analysis ofthe authentic parts ofthat book (p. 707-726). Grillmeier 
repeats his former observation that Nestorius is really interested in a unity of being 
in Christ. The idea of the exchange of prosopa is completed by the idea of 
perichoresis (p. 722 f.). But the Cappadocian language was not sufficient to express 
his real meaning and he himself was not able to surmount it. However, this 
treatment of the problem is not too simple but too complicated: „Truth does not lie 
in complication" (p. 726). - At this point it may be useful to remind ourselves of a 
remark made by Josef Barbel concerning the insufficiency of the term prosopon as 
used by the Cappadocians and therefore by Nestorius (RHE 60, 1965, p. 499): 
„Natturellement, toute metaphysique de Ja personne· fait defaut. Mais elle fait defaut 
tout aussi chez Augustin. Et nous-memes, en savons-nous aujourd'hui tellement 
plus?" To which we may add: Could we apply a better definition of person, should it 
exist, without further reflection and accommodation to the one person of Christ? 
The Antiochenes were very conscious of the problem. But in fact, whether we seek 
to define the unity of Christ on the level of nature, or hypostasis, or prosopon, or 
person in a more modern sense - in every case we have to define the term used in a 
special way, which is not applicable to any other case; though you will find always, 1 
suppose, the special and unique application formulated as a general rule. 

1 conclude the first part of my paper with two articles, quite recently printed, by 
our much regretted and truly irreplaceablc colleague and friend, Andre de Ha/leux. 
These are: La premiere session du concile d'Ephese (22 juin 431), in Ephemerides 
Theologicae Lovanienses 69 (1993), and: Nestorius, histoire et doctrine, in Irenikon 
66 (1993) and p.198 ofthis volume. The latter article was written for the Council of 
the Churches in the Middle East; as de Halleux told me in his last letter - so the 
members of the Council here present will already know it. 

To begin with the paper on Ephesus 431 and the condemnation of Nestorius, 
De Halleux finds that very few of the newer standard works on the history of the 
church and of dogma are making direct use of the material in the diverse collections 
of the conciliar acts as edited for the first time critically by Ed. Schwartz in ACO. 
The first session of Ephesus 431 especially is retold norrnally without taking into 
account the many stages of editing that a report went through, before the publicized 
form was reached; de Halleux speaks of a „cascade of adaptions" and the consequent 
loss of correspondence with the original words. For the first session of Ephesus 
these usual disadvantages are doubled by another circumstance: the lack of irnpartial 
verification and of official authentication. There were gathered the followers of 
Cyril, being by themselves after they had expelled by force the imperial commis­
sioner whose task it was to uphold the order of the proceedings. The „editio" of the 
acts of this session therefore was dependent completely on the Alexandrian sec­
retariat of the rneeting. Since the imperial comrnissioner was of course going to 
submit his own report on the court, it was extrernely urgent to produce as quickly as 
possible a report on the meeting by the actors which had to appear as keeping 
scrupulously close to the rules of procedure, which were those of the imperial senate 
(p. 48-51). 
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De Halleux then treats his subject in two chapters dealing with the time before 
the inauguration of the synod and the course of the first session, respectively. He 
ends with an „ecurnenical conclusion". For one purpose it is this conclusion which 
is rnost irnportant (p. 81-87). The first session of the synod was not the doctrinal 
debate dernanded by the emperor, but ajudicial action against Nestorius as a heretic. 
The inauguration of the Cyrillian synod as it was ingeneered went against the 
imperial instruction and was tberefore irregular. When one tries to evaluate that 
decisive session two questions pose themselves: 
1) Was the process against Nestorius equitable? 
2) Where is the „dogma ofEphesus"? (p. 82). 

Today one has to find an answer to these questions in the spirit of Vatican II. 
Christians will have to purify their memory of the faults of the past so as to 
overcome them. To try to deny incontestable historical truths in the name of faith is 
a sign of badly understood faith and leads to bad apologetics (n. 178 on p. 83). 
Nestorius in his Apology complained that without bishop John of Antioch and his 
suffragans the Cyrillian synod was only a particular and partisan synod; the bishop 
of Alexandria was judge and interested party as well; the judgment was passed 
without the presence of the accused. The imperial commissioner himself told the 
Oriental bishops that the decision had been reached without any examination or 
investigation and contrary to the imperial instruction. But not very much later it was 
punishable to say this and the 5th ecurnenical council condemned everybody who 
still kept to this opinion (p. 83). 

Today nobody can detect in the literary relicts of Nestorius the gross 
adoptianism which Cyril attributed to him and which the victim always repudiated. 
Concerning the title Theotokos we have to take note of the fact that Nestorius 
accepted it in his cathedral homily of Dec. 7, 430; that it was taken up in the 
symbolum unionis of 433 which was accepted in its turn by Cyril (p. 84). De 
Halleux speaks twice of the „orthodoxie fonciere" of Nestorius, meaning that he is 
basically orthodox. Having established that, one should be in a better position to say 
what the „dogma of Ephesus" consists of (p. 85). Roman catholic theologians loca­
ted it in the second letter of Cyril to Nestorius, condensing its content in the 
catchwords „Theotokos" and „hypostatic union". This is also what tradition kept as 
doctrinal result of the third ecumenical council. Cyril explained to adversaries and 
followers alike that „hypostatic" or „naturaL union" is nothing eise than a „true" 
union. Therefore the „dogma of Ephesus" does not exclude the legitimacy of the An­
tiochene approach to the mystery of distinction in unity. And that is expressed in the 
symbolum unionis of 433 which can be considered to be the true doctrinal 
conclusion ofthe Ephesenian council. Nestorius could have signed that symbol. We 
should therefore undertake a relecture of the Ephesenian judgement on Nestorius in 
the light of the symbolum unionis and in an ecumenical spirit. In recognizing the 
basic orthodoxy of Nestorius we of course do not overlook the weakness of his 
explanation ofthe unity ofChrist's person. 

The second paper of de Halleux, printed in Irenikon 1993 in two sections, is 
much shorter but treats the doctrinal side of the question in the same measure as the 
procedural. The opinions of de Halleux appear in even sharper relief than before. He 
considers the judicial action against Nestorius contestable (p. 40), the inauguration 
of the synod illegal, there is indeed no other ecumenical council that began its 
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proceedings by defying imperial instructions (p. 41). Though the ecclesiastical tri­
bunal sought to compensate the juridical irregularity of its meeting by strict 
observation of the forms of procedure, it nevertheless acted against an elementary 
rule ofnatural right, by having the accuser asjudge (p. 41). lt is not certain whether 
the excerpts from Nestorius which now figure in the acts were read at all at the 
synod, in any case they were not discussed. If the theological expressions used by 
the author of the excerpts is sometimes disagreeably provoking, they nevertheless 
correspond to Antiochene christology which in its turn is non incompatible with the 
patristic florilegium included in the acts. - The accused is deposed, which is much 
more severe than tobe excommunicated (p. 44). Nowhere his „heresy" is put in pre­
cise terms, it is stated simply that he uttered blasphemies against Christ (p. 45). De 
Halleux then recounts the events after the arrival of John of Antioch at Ephesus: his 
own synod, and how the case of Nestorius was lost by the Orientals, not without 
help of enormous bribes from Alexandria distributed at Constantinople; how the 
Orientals were forced to assent to the condemnation of Nestorius's doctrine, the 
persecution of those who refused to do this. One has to acknowledge the disin­
terested attitude of Nestorius during all these troubles, in spite of the ever harder 
places of exile he was brought to in Egypt, where he lived until 450 (p. 45-50). 

Concerning the doctrine of Nestorius: his answer to the second letter of Cyril 
was judged in Ephesus to be in opposition to the faith of Nicaea, but it gives a 
philologically correct, Antiochene interpretation of the second article of the Nicaene 
creed. The disturbing expressions from his excerpts have to be read against the 
background of pre-Chalcedonian Antiochene christology with its strong anti-Apol­
linarian impetus (p. 163 f.). What about the opposition of Nestorius against the title 
Theotokos? This „bugbear" (as the church historian Socrates called it, h.e. 7,32) has 
tobe reduced to his just proportions. The title was far from being in universal usage 
and had tobe explained to·the Occident after Ephesus. In Cyril's large oeuvre it 
practically does not appear before 428, while it can be found in one of the homilies 
which Nau printed (in the Appendix to his translation of the Lib. Her.). Even at the 
height of the controversy Cyril is not constant in applying the title to Mary and he 
can call her the „holy Virgin" without further attributes. Nestorius opposed an 
„Apollinarian" interpretation of Theotokos, but he took up the expression in a ser­
mon (of 430, mentioned already above) (p. 165). lt is not the teaching of Nestorius 
that Jesus was constituted divine Son of God by his merits. Like all Antiochene 
theologians Nestorius refuses to let „ascend the proprieties of the flesh into the 
essence of God". The humanity of the Word incarnate, its consubstantiality with us 
is taken very seriously by Nestorius. According to him, one may not say that the 
Word „became" flesh, „becoming" is interpreted as „inhabitation" and as „taking on 
the form of a servant". To use „to become" for the Logos entrains mutability and 
that had been condemned by the Nicaene creed. Nestorius also uses the language of 
clothing - de Halleux refers at this point to the „venerable Syriac tradition" in the 
use of the metaphor (p. 166), but I may also add that Alexander of Alexandria, the 
predecessor of Athanasius; employs this language. De Halleux regrets that Cyril by 
his restrictions has impoverished the christological heritage of the church universal. 
„In spite of all his glory, the Alexandrian christology represents a partial approach 
only to the mystery of iricarnation. One should avoid to confuse Alexandrian par­
ticularities with the Apostolic tradition as such", - for the Antiochene tradition 
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pres:~es other a~d authentic aspects of that tradition. Also regrettable is Cyril 's 
s~sp1c1~n concernm.g the tertn synapheia, „conjunction", which he misunderstood 
(mtenttonally) a~ ·simple. moral union. Here I want to point out that synapheia is 
used by the Antlochenes ·~. t~e se~se. of „unconfused union" (asynchytos henosis), 
and that asynchytos henos1s smce 1ts mtroduction into trinitarian and christological 
lan~age belongs to the realm of the divine, is not less than a physical union and 
certamly not a mere moral union, but a supranatural union in the strictest sense. _ 
De Ha!leux then mentions, as did Grillmeier, the passages where the thought of 
Nestonus could have been exlJressed by the term perichoresis (p. 167). Therefore de 
Halleux repeats his clai~ that Nestorius is basically orthodox in his intentions (p. 
168). The ne.xt chapter 1s called by de Halleux „une christologie insatisfaisante" (p. 
169-174) - smce by now we know all about this, 1 will take up only some of the 
author's r:ma~ks, such ~s: „Let us avoid the condemnation of 'the' dualism of hypo­
stases, wh1ch 1s at first s1ght unacceptable for any Cyrillian, be he a Chalcedonian or 
a n~n-Ch~lcedonian", for one has to remember that the concept of hypostasis (in its 
chnstolog1cal use) was not defined before the 6th century, and even then not in the 
sar_ne .way by. all. ~p. 171). Understood in the sense of Nestorius, hypostasis as 
objectlve and md1v1dual nature can be applied to Christ's manhood in a completely 
orthodox sense (p. 172). The great question is of course the „prosopon ofunion". De 
~all~ux ~oes not see it as deprived of all ontological consistence, but „at least of its 
s1g111ficatton of ultimate ontological principle", that is of „person" in the modern 
sense. Nestorius, though au fond an orthodox believer, was not a good theologian. 
He brou~ht a defect. of Antiochene christology to its extreme expression (p. 173). 
But Antlochene chnstology has an irreplaceable function: to remind us that the 
~hristia~ ?aradox .of G~ ~v.ho is born, suffers and dies, cannot compromise the 
1mmutab1hty and 1mpass1b1hty of the divine nature nor mutilate the humanitas 
assumpta in the exercise ofits activity and its own will (p. 174). 

Concluding with „Une perspective pour Je dialogue" (p. 174-177), de Halleux 
emphasizes t~~t the Assyrian church af the East professes through the formulas of 
her own trad1tton the common faith in the unconfused unity of Christ. In the creeds 
and t~eological ~ta.tements. of the patriarchal synods of this church, the specifica of 
the L1ber Herachd1s, that 1s to say: the exchange of prosopa and the one common 
prosop~n, do not appear. The greatest of her theologians, though, use these 
e~press1ons ~:cause they are the most educated among the clergy, we may add - the 
L1bcr Herachd1s does not make easy reading). 

The perspective for the near future as seen by de Halleux, looks like this: After 
Clearing up the misunderstandings in matters of terminology, the Assyrian Church 
of the East could agree to consider orthodox the Cyrillian and Chalcedonian formu­
las ~fthe one hypostasis ofthe Word incarnate, situating the Hypostasis an the onto­
log1cal level of. person. However, this church must not be asked by the other 
c.hurches to rece1ve the formulas mentioned into her own christology; at the same 
time, her own formula of two hypostases in Christ are to be understood in an 
entirely orthodox sense, given the different concept of hypostasis. 

Each tradition has tried to express in ontological language something of the 
unf~thomabl~ mystery af union without separation and confusion. A common pro­
fess10n of fa1th, respcctful of these traditions should content itself to be inspired by 
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the kerygmatic language of the Apostolic tradition, as it was condensed in the creed 
ofNicaea. 

De Halleux's insights are of crucial importance for our consultations, for this 
reason 1 have referred to them at such length. But now of course the time and the 
space is lacking to do justice to research on Nestorianism in the same way. 

In spite of this 1 want to begin with some remarks on the translation of Syriac 
christological terminology in the existing editions. Those who do not read old Syriac 
are of course obliged to rely on translations. Some of them give a quite misleading 
picture ofNestorian christology by translating qenoma as „person", „personne", so 
that the two qen6me, the two hypostases of Christ, become two persons. This then 
leads to the further difficulty to find a fitting translation for parzopa, prosopon. To 
give some instances from the nineties of the last century to the eighties of ours: 
„personne" for qenoma is used by Fran9ois Martin in bis edition and translation of 
Narsai's Homily on the three Nestorian teachers (1899/1900); Frederick McLeod in 
bis edition and translation af a group of Narsai's Homilies on the Nativity, Epi­
phany, Passion etc. of Christ still does the same (Patr. Orient. 1979). But 1 hear that 
in the meantime he has seen the error of bis ways. The great Chabot in bis big 
volume containing the Synodicon Orientale (1902) appears tobe not consistent in 
the way he renders qenoma we find again and again „personne", though occasio­
nally he says hypostasis. To my amazement Robert Hespel and the venerable 
Draguet still kept to „personne" for qenoma in their translation of the Scholia of 
Theodore bar Konai, the text of which bad been edited by Addai Scher long ago. 
Hespel and Draguet then proceed to give parzopa as „personnage" with sometimes 
unhappy results (CSCO 1981/2). 

Antiochene christology and exegesis reached the Christian church in Persia in 
füll force by Narsai, formerly director of the School of Edessa and then in the same 
pasition at the School of Nisibis, where also other teachers assembled after the 
closure of the Edessene academy. A great difficulty is the fixation of the date of 
Narsai's expulsion from Edessa, see the discussion in the Leiden thesis by Judith 
Frishman, „The Ways and Means ofDivine Economy", of 1992 (p. 1-6 ofthe third 
part). Frishman here edits and translates a group ofsix homilies ofNarsai. Narsai's 
arrival at Nisibis belongs to the second half ofthe 5th century (471 probably); but he 
did not bring with him the Liber Heraclidis, he did not even know that book. lt was 
in the first half of the 6th century that the Liber Heraclidis came to Persia: Mar Aba, 
later Catholicos, brought a Greek copy from the West, from Constantinople, 1 
believe. lt was translated in 539/40 and gave to the dyophysite church there a second 
injection of Antiochene christology, in a very special form. The most effective use of 
it was made by Babai the Great (d. 628) in bis book „On the divinity and the 
humanity and on the prosopon ofunion", better known under his shorter title as De 
unione. The „Great Monastery" af Abraham of Kashkar evidently had a copy of the 
translated Liber Heraclidis, for we know of Bar'Edta from this monastery, who 
leamed the book by heart (really all of it?) before 561. Bahai the Great himself was 
abbot of the Great Monastery and indeed addressed the Liber de Unione to the 
brethren there. This work shows him to be the best dogmatician of his church; a 
remarkable trait of it is the subtle reinterpretation of some topoi central to Theodore 
of Mopsuestia. On the other band he takes over the two qenome and the complicated 
doctrine of the different kinds of prosopa from the Liber Heraclidis, which result in 
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~he one prosopon of union, cp. the original title of De unione just quoted. lt is bis 
mfluence wh1ch altered with the document of 612 the character of the synodal 
state~ents of the Persian dyophysite church, until bis time of cautious expression, 
sometimes very near the Chalcedonian formula, sometimes insisting on adherence 
to the heritage of Theodore. There is a paper by Sebastian Brock in a Festschrift of 
19~5 describing and translating into English the material from the Synodicon 
Onentale. The document of 612 made two qenome in the one Christ the official 
teachin~ of th.e Church of the E'.ast. The reasons for this more radical expression of 
the ~hnstological_dogma were the presence of a second ecclesiastical organization in 
Persia, of Sevenan persuasion, and a branch of neo-Chalcedonianism in the 
dyophysi_te church itself teaching one composite qenoma of Christ, so taking up the 
hypostas1s synthetos from the West. In the person of Henana it dominated the 
School of Nisibis for several decades. A handbook like the „Nestorian collection of 
christological texts", published by A.E. Goodman and me in 1972 is intended as a 
statement of Nestorian orthodo;;,."Y in view of these divergent christologies. 

Ifwe look back from 612 to Narsai we find in bis homilies also a clear doctrine 
of two natures, two qenome and one prosopon in Christ. As in Nestorius the 
distin~tion of two hypostases by Narsai was certainly a reaction to Cyril's one ~hri­
stolog1cal hypostasis as taught in a special provoking manner in the twelve ana­
themata. 

lt is our task now to overcome the old misunderstandings and the hostile 
insinuations on both sides. The rieb heritage of the Church of the East should be 
preserved by the efforts ofus all. 

Discussion: 

Chairman: Bishop Boulos Matar 

Dr. Haintha/er quotes Antoine de Saint Exupery: The human language is the cause 
of misunderstandings. 

Prof Davids: What do we mean when we speak of the dyophysite tradition? lt 
designates certainly the Nestorian and Byzantine positions. There may be need of a 
more clear definition. 

Prof Brock: The concept may be too broad. lt may be a <langer. 

Prof Jammo: The paper presented thc tendency of modern scholars to revise the 
judgement of history on Nestorius. ls there any opposition to this attitude? If not, it 
would have great consequences. This question is especially addressed to the Oriental 
Orthodox. Is there any Opposition by the Syrian Orthodox to the interpretation of 
this paper? 

Mar Gregorios: This interpretation is not acceptable to my Church. We distinguish 
between the doctrine of Nestorius, as our Fathers understood it, and the Church of 
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the East which did not accept all the teachings of Nestorius. Hence, we kept up 
relations. 

Mar Severius: We cannot discuss here this paper if we do not have a paper by an 
Oriental Orthodox on the same subject. In my view Prof. Abramowski takes the 
standpoint of the Church of the East. 

Prof Davids: We should distinguish historical research from the doctrinal 
approach. 

Mar Severius: History is subject to many different visions and interpretations. The 
Oriental Orthodox have different views of Ephesus: The dyophysites for us are both 
those who accept Chalcedon and those who are opposed to Ephesus. 

Prof Samir: There are two different things. The facts in themselves and their 
interpretation. We should come to a common vision of the facts. Therefore we need 
a study from the other viewpoint. On the other band, on the level of interpretation, 
there will be differences. I think in this audience we can come to a common 
agreement on the facts within one to two years. lt would be a great step to establish 
a common historical description. 

Mar Gregorios: We should be clear about our aim. Is it to bring Nestorius back to 
the Church? Or to accept the Church of the East which did not follow exactly the 
doctrine ofNestorius? 

Prof Jammo: The variety in theology is a richness. Nestorius as a person is not 
primarily important. I agree with the distinction between Nestorius and the Church 
of the East. As a uniate Chaldean 1 consider and evaluate the entire heritage, the 
variety of theology and the different theological points of view. And there is a 
Mesopotamian theology! The theology of the Church of the East is a richness for the 
whole Church. 

Mar Bawai: Nestorius will become a real issue in the debate if the Church of the 
East will be asked to condemn Nestorius and to remove bis name from the Acts. 
This was sometimes brought fonvard as a pre-condition for dialogue. In that case, 
there is no ground to expect the Church of the East to condemn part of its historical 
heritage. Nestorius will not become an issue if such a condition is not raised. Later 
we may come to a different view of the past. 

Bishop Matar: Nestorius was Patriarch of Constantinople. Why was he adopted by 
the Church of the East? 

Mar. Bawai: The Church of the East always had an ecumenical mind, was open to 
the West. The main issue is not so much Nestorius as the second Council of 
Constantinople and the condemnation of the Three Chapters. 
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Prof Jammo: Tue name Nestorianism was a plight to our forefathers. But he was 
none of them, he was neither their patriarch nor shared their language. 

Prof Davids: This paper is about history and research. Are there any new 
investigations in the last 50 years done in the East on the person of Nestorius, along 
the lines ofthe paper that was presented? We are prepared to use them. 

Mar Severius: On p.63 the paper states, "Nestorius was not a good theologian". 
Until now we discussed here the book of Heraclides. We should also discuss the 
letters of Cyrill of Alexandria and the responses by Nestorius, if we want to discuss 
the teachings ofNestorius. Ifwe put all this together, I do not think it is possible to 
bring Nestorius back to orthodo~y However, the Church of the East has also other 
theologians. 
The paper also says: "Nestorius brought the Antiochian Christology to its 
extremes." We should study the Antiochian Christology and see where Nestorius 
deviated. 

Prof Brock: The paper gives an indication why Nestorius could be a figure who 
stood for the defcnce of the Antiochian Christology. There are two completely 
different understandings of Nestorius. For the Church of the East he is simply a 
symbolic figure, for the West he is a theologian. He was victimized for his stand, bis 
actual teaching was not of prime concem. 

Bishop Matar: The Nestorian question belongs to and affects the whole Universal 
Church. 

Archbishop Garmo: lt is my privilege to intervene with this esteemed assembly on 
behalf of both the Assyrian and Chaldean delegations and state the following: 

• We request that both of our churches and delegations be addressed according to 
their proper and historic names. 

• The same Church of the East that is in communion with the Roman See be 
called: the Chaldean Church or if you wish: the Chaldean Church of the East. 
For the other same Church of the East that is independant and not in 
communion with any of the existing ecclesiastic families, be called: the Assyrian 
Church, of if you wish: the Assyrian Church of the East. Further, when 
addressing both Churches together, it is proper to call them: The Assyrian and 
Chaldean Church ofthe East, ofifyou wish: the Assyro-Chaldean Church ofthe 
East. 

• As for the language of Chaldeans and Assyrians, or the Assyro-Chaldeans, they 
use two fonns of the Aramaic language; one is the vemacular Aramaic of 
Edessa, also called Syriac, and the other is the vemacular Aramaic of 
Mesopotamia called Swadaya or „surath." - Therefore, when speaking about our 
language we sec it proper to call it: Aramaic-Syriac or Aramaic vernacular 
according to the respective dialect. 
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• As for the people that are members of these two churches, they are the 
descendants of ancient .inhabitants of Mesopotamia, whose last names in ancient 
history are Assyrians and Chaldeans. 

• As a commentary to the usage by many scholars of the name East Syrian or East 
Syriac to mean the people and the Church of the East, we think it is inaccurate 
and inappropriate nomenclatures. Because Mesopotamia was never called 
neither in geography nor in history East Syria. 

Mar Gregorios: We should not mix other elements like geographical names with 
the questions of church and theology when it comes to terminology. 

President Stirnemann: We are aware of the sensibilities, but the first aim of our 
terminology is to be understood and to be as simple as possible. As far as language 
is concemed we distinguish between West Syriac and East Syriac. 

Prof Jammo: By simplifying things there is a danger of altering realities. This is for 
the sake of clarity. Churches and peoples have had their names changed. But we 
were never called East Syrians. 

Prof Fiey: The problems of language are numerous. Official traditional texts from 
synods etc. never use "Chaldean" or "Assyrian" and would rather be opposed to any 
such use. In the 19th century they never wanted to be called Syriacs. 

Prof Samir: Prof. Abramowski's papers invites us to re-read the history of the 
councils, what was a taboo until now. lt is important that we re-examine our history. 
This would provide liberation for more objectivity. We must become free from our 
traditional way of reading, where we read a summary from previous summaries. 
This is especially true for the East. Thus, we must reconstruct history to make 
theology. Today we are able to do it, we have the documents. 

Dr. Hainthaler: Prof. Abramowski being a Protestant, 1 doubt whether she 
represents the sight of the Church of the East. Her paper only wants to present the 
recent research done by scholars. Likewise, we should not forget that de Halleux, 
who wrote the recent study on Nestorius and Nestorianism1 (Irenikon 1993) worked 
almost his whole life on the theology of the Oriental Orthodox Churches. Like 
Grillmeier and de Halleux she represents the sight of a scholar: careful, objective 
and admirable. 

Prof Koodapuzha: The East Syrian tradition developped autonomously outside the 
Roman Empire and the Greco-Roman world in Mesopotamia, Persia and India. 
About such problems of the main Church like Ephesus and the role of Cyrill in the 
Council they came to know from the outside. They were forced to develop their own 
life and theology and received, whenever possible, the main elements from the 
Churches in the West. That way they could develop some sympathy for the 
Nestorians. 

1 cf. p.200 ofthis volume 
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Mar Gregorios: Our Syrian Orthodox Church is only one among the Oriental 
Orthodox Churches. We catmot represent the whole family. Our task here is not 
primarily to study Nestorianism. We need a formula like the 1971 Vienna formula if 
we want to reach an agreement. Hopefully, PRO ORIENTE will convene a meeting 
where we can find a common formula. 

Archbishop Garmo: Mar Gregorios is talking only about the Syrian Orthodox and 
Syrian Catholic Churches. But there are also the Assyro-Chaldean Churches. The 
Syrians were 2000 years before the Romans and did not get their name from them. 

Mar Severius: I do not misinterpret the scholarly paper by Prof. Abramowski. There 
has to be an evaluation of Nestorius and Nestorianism from the point of view of the 
Oriental Orthodox Churches. Until now we have only discussed history, but there 
are many other aspects. Our main interest should be the letters of Cyrill and 
Nestorius. Since they are not considered or discussed here we are not able to come to 
a conclusion. 

Dr. Hainthaler: Prof Abramowski limits her paper to the research ofNestorius and 
did not have the time to write on the research of Nestorianism. If so, we would have 
had a different picture. But in this respect she also refers to Prof. de Halleux. 

Third working session: Saturday moming, June 25 

Chairman: Archbishop Garmo 

Sebastian Brock 

THE CHURCH OF THE EAST IN THE SASANIAN EMPIRE 
UP TO THF SIXTH CENTURY AND IT'S ABSENCE 
FROM THE COUNCILS IN THE ROMAN EMPIRE 

Introductory 

My aim in this paper is twofold: first I shall try to offer a rapid sketch of the history 
of the Church living within the Sasanian Empire (i.e. approximately Iraq and Iran) 
to the east of the Roman Empire up to the sixth century, paying special attention to 
church contacts between the two empires. 1 From the perspective of the Assyro-

1 111e füllest history remains J. Labourt, Le christianisme dans J 'empire perse (Paris, 1904), though it 
should now be supplemented by J-M. Fiey, Jalons pour une histoire de J 'ii:glise en Jraq (CSCO Subsidia 
36, 1970). The first volume of an important new history in Arabic has recently appeared: J. Habbi, Kanisat 
al-Mashriq (Baghdad, 1989). There are also two important studies of particular periods: S. Gero, 
Barsauma ofNisibis and Persian Christianity in the Fifth Century (CSCO Subsidia 63, 1981), and M-L. 
Chaumont, La christianisation de 1 'empire iranien des origines aux grandes persecutions du /Ve siecle 
(CSCO Subsidia 80, 1988). In English helpful general accounts can be found in W.A Wigram,An 
lntroduction to the History of the Assyrian Church (London, 1910) andin W.G. Young, Patriarch, Shah 
and Caliph (Rawalpindi, 1974). 
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Chaldean Church ofthe East oftoday, I will simply be sketching the early history of 
the Church of the East, that branch of the universal Church which grew up outside 
and to the east of the Roman Empire; from the perspective of the Chalcedonian and 
Oriental Orthodox Churches, however, this period is customarily seen as bipartite: 
up to and including the Catholicos Babowai ( d. 484) this is part of the history of the 
universal Church, but after his death the Church of the East is seen as going its own 
independent way, having adopted a dyophysite christology that was perceived as 
unacceptable, not only to the Oriental Orthodox opponents of Chalcedon, but also to 
many supporters of the Council in the eastern half of the Roman Empire. 

Then secondly 1 shall suggest some prerequisites for any balanced study and 
understanding ofthe Church ofthe East's christology, especially in this period. 

1 

At the outset it is worth reflecting briefly on the way in which early Church 
History has traditionally been seen as consisting essentially of the history of the 
Church within the Roman Empire. The model for this was already provided by the 
author of the very first Ecclesiastical History, Eusebius of Caesarea, in the early 
fourth century, and it is unfortunate that this perspective has regularly been 
followed, whether consciously or unconsciously, by almost all historians of the early 
Church down to the present day. Eusebius passes over the history of the Church to 
the east of the Roman Empire in almost total silence; even if the purview of some 
later Church historians is wider, there remains a strong tendency to marginalise the 
history of the Church outside the bounds of the Roman Empire. This is of 
significance, especially in connection with the term „ecumenical" in our Greek and 
Latin sources for the period, for in an ecclesiastical context this normally refers to 
the oikoumene of the Roman Empire. This is especially important to remember in 
connection with the „Ecumenical Councils": these were gatherings confined to 
bishops of the Roman Empire and they were in any case convoked by the Roman 
Emperor, whose authority of course was not recognized outside the bounds of the 
Roman Empire. This of course meant that the creeds and canons issued by these 
Councils were only authoritative within the Roman Empire - though they might, of 
course, be subsequently accepted by the Church outside the Roman Empire, as 
indeed happened with the Council of Nicaea, which was formally accepted by the 
Church of the East at the Synod of Seleucia-Ctesiphon in 410, eighty-five years after 
the original Council. 

1 stress these two points at the outset, for the legacy of Eusebius' model of a 
Church History has had an insidious influence on his successors, ancient and 
modern, encouraging the emergence of the excessively Eurocentric view of Church 
History that is generally current today. I turn now to a brief outline of the history of 
the Church to the east of the Roman Empire. 
The beginnings of Christianity within the Parthian Empire (i.e. up to 224) are 
shrouded in legend. Later tradition associates the initial preaching of the Gospel in 
this area with the name ofMari, a disciple of Addai who, according to the Abgar 
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legend,2 preached the Gospel in Edessa. Although the Acts of Mari cannot be used 
as a historical source, a topographical detail preserved elsewhere suggests that Mari 
could have come to Seleucia-Ctesiphon some time between 79 and 116.3 lt is not, 
however, till the early third century (i.e., the very last decades of the Parthian 
Empire) that we have really good evidence of Christian communities east of the 
Roman Empire. 4 This is found in a passage in the Book of the Laws of the 
Countries, by a pupil of Bardaisan (d. 222), where Christians are said tobe present 
in Parthia, Gilan, Kushan, Fars: Media and Hatra. From a little over half a century 
later we have further reliable evidence in the form of a contemporary inscription 
erected by the Zoroastrian mobad (Magian priest) Kartir who was active in the reign 
of Bahram II (276-93); in this inscription he boasts how he has suppressed various 
non-Zoroastrian religions, among which are the na<;ara and kristiyan. Although the 
precise identification of these two groups, almost certainly both Christian, is not 
clear, it is possible that the na<;ara are the native Christian community in the 
Sasanian Empire (nasraye is the term used of Christians by Sasanian authorities in 
the Martyr Acts), while the kristiyan are Christians (Syriac krestyane) from the 
eastern Roman Empire (primarily Syria) deported in large numbers by Shapur I as a 
result of his successful campaigns against the Roman Empire, 5 during which he 
even captured the Roman Emperor Valerian (in 260). 

We know from a number of other sources that the deported communities 
included a number of Christians and that their presence helped to spread Christia­
nity within the Sasanian Empire, even though they do not seem to have integrated 
with the local Christian population until well into the fifth century, for we hear of 
separate churches (where Greek was retained as the liturgical language) and 
separate hierarchies existing as late as the first decades of the fifth century. 

lt is in fact only with fourth century that we begin to be better provided with 
sources for the history of the Christian Church in the Sasanian Empire, though 
much still remains obscure. This applies above all to the struggles which evidently 
surrounded the emergence of the episcopal see of Seleucia-Ctesiphon (the Sasanian 
winter capital) as the primate see. The hints we receive in our (often conflicting) 
sources concerning opposition to Papa, bishop of Seleucia-Ctesiphon (c. 310-29) 
suggest that previously several bishoprics (notably that of Fars) had had a more or 
less autonomous existence. The repercussions of this dispute probably lie behind 
Demonstration 14, by Jacob „the Persian Sage", better known today as Aphrahat. 6 

Aphrahat, whose Demonstrations are given the precise dates of 336/7 (I-X), 343/4 
(XII-XXII) and August 345 (XXIII), is our first major Christian writer from outside 
the Roman Empire, and thus a source of greatest importance. 

2 For this see rny „Eusebius and Syriac Christianity", in H. Attridge annd G. Hata (eds), Eusebius, 
Christianity and Judaism (Detroit, 1992), pp. 212-34 
3 See Fiey,Jalons, pp. 41-2 
4 Even ifthe Chronicle of Arbela is not a twentieth-century cornposition (as has been clairned), its account of 

the early spread of Cluistianity in the Parthian period cannot be regarded as having any historical basis 
~ See rny Syriac Perspectives on Laie Antiquity (London, 1984), eh. IV, pp. 91-5, and VI, p. 6 
6 For the debate .conceming the authorship ofDemonstration 14, see M-J. Pierre, Aphraate le Sage persan, I 

(Sources chretteru1es 349, 1988), pp. 47-54. For Aphrahat's christology there is now a good rnonograph by 
P. Bruns, Das Christusbild Aphrahats des persischen Weisen (Bonn, 1990); cp also W. Petersen, „Tue 
cluistology.of Aphrahat, the Persian Sage: an excursus on the 17th Demonstration", Vigiliae Christianae 46 
(1992), 241-56 
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Aphrahat's Demonstration XXI is a contemporary witness to what was perhaps 
the most traumatic event in the history of the Church under the Sasanian Empire, 
namely the persecution inaugurated by Shapur II, which began (probably) in 341 
and then continued intermittently until his death in 379. Aphrahat, writing early on 
in the persecution, already compared it to that of Diocletian in the Roman Empire. 

Shapur II' s persecution was the first large-scale persecution of Christians in the 
Sasanian Empire. (Previous to this we only know of some isolated cases under 
Bahram II, where the circumstances were special, 7 and there is no good evidence of 
any persecution under the Parthians). lt is important to recognize the political 
situation behind these persecutions: hostilities had recently broken out between the 
Sasanian and Roman Empires; moreover, the latter had recently acquired a 
Christian emperor for the first time, and this emperor, shortly before his death in 
337, had written a letter to Shapur, singularly lacking in tact (at least in the form in 
which it is reported by Eusebius), where he urges Shapur to protect his Christian 
subjects and thus experience the good will of Constantine's own deity. Furthermore, 
when we reflect on the excitement expressed by Aphrahat as he speculates on the 
implications of the advent of a Christian emperor in the Roman Empire, it is not 
difficult to see that Shapur had good reason to suspect the loyalty of at least some of 
his Christian subjects.8 Suspicions on the part of the Sasanian authorities over the 
loyalty of Christians evidently continued to play a role in the much shorter 
persecution under Yazdgard I and Bahram V in the early 420s (again significantly 
at a time of open hostilities between the two empires). Later on it would appear that 
this ceased to be an issue, and there are two good reasons for this. By the sixth 
century, there was a much greater number of converts from Zoroastrianism, and the 
communities of the „Greek captivity", that is, families descended from people 
deported from the Roman Empire, had probably lost their separate identity; 
furthermore, by then the theological positions of the Church in the Eastern Roman 
Empire and of the Church in the Sasanian Empire had moved apart yet further. 
Some Christian writers within the Sasanian·Empire actually saw this as beneficial 
for Church-State relations there. 

To return to the martyrdoms of the 340s. The very large number of martyrdoms 
under Shapur II is exceptionally well documented,9 though the historical value of 
the different martyrdoms varies enormously - ranging from the brief and factual, 
through literary elaborations based on good material (such as the two martyrdoms of 
the bishop of Seleucia-Ctesiphon, Simeon bar Sabba'e), to epic martyrdoms such as 

7 For the one smviving martyrdom (Candida), see my Syriac Perspectives, eh. IX (reprinted fromAnalecta 
Bollandiana 96 (1978), pp. 167-81) 

8 For this, see my „Christians in the Sasanian Empire: a case of divided loyalties", reprinted in my Syriac 
Perspectives, eh. VI 

9 The best guide to the scattered materials is P. Devos, „Les martyrs persans ä travers leur actes syriaques", in 
Atti del Convegno sul Tema La Persia e ilMondo Greco-Romano (Rome, 1966), pp. 213-25. A selection 
oftranslations (or, in Hoffi11aru1, summaries) of Persian martyr acts ofall periods can be found in 
G.Hoffmann, Auszüge aus syrischen Akten persischer Märtyrer (Leipzig, 1880), 0. Brau, Ausgewählte 
Akten persischer Märtyrer (München, 1915), and S. Brock and S. Harvey, Holy Warnen of the Syrian 
Orient (Berkeley, 1987). Attention might be drawn here to two interesting credal statements in the second 
recension ofthe martyrdom ofSimeon bar Sabba'e (B. 44, 93; ed. M. Kmosko inPatrologia Syriaca 2): 
this is of significance since it is also transmitted in some West Syriac manuscripts, yet it contains 
phraseology nom1ally dropped in that tradition ( e.g. „the rational robe that Y ou put on from our 
humanity"), but which is characteristic ofthe East Syriac tradition. 
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that of Qardagh. Although some beginnings on the sifting of this material have been 
made, 10 a great deal remains to be done. Here I would merely like to note that, even 
in the case of the martyrdoms that have taken on legendary proportions, there 
nevertheless remains much of incidental interest for our understanding of the nature 
of Christianity in the Sasaniah Empire. 

Subsequent persecutions, in the early 420s and in the 440s, involved much 
smaller numbers, and normally there were special circumstances which led to the 
recorded martyrdoms. After the • persecution of Yazdgard II, in the 440s, almost the 
only martyrdoms recorded are of high-born converts from Zoroastrianism who thus 
incurred the wrath of their families and the Zoroastrian clergy.11 

A date in the reign of Shapur II which was to be of significance for the future is 
the year 363, when Nisibis, the home town of Ephrem, was ceded by the Roman 
Empire to the Sasanians as part of the peace treaty after the emperor Julian's death 
on compaign in southern Mesopotamia. Although under the terms of the treaty the 
Christian population were to be evacuated and resettled within the Roman Empire 
(Ephrem settled in Edessa), Nisibis soon became an important bishopric of the 
Church of the East, and in due course it was to receive the refugee staff from the 
School ofthe Persians in Edessa when this was closed by the emperor Zeno in 489. 
We shall return to this School, of such importance for the future direction of Church 
of the East, in due course. 

Alongside the martyr acts, the other main source for our knowledge of the 
Church of the East in the Sasanian Empire is the collection of synods covering the 
period 410 to 775, generally known today as the Synodicon Orientale.12 The docu­
mentation surrounding the synod of Seleucia-Ctesiphon in 410 is of particular 
interest for us. lt is significant that the synod was convoked by the Shah himself, 
Yazdgard I, and that the initiative for it came, not from the bishop of Seleucia­
Ctesiphon (Isaac), but from the Roman ambassador for the peace negotiations 
between the two empires, Marutha, bishop of Maipherqat, who also brought with 
him a letter, addressed to himself, from a number of „western" bishops, who are 
identified as Porphyry bishop of Antioch, Akakios of Aleppo, Peqida of Edessa, 
Eusebius of Tella and Akakios of Amida. The letter, which had previously been 
shown to the shah, was read out to the forty assembled bishops at the very first 
session of the synod; it urged that three reforms be put into effect: 

10 See especially G. Wiessner, Untersuchungen zur syrischen Literaturgeschichte, I. Zur 
Märtyrerüberliefe-rung aus der Christenvetfolgung Schapurs II (Abhandlungen der Akademie der 
Wissenschaften in Göttingen, phil.-hist. Kt. III. 67, 1967). 

11 These include some long and detailed narratives which provide many important sidelights on Christianity in 
the Sasanian Empire in the si>.1h and early seventh centuries 

12 Edited, with French translation, by J.B. Chabot, Synodicon Orientale (Paris, 1902); Gem1an translation in 
0. Braun, Das Buch der Synhados oder Synodicon Orientale (Stuttgart/Wien, 1900; repr. Amsterdam, 
1975). Cp W. Selb, Orientalisches Kirchenrecht, 1. Die Geschichte des Kirchenrechts der Nestorianer 
(Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, phil.-hist. Kt., Sitzungsbericht I, 1981), pp. 97-106, 111-5; 
A Thazhath, The Juridical Sources ofthe Syro-Malabar Church (Kottayam, 1987), pp. 82-90. There is 
an English translation ofthe christological statements in the various synods in my „Tue christology ofthe 
Church ofthe East in the Synods ofthe fiflh to early seventh centuries: preliminary considerations and 
materials", in G. Dragas ( ed.), A Festschrift for Archbishop Methodios ofThyateira and Great Britain 
(Athens, 1985), pp. 125-42, reprinted in Studies in Syriac Christianity (Variorum [Aldershot], 1992), eh. 
XII 
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(1) each diocese should have only one bishop, and that he should be properly 
consecrated by three bishops and have the written authorisation of the bishop of 
Seleucia-Ctesiphon (described as metropolitan and head of the bishops). This was 
clearly aimed at doing away with the double hierarchies in certain towns, where one 
bishop represented „the Captivity" (descendants of the deported population), and 
another represented the indigenous Christian population. 

(2) There should be uniformity in calendrical matters, notably over the date of 
Easter. 

(3) The creed and canons ofthe Council ofNicaea should be accepted. 
All three points were agreed to by the synod. Clearly the prime concem of the 

western bishops lay with matters of Church order, and the particular matters they 
raise clearly indicate that these aspects had previously been absent from the life of 
the Church in the Sasanian Empire. The reappearance of some of the very same 
points in later synods shows that not everyone was prepared to go along with these 
decisions. 

The synod of 410 witnessed one further important development: a few days 
after the initial session Marutha and Isaac arranged for an audience of all the 
bishops with the shah, in the course of which the relationship between the State and 
the Church was (probably for the first time) regularised. 

Two points should be noted in connection with the transmission of the text of 
the synod of 410. Firstly, the 21 canons are the product of the synod, and not a 
straight reproduction of the canons of Nicaea. And secondly, the acts of the synod 
are transmitted, not only by the Synodicon Orientale, but also in a Syrian Orthodox 
recension. lf one compares two texts of the creed, one will find some small but sig­
nificant differences in the wording;13 in particular, corresponding to Greek esarko­
the {„he was enfleshed/incarnate"), the text of the Synodicon Orientale has 
etgashsham („he was embodied"), while that of the Syrian Orthodox recension has 
lbesh pagra („he put on the body"). The latter rendering, which reproduces 
phraseology regularly current in early Syriac writings (Acts of Thomas, Aphrahat, 
Ephrem etc), is clearly the original. The fact that the version in the official text of 
the Church of the East has undergone slight alteration (in the form of updating the 
language) is significant from another point of view, for in the Synodicon Orientale 
Isaac, bishop of Seleucia-Ctesiphon, is described as „Catholicos": in all probability 
this is anachronistic, and represents the retrojection of a title that developed only 
later.14 

The next synod in the Synodicon Orientale is dated 420 (under Yahballaha 1), 
only shortly before a short period of persecution that coincided with the outbreak of 
hostilities between the two empires. Once again, it was on the initiative of a 
„western" bishop, serving as ambassador, that the synod was convened. The bishop 
in question was Akakios of Amida. The main outcome of this synod was the 

13 On this, see especially J. Gribomont, „Le symbole de foi de Seleucie-Ctesiphon (410)", in R.H. Fischer 
(ed.),A Tribute toArthur Vööbus (Chicago, 1977), pp. 283-94, and Ade Halleux, „Le symbole des 
eveques perses au synode de Seleucie-Ctesiphon (410), in G. Wiessner (ed.), Erkenntnisse und 
Meinungen, II (Göttinger Orientforschungen, l. Reihe: Syriaca, Band 17, 1978), pp. 161-90. Areedition 
ofthe West Syrian recension is given by A Vööbus, ,,New sources for the Symbol in early Syriac 
Christianity", Vigiliae Christianae 26 (1972), pp. 291-6 

14 Cf. J-M. Fiey, „Les etapes de la prise de conscience de son identite patriarcale par l 'eglise syrienne 
orientale", L 'Orient Syrien 12 (1967), pp. 3-22. 
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approval of the canons of a whole series of „westem" councils, namely, Nicaea 
(again!), Ancyra, Neocaesarea, Gangra, Antioch, and Laodicea. Reading between 
the lines of the acts of the synod of 420 it is clear that the reforms of the synod of 
410 had not been very effective. The preface to the acts of the next synod, of 424 
(under Dadiso'), suggests that its predecessor too had not had much effect either 
(only 12 bishops subscribed to it), and it is clear that Dadiso' himself faced open 
schism. The main outcome of this synod was the affirmation of the independence of 
the see of Seleucia-Ctesiphon from the authority of the „ western bishops"; since we 
know from Socrates' Church History that Akakios bishop of Amid had visited 
Bahram V shortly after the conclusion of peace between the two e"Tires, it may 
well be that Dadgo' 's opponents had appealed to Akakios for support. 1 

Although the synod of 424 probably effectively put an end to appeals to 
„western bishops" and their consequent interference in the affairs of the Church in 
the Sasanian Empire, the influence of „the west" (i.e. the eastern provinces of the 
Roman Empire) was soon to make itselffelt in another way. One ofthe effects ofthe 
persecutions of Yazdgard 1, Bahram V, and Yazdgard II, was that a number of 
Christians crossed the border, into the Roman Empire, for safety, and some of these 
ended up as students at the so-called Persian School in Edessa, before retuming 
home when times were safer. Now it was precisely from the 420s onwards that the 
christology of this school developed a markedly dyophysite character, coming 
(especially in the 430s) strongly under the influence of the writings of Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, many of which were translated into Syriac at the School itself. The 
presence at the famous School in Edessa of students from the Sasanian Empire 
meant that when these students returned home ( often becoming, in due course, 
bishops), they were the main source of information about theological developments 
in the Roman Empire, and it would have been surprising if they had not also 
disseminated something of the strongly dyophysite christology with which they had 
become familiar at the Persian School. Thus it is likely that, long before the closing 
of the Persian School in Edessa in 489, and the emergence of its successor in 
Nisibis, the influence of Theodore of Mopsuestia had long been feit beyond the 
eastern bounds of the Roman Empire. Once the School of Nisibis was established, 
this influence could only becort1e stronger. Our main witness for the theological 
teaching both at Edessa and at Nisibis in the fifth century is the poet Narsai, who 
both studied and taught at Edessa, and then (perhaps in 471) moved to Nisibis 

1' Possibly it was from texts emanating from circles such as these that some medieval East Syriac writers 
introduced the theory that the see of Seleucia-Ctesiphon had once been subordinate to the patriarchate of 
Antioch were originally produced; for this theory see A de Halleux, "Autonomy and centralization in the 
ancient Syriac Churches. Edessa and Seleucia-Ctesiphon", Wort und Wahrheit, Supplen1ent 4 (Wien, 
1978), 59-67 (with references to studies by W. de Vries and J-M. Fiey). Two particular letters by „western" 
bishops (both of Edessa) should be mentioned in passing: ( 1) that of Aitallaha to the Persians, preserved 
only in Annenian translation; this is held tobe genuine by P. Bruns (who gives a German translation), 
„Aitallahas Brief über den Glauben. Ein bedeutendes Dokument frühsyrischer Theologie", Griens 
Christianus 76 (1992), 46-73. lfthe Letter is indeed genuine it will date from c. 340; D. Bundy, however, 
argues that Aitallaha is not the real author and that the Letter dates from between 410 and 428/31, „Tue 
creed of Aitallah", Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses 63 (1987), 157-63. (2) TI1e Letter oflbas to 
Mari the Persian: though earlier writers had speculated tliat the recipient was an unknown bishop ofRev 
Ardashir (Labourt), or even a Catholicos ofSeleucia-Ctesiphon (Blum), M. van Esbroeck has adduced new 
evidence which indicates that he was an archimandrite ofthe Akoimetai community in Constantinople: see 
his „Who is Mari, the addressee oflbas' Letter?", Journal ofTheological Studies 38 (1987), 129-35 
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where he was still teaching in 496, the year when the School of Nisibis' revised 
statutes were issued.16 

Although we know of tlte existence of theological schools in other towns as 
well as in Nisibis (notably, that in Seleucia-Ctesiphon), regrettably we know nothing 
about the character of their theological teaching. Since it is likely 

a) that they would have bad at least some interest in theological developments 
in the Christian Roman Empire, and 

b) that they would not, however, bave bad any direct contacts with the Roman 
Empire, 

one can legitimately suppose that virtually all knowledge of such matters would 
bave been filtered through the Theodoran spectacles of either the Persian School of 
Edessa, or of its successor at Nisibis. In the light of such considerations, then, it is 
absolutely no surprise tO find that the wording of the christological Statement issued 
at the synod of Seleucia-Ctesiphon in 486 often reflects, in its phraseology, the 
strongly dyophysite language of Theodore. 17 Subsequent synods in the course of the 
sixth century likewise often reflect specifically Theodoran language, though by no 
means always so: several synods use quite different terminology to express the 
relationship between the divinity and humanity in the incarnate Christ, avoiding 
(whether deliberately or not is unclear) the disputed terms current in the Greek 
debate. 

Though my title only takes me up to the sixth century, it is perhaps helpful to 
conclude this rapid historical survey by highlighting certain salient features in the 
history ofthe Church ofthe East in the course ofthe sixth century. 

The century again witnessed several periods of open warfare between the two 
Empires, but by this time the Sasanian authorities no longer feit any serious need to 
doubt the loyalty of their Christian subjects. lt is significant that the synod of 576 
instructed that prayers for. Khosroes 1 always be included in the liturgy. Worth 
mentioning too in this context is the fact that the sixth century also saw the growth 
of a Christian literature in Middle Persian (whose existence is only known indirectly 
today). At some point towards the end of bis reign (perhaps c. 562) Justinian 
arranged for theological discussions with a representative of the Church of the East; 
in the surviving report of this three-day meeting, 18 we encounter for the first time in 
a document ofthe Church ofthe East the two qnome formula, familiar from Babai's 
Liber de Unione, but which is absent from all the christological formulations of the 
sixth century synods. 

16 These were edited by A Vööbus, Statutes ofthe School ofNisibis (Stockholm, 1962). For the history of 
the School, see hisHistory ofthe School ofNisibis (CSCO Subsidia 26, 1965). For Narsai's christology 
there is an unpublished thesis by l. lbrahim, La doctrine christologique de Narsai (Rome, 1974/5), for 
which see F.G. McLeod, Narsai 's Metrical Homilies on the Nativity, Epiphany, Passion. Resurrection 
andAscension (Patrologia Orientalis 40, 1979), pp. 22-9. lt is important to take notice ofNarsai's own 
staternent that the great emphasis he gives in bis writings to the distinction between the natures is due to the 
fact that he is trying to refute people whom he sees as introducing confusion or mixture: see especially 
Homily .56, in vol. l ofthe Patriarchal Press' edition (San Francisco, 1970), p. 594: „Tue zeal offoolish 
men who have acted boldly / has compelled me to distinguish the natures. I Although 1 have distinguished 
the natures, / the glorious things from the lowly, I in my confession I have not made any split / for it is the 
one Son tl111t 1 confess„." 

17 On this synod see also below 
18 See A Guillaumont, ,,Justinien et l 'eglise de Perse", Dumbarton Oaks Papers 2314 (1969170), pp. 39-66. 
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lt is indicative of the trust which the shahs now felt in the Catholicoi of the 
Church ofthe East that Bo'yahb 1 was sent on embassy to Constantinople in 587.19 

Tue same thing was to happen with Bo'yahb II in 630, a time when a theological 
accord of potentially great import was nearly reached onff to be foiled in an early 
stage by a sudden change in the course of political events. 

Quite apart from the direct discussions with the Church of the East c. 562, 
Justinian's ecclesiastical policy ip other spheres bad a number of repercussions for 
the Church of the East, most obvious among which was the condemnation of 
Theodore's writings at the Fifth Council (553). Curiously enough we find hardly 
any direct reference to this in East Syrian sources; instead it is Justinian's adoption, 
at the end of bis life, of a perceived aphthartodocetic position that particularly 
catches Babai's attention in bis Liber de Unione. 21 lt is also clear that the Origenist 
controversy bad certain repercussions in the Church of the East, above all, it seems, 
in the conflict between Hnana and Babai. 22 

An indirect consequence of Justinian's persecution of opponents of Chalcedon 
was that many Syrian Orthodox monks and clergy crossed over into the Sasanian 
Empire for safety. One result of this was that the late sixth century saw a marked 
extension of the Syrian Orthodox presence in the Sasanian Empire, with the Syrian 
Orthodox cause being promoted above all by a number of monastic establishments 
in what is now north Iraq. lt is partly as a response to this new challenge that one 
should view Babai's great christological work, the Liber de Unione and the 
development of a two qnome christology. 

Babai23 bad studied at the School of Nisibis, and throughout the sixth century 
this School evidently maintained a very influential position in the theological 
developments of the Church of the East in this period. The seeds for the decline of 
the School's influence in the next century were also sown in the sh.1h century: in the 
middle ofthis century Abraham ofKashkar bad initiated a monastic revival, centred 
on the mountain of Izla (a little north east of Nisibis), from which numerous 
monastic foundations were made in the course of the late sixth and early seventh 
century. In due course some ofthese monasteries were to take on a prominent role in 
theological education in tlte Church of the East, with the resulting diminuition of 
the influence of the School of Nisibis. 

Before drawing this section of my paper to a conclusion, it is worth reflecting 
on certain relevant aspects of this period as a whole. 24 In the fourth century the 
Syriac theological idiom of Aphrahat and Ephrem was quite distinct from tbat of 

19 For this and other embassies see L Sako, Le röle de la hierarchie syriaque orientale dans [es rapports 
diplomatiques entre la Perse et Byzance aux Ve-VJ!e sie/es (Paris, 1966) 

20 See C. Mango, „Deux etudes sur Byzance et la Perse sassanide", Travaux et Memoires 9 ( 1985), 91-118, 
esp. 10.5-17 

21 Babai even commends Severus at one point in this connection (Liber de Unione, ed. Vaschalde, p. 79) 
22 For this, see Vööbus, History ofthe School ofNisibis, eh. VIII; as far as Hnana's christology is concerned, 

little can be said with any real certainty. 
23 On Babai, see especially L Abrarnowski, „Die Christologie Babais des Grossen", in Symposium Syriacum 

1972 (Orientalia Christiana Analecta 197, 1974), pp. 219-45, „Babai der Grosse: Christologische 
Probleme und ihre Lösungen", Orientalia Christiana Periodica 41 (1975), pp. 290-343, and G. Chediath, 
The Christology o[Mar Babai the Great (Kottayarn, 1982) 

24 An excellent overview ofthe Christology ofthe Church ofthe East down to the end ofthe seventh century 
can be found in the Epilogue (by D. Miller) to The Ascetic Homilies ofSaint Isaac the Syrian. Translated 
by the Holy Transfiguration Monastery (Boston, 1984), pp. 481-.541 
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their Greek contemporaries, although in the case of Ephrem, the Greek theological 
agenda was already coming to the forefront. In the fifth century, with the christo­
logical controversies, both the Greek theological agenda and the Greek theological 
idiom effectively invades the theological discourse of most Syriac writers. 25 Since 
the Church of the East had gained its familiarity with the theological discourse of 
the Roman Empire directly or indirectly through the Persian School at Edessa, by 
the time that School was closed ( 489) the specifically Theodoran variety of 
theological discourse bad become well established in the Church of the East. Thus 
when, at the end ofthe fifth century, and then increasingly during the sixth century, 
the Church in the eastem Roman Empire moved away from the Antiochene end of 
the Chalcedonian spectrum towards the Alexandrine end of that spectrum, 26 the 
Church of the East feit more and more out of sympathy with these doctrinal 
developments in the Roman Empire (above all with the condemnation ofTheodore's 
writings), and one of the results of this dissatisfaction is to be found in Babai the 
Great's Book on the Union. 

Two final points should be mentioned before 1 move on to my second section. 
First, what about the Councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon? Since, as was mentioned 
at the outset, these were imperial initiatives, they were of no direct concem to the 
Church outside the Roman Empire. lt, is unknown when information about the 
Council of Ephesus27 reached the Church in the Sasanian Empire, but we can be 
reasonably certain that when it did, it would have been mediated through the 
Persian School in Edessa, and accordingly sympathies would naturally have been 
with the side of John of Antioch. In the case of Chalcedon, the fact that Ibas was 
restored to the see of Edessa, made it likely that for alumni of the School of Edessa 
(with which lbas was closely associated) the Council of Chalcedon had something in 
its favour. As for the Council's Definition of Faith, later theologians of the Church 
of the East had an ambivalent attitude towards it: perhaps one might cite as 
characteristic the comment oflSo'yahb II (628-46):28 

„Although those who gathered at the Synod of Chalcedon were clothed 
with the intention of restoring the faith, yet they too slip away from the true 
faith: owing to their feeble phraseology, wrapped in an obscure meaning, they 
provided a stumbling block to many." 

An opinion with whose second half Syrian Orthodox opinion would certainly 
concur! 

Secondly, what of Nestorius? As is well known, the Church of the East has an 
Anaphora attributed to Nestorius, and Nestorius' name features a number of times 
in the Ijudra and other liturgical books. On the other band, the name of Nestorius 
does not feature a single time in any of the fifth- or sixth-century synods, and 
nowhere is he ever adduced as an authority to be followed on christological matters. 

" A notable exception is the poet Jacob ofSerogh 
26 See, for example, the table given in the Appendix 
27 Fora study ofthe Council ofEphesus from the point ofview ofthe Church ofthe East, see Mar Aprem, .The 

Council ofEphesus (frichur, 1978) 
28 28. LR.M. Sako, Lettre christologique du patriarche syro-oriental /Io 'yahb II de Gdala (Rome, 1983), 

42, tr. pp. 146-7. Possibly some time in the seventh centurythe wording ofthe Chalcedonian Definition, as 
transmitted in the East Syriac synodical collections, was tacitly „corrected", so that it actually speaks oftwo 
qnome: see A de Halleux, „ La falsification du symbole de Chatce"'doine dans Je Synodicon nestorien", in 
Melanges offerts aJ. Dauvillier (Toulouse, 1979), pp. 375-84 
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Elucidation of this curio~s situation comes if one reads Narsai's Homily on the 
Three Doctors, namely D1odote, Theodore and Nestorius. 29 Narsai clearly knows 
something about Diodore's teaching, a lot about Theodore's, but nothing of 
consequence about Nestorius': for him Nestorius is simply someone who was a 
martyr for the cause of Antiochene, i.e. strict dyophysite, christology, and the victim 
ofthe machinations ofNarsai's bogey, Cyril of Alexandria. In other words the name 
of Nestorius is primarily used as .a symbol for the embattled Antiochene cause and 
~erta~nly does not i~pl~ the direCt knowledge or influence of bis specific teachi~g. lt 
1s _th1s sort of motivation that will explain why the future Catholicos Mar Abha 
ev1dently brought back and had translated Nestorius' Apologia the Liber 
Heracleidis. 30 ' 

n 

In ~e second and final section of my paper 1 would like to suggest a number of 
prereqws1tes for any balanced consideration of the christology of the Church of the 
East in its formative period, under the Sasanian Empire.31 

First and foremost, we should endeavour to avoid misleading nomenclature. In 
Late Anti~uity, just as in modern politics, people tried to denigrate their opponents 
by portraymg them as holding opinions of groups who were one or more stages 
further removed along the theological spectrum: thus the supporters of Severus of 
Antioch were frequently described as Eutychians by their Chalcedonian opponents 
(even though the former specifically anathematized Eutyches)32 and similarly the 
adherents of the Church of the East were regularly designated by everyone eise as 
„Nestorian". lt is lamentable that a hostile heresiographical tradition should so often 
~till be perpetuated today - no doubt more now and more by habit than by ill-will -
m_ m?st _modern te.xt ?~oks on doctrinal and ecclesiastical history. A single example 
will md1cate how ms1d1ous the continued use of the term can be: in a chapter on the 
Church of the East and Chalcedon in the three-volume commemorative work Das 
Konzil von Ch~lkedon, ~he great Roman Catholic scholar W. de Vries 'Yrote (1, p. 
603), „the offic1al adoption ofNestorianism by the Persian Church took place at the 
~ynod of s:teucia in ~86."33 A mere glance at the short christological statement 
1ssued a~ th1s synod wdl reveal that there is nothing specifically Nestorian in the 
formulation of the wording. lt is significant that Macomber, in his study of the 

29 Ed. and tr. by F. ~artin inJou~nalAsiatique IX. 14 (1899), pp. 446-92, and IX 15 (1900), pp. 469-525; 
cp L Abramowsk1, „Das Konzil von Chalkedon in der Homilie des Narsai Ober die drei nestorianischen 
Lehrer", Zeitschriftfllr Kirchengeschichte 66 (1954/5), pp. 140-43 

30 The transl~tion i~ dated 540; that i~ was Mar Abba who brought it back from the Roman Empire and had it 
translated 1s conJectural. The. Enghsh translation by G.R. Driver and L. Hodgson, The Bazaar of 
Heracl1~es (Oxford, 1925), 1s not always very satisfactory: see the review by R.H. Connolly, in Journal of 
Theolo~1cal Stud1es 27 (1926), pp. 191-200. On the work itself, note especially L Scipioni, Ricerche 
sulla ~ristologia del „Libro di Eraclide" di Nestorio (Fribourg. 1956), L. Abramowski, Untersuchungen 
zum L1~e~ Heraclidis de Nes!ori~s (CSCO Subsidia 22, 1963), and R. Chesnut, „The two prosopa in 

31 Nestonus Bazaar ofHeracle1des , Journal ofTheological Studies ns 29 (1978), pp. 392-409 
See in more detail my „The Christology ofthe Church ofthe East" [n. 12) 

32 In the Ap~~!x, in order to dis~inguish clearly between these two positions I have employed the term 
„Henophys1te for tl~e former, smce the blanket term „Monophysite", widely used by W estem weiters to 
denote both groups, 1s as a result seriously misleading 

33 W. de Vries, „Die syrisch-nestorianische Haltung zu Chalkedon", in Das Konzil von Chalkedon, I 
{Würzburg. 1951), pp. 603-35 (the quotation is from p. 603). 
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christology of this synod, 34 where he consistently interprets the terminology in 
malam partem, nevertheless has to admit, „lt is also true that the words used can be 
taken as materially orthodox, provided they are interpreted sensu aiente". (lt should 
be noted that both scholars were writing before Vatican II.) 

Closely related to this point concerning nomenclature is the matter of the 
oversimplified way in which the christological controversies of the fifth and sixth 
century are regularly portrayed in many textbooks produced in the various Churches 
of the Chalcedonian tradition. In these we will normally find a three-fold model, 
where the Chalcedonian position is seen as the balanced middle position between 
low opposing heretical extremes, Nestorianism and Monophysitism. Needless to say, 
such a simplistic model is grossly misleading, and urgently needs replacing. Here I 
would like to suggest that we might think of replacing it by a sevenfold model (see 
Appendix), which makes better allowances for the various gradations of opinion 
along the theological spectrum. On such a model, one might propose that, in view of 
the different interpretations given to the main terms of the Chalcedonian Definition 
(see further on this below), a different basic criterion of orthodoxy mighty be 
adopted, such as the formula „Christ is consubstantial with us as well as with the 
Father" (see the bottom ofthe diagram). 

Secondly, it would seem to be of fundamental importance to allow the Church 
of the East to speak in its own terms, and not just judge its christology by the 
yardstick of the Greek christological agenda of the fifth to seventh centuries. 

The third point 1 should like to make concerns the technical theological ter­
minology. If we are to understand what is going on in the theological controversies 
ofLate Antiquity, two things in particular are essential: 

a) First of all (and this goes without saying), we need to try to understand what 
writers actually mean by the technical terms they use, rather than rely on what their 
opponents claimed that th.ey meant. This means that we need to be aware that 
several of the key terms used in the Chalcedonian Definition meant rather different 
things to different people and at different times. Further complications are 
introduced when these terms are translated into another language, in our case 
Syriac, and when advances in translation technique over the course of time35 means 
that a single Greek term, such as esarkothe or homoousios, may come to be repre­
sented over the course of time by several different Syriac equivalents. In this context 
both the Syriac terminology, and the understanding of that terminology, in the 
Church ofthe East can be described as both archaic and conservative. Some specific 
examples will be presented below. 

b) Secondly, we need to discover what were the starting points of the different 
parties, both from a positive and from a negative point ofview. In other words, what 
was their primary concern in formulating their Christological teaching, and what 
position were they trying at all costs to avoid. Obviously, different starting points 
will - and did - produce different end formulations. Thus, broadly speaking, one can 
say that the prime concern of the Syrian Orthodox position was to provide a 

34 W. Macomber, „Tue christology ofthe synod ofSeleucia-Ctesiphon AD 486", Orientalia Christiana 
Periodica 24 (1958), pp. 142-54 (the quotation is from p. 154) 

3' See in general my „Towards a history of Syriac translation technique", in Symposium Syriacum III 
(Orientalia Christiana Analecta 221, 1983), pp. 1-4, reprinted in Studies in Syriac Christianity [n.121 eh. 
X 
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formulation that did füll justice to the reality of the incarnation, for without this 
salvation would not be effecti'Ve; thus, given this starting point, emphasis is Iaid 
primarily on terms of unity, and any separation, other than purely mental, of the 
natures is seen as obviating the füll reality of the incarnation. 36 For the Church of 
the ,East, on the other hand, ·the starting point is quite different: on the one hand 
there is a deep concem to maintain the transcendance of the Godhead and a horror 
of any idea that the Godhead could be· subject to any kind of suffering (which for 
them, evidently had moral overtones);37 on the other hand, great emphasis is put on 
the link between the humanity of Christ, the homo assumptus, and the promise of 
salvation for all humanity that this provides. As a consequence ofboth these starting 
points, in the Church ofthe East particular stress falls on the terms of duality. Thus, 
though the Syrian Orthodox Church and the Church of the East both have an 
essentially soteriological concern behind their preferred christologies, because they 
were looking at this soteriological concern from two quite different perspectives, 
they ended up with two opposing christological formulations. This is a point of great 
importance. 

1 conclude by looking at two sets of specific examples which I hope will 
indicate some of the problems of which we need to be aware: both are cases where 
the language used by the Church of the East could best be described as archaic; in 
the first case this is due to different understandings of the same terms, while in the 
second case we are dealing with imagery which was once widespread and which was 
still preserved in the Church of the East after it bad been for the most part dropped 
by everyone eise in the course of the fifth century controversies. 

lt is interesting that the Oriental Orthodox theologian Severus, and Babai in 
the Church ofthe East, both objected to the Chalcedonian Definition on the grounds 
that it was illogical: for the Syrian Orthodox, one hypostasis/qnoma Iogically im­
plies one physis/kyana,38 while for Babai two physeis/kyane logically imply two 
qnome. 39 Both terms have markedly different connotations in the two christological 
traditions, and once this is recognized, it becomes possible to see why each of these 
writers (and others like them) feit constrained to uphold their two verbally 
conflicting formulations. 

To take kyana, the formal equivalent of physis and conventionally translated 
„nature", first: in fourth and early fifth-century translations from Greek it is signi­
ficant that kyana sometimes renders ousia, as well as physis; the same phenomo­
nenon can be seen in the early translations of homoousios by bar kyana. lt is 
essentially this understanding of kyana as going with ousia that is retained in the 
Church of the East in the sixth century. By contrast, later fifth- and sixth-century 
Syrian Orthodox writers understand physis/kyana as virtually a synonym with 
hypostasis/qnoma, and consequently they understood the Chalcedonian Definition to 

36 This is of course quite the opposite to the common caricature of „Monophysite" christology that one still 
fmds all too often 

37 Underlying this are very different conceptions of(a) what pathoslhashsha (,,suffering'') implies, and (b) 
what was the nature ofthe Fall 

38 E.g. Severus, Orationes ad Nephalium (ed. Lebon, CSCO Scr. Syri 64), p.16; similarly Philoxenus, Letter 
to theMonks ofSenun (ed. de Halleux, CSCO Scr. Syri 98), p. 11 

39 E.g. Babai, Liber de Unione (ed. Vaschalde), p. 97; similarly /fo 'yahb III, Liber Epistularum (ed. Duval, 
CSCO Scr. Syri 11 ), p. 129; L Abramowski and AE. Goodman, A Nestorian Collection of 
Christological Texts (Cambridge, 1972), II, p. 9 
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imply (in modern terms) a schizophrenic Christ. Significantly, in Syrian Orthodox 
translations of the later fifth and of the sixth century the older rendering of 
homoousios by bar kyana ls replaced by various other translations, thus removing 
the (now archaic) association of kyana with ousia. 

The second term, qnoma, is of course especially problematic in the East Syrian 
tradition. At the outset I would suggest that, in the case of East Syriac writers, it is 
important to retain the Syriac term, and not retrovert it into hypostasis (let alone 
translate it as „person", as has occasionally been done). Whereas in the Syrian 
Orthodox tradition qnoma equates closely with hypostasis (which itself can have a 
range of senses), in the Church of the East this is evidently not so, above all in the 
formulation characteristic of Babai, where he frequently speaks of „the two natures 
and t h e i r qnome". Put very briefly, it would seem that, for Babai,40 whereas 
kyana is generic and verges on the sense of ousia, qnoma refers to an individual 
(though n o t necessarily seif existent) manifestation of that kyana. Thus, divinity is 
the kyana of God and humanity the kyana of Man; in the case of the person of the 
incarnate Christ, h i s divinity is the qnoma, or individual manifestation, of the 
kyana of divinity, and h i s hurnanity is the qnoma, or individual rnanifestation of 
humanity. „Property" /idiotesldilayta would be one stage further down the hier­
archy, i.e., one particular aspect ofthe individual rnanifestation ofthe kyana. 

Quite apart frorn questions of precise interpretation, however, what is of 
fundamental irnportance is to be aware that these theological terms were used in the 
Church of the East in different ways and in different senses from those current in 
the Roman Empire at the sarne time. This is a p<>int to which both Babai and 
ISo 'yahb III thernselves specifically draw attention. 4 

In rnany cases the East Syriac tradition of the Church of the East will be found 
to have preserved irnages and rnetaphors of the incarnation which were once widely 
current, but which writers in other Syriac traditions had subsequently · dropped, 
either on grounds of their perceived inadequacy, or because they were thought to 
Iend support to the position of their theological opponents. A good exarnple of this 
is provided by the imagery of clothing, so often used by early writers - Greek as weil 
as Syriac - in connection with the incarnation. 42 There are rnany variations in the 
way in which this rnetaphor was employed, and these all continued to remain 
popular in the Church of the East, whereas elsewhere, especially among writers in 
the Alexandrine christological tradition, there was a strong tendency to drop the 
imagery altogether as implying too dyophysite a christology. 43 Two exarnples will 
illustrate the typical developrnent over the course of time. 

40 See especially Babai, Liber de Unione, pp. 71, 159 (where Babai defines qnoma as 'usya ihidayta, ,,an 

individual (manifestation of) ousia" 
41 Thus Babai, Liber de Unione, p. 306; /fo 'yahb III, Letters, p. 136. 42. In general see my „Clothing 

metaphor as a means oftheological expression in Syriac tradition", in M. Schmidt (ed.), Typus, Symbol, 
Allegorie bei den östlichen Vätern und ihren Parallelen im Mittelalter (Eichstätter Beiträge 4, 1982), .PP· 
11-40, reprinted in Studies in Syriac Christianity [n.121 eh. XI 

42 In general see my 'Clothing metaphor as a means oftheological eiq>ression in Syriac tradition·, in M. 
Schn1idt ( ed. ), Typus, Symbol Allegorie bei den östlichen Vätern und ihren Parallelen im Mittelalter 
(Eichstätter Beiträge 4, 1982), pp. 11-40, reprinted in Studies in Syriac Christianity [n. 12], ~h. ~I 

43 See, for example, Philoxenus' objections to the Peshitta.'s rendering ofHebrews 5:7 and 10:5 m h1s 
Commentary on the Prologue of John (ed. de Halleux, CSCO Scr. Syri 165), PP· 53-4 
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1) The phrase lbesh kyanan, „he put on our nature", is found in both Narsai 
and Babai, and recurs frequently in the liturgical Ifudra.44 According to Severus 
this phraseology is specifically Nestorian45 Now it is true that it does indeed occur 
in a passage from Nestorius cited by Timothy Ailouros46 - but what Severus over­
looked was the fact that the phrase also had a perfectly respectable ancestry in no 
less an authority than Cyril of Alexandria (at least in Syriac translation).47 

2) Narsai, Babai and the Jf udra (not to mention many other East Syrian 
writers) also speak not infrequently of Christ's humanity as a „garment" (lbusha, or 
est/a)48 This is phraseology only very rarely found after the mid-fifth century in 
Syriac writers of other christological traditions, and even the mild Jacob of Serugh 
expresses disapproval of it in one of his letters. 49 Yet the phrase has a very respec­
table ancestry, for not only does it occur in Ephrem,50 but also in Cyril of Alexan­
dria's de lncarnatione. 51 

Finally, mention might be made of a surprising image that occurs several times 
in the Hudra:52 Christ's body is described as a „hostage" (hmayra, from Greek 
homeros) taken from humanity and sent to heaven. (In antiquity hostages were 
given as a token of good faith, and not seized). This essentially dyophysite image 
also turns out to have a perfectly respectable ancestry, for it occurs in both Aphrahat 
and Ephrem,53 and very similar language can be found in John Chrysostom.54 The 
purpose ofthe imagery is clearly soteriological: Christ's assumed human body, now 
raised to heaven, ensures the salvation of humanity. 

Let me conclude by drawing attention to two passages, one by Philoxenus of 
Mabbug, and the other by Babai the Great:55 both writers make the same point, 

44 E.g. Narsai (ed. Mingana) I, p. 28; Homily on Passion (ed. McLeod), line 660; Babai, L. de Unione, p. 
63;)/udra (Trichur edition) 1, pp. 117, 248, 485, 491, 574, 648; II, pp. 118, 548 etc. 

45 Severus, Homily 23 (Patrologia Orientalis 37, p. 122) 
46 Ed. R.Y. Ebied and L.R. Wickham in C. Laga, J.A Munitiz, L. van Rompay (eds),Afler Chalcedon: 

Studies in Theology and Church History (Orientalia Lovanensia Analecta 18, 1985), p. 123, col. 2, where 
it is a gloss on John l: 14. TI1e phrase also occurs in TI1eodore of Mopsuestia ( e.g. Catechetical H omily 
VII.!) 

47 Cyril, de Jncarnatione (ed. Pusey), p. 84 (not, however, an exact translation ofthe Greek); Letter 46 (ed. 
Ebied and Wickham; CSCO Scr. Syri 157), p. 48. In early Syriac writers it occurs in John of Apamea's 
Letters ( ed. Rignell), p. 28 

48 E.g. Narsai (ed.McLeod), Homily on the Nativity, line 446; Homily on the Passion, lines 622, 668-9; 
Babai, L. de Unione, p. 274 (and often); Hudra I, pp. 119, 147, 487, 603 etc. (mostly estla) 

49 Jacob of Serur):i, Letters (ed. Olinder), p. 124; nevertheless he uses the phrase lbush pagreh in one ofhis 
verse homilies (ed. Bedjan, V, p. 644). 

50 E.g.Hymns on Faith 91:2;Hymns on the Nativity 21:5 
51 Ed. Pusey, p. 145: „the garment (lbusha) that he put on from earth, which is his body''; where the Greek 

has periblema ten apo ges sarka, ,,flesh from earth (as) a wrap" 
52 See my „Christ 'the Hostage': a theme in the East Syriac liturgical tradition and its origin", in H.C. 

Brennecke, E.L. Grasmuck, C. Markschies (eds), Logos: Festschrift/Ur Luise Abramowski (Beihefte zur 
ZNW 67, 1993), pp. 472-85 {the {f udra passages are translated on pp. 483-5) 

53 Notably Aphrahat, Demonstration 23:51; Ephrem, Hymns on the Nativity 22:40, Commentary on the 
Diatessaron 21:33. The inlagery also occurs in the Syrian Orthodox baptismal ordo attributed to Timothy 
(ed. with English translation inLeMuseon 83 (1970), pp. 367-431 (the passage in question is on p. 379). 
The purpose ofthe image is soteriological, drawing attention to the promise for humanity as a whole 
inlplied by the glorious ascension of Christ 's humanity. „Pledge" (rahbonalarrhabon) is another term used 
in this context. 

54 John Chrysostom, Patrologia Graeca 50 col. 461, and 62 col. 19 
55 Philoxenus, Tractatus tres (ed. Vaschalde, CSCO Scr. Syri 9), pp. 152-5; Babai, Liber de Unione, p. 233, 

cp pp. 249-50 
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namely, that each image or metaphor used in connection with the incarnation will 
only illustrate one particular aspect of that mystery, and it will prove inadequate, or 
even be rnisleading, if used in isolation, or if the wrong analogies are drawn. What 
is important, both writers stress, is to use a whole variety of images and metaphors, 
each of which will illustrate some different aspect of the incarnation. lt is in this 
spirit that I would suggest that we should look at the christology of the Church of 
the East. Ifwe examine one aspect in isolation, and press its logical implications too 
far, we will be comrnitting an injustice to the intention of the author in question. 
What is needed is not an atomistic approach, but rather, a holistic one. 

(Appendix next page) 

Discussion: 

Dr. Hainthaler: Had Justinian really adopted the aphthartodocetic position (p. 77)? 
Is it exact to say that the School of Edessa showed sympathies for the side of John of 
Antioch (p.78)? There is an old model which tries to show that the Church is always 
moving in the middle, trying to avoid extremes. lt is in this light that 1 see the 
expression in this paper that Chalcedon held a balanced middle position. 

Prof Brack: We should not continue to apply this model which has a potential for 
rnisunderstandings. 

Prof Chediath: lt proves after examination that both sides had their points and that 
there are a number of schools of thought which are of importance to this day. 

Mar Gregorios: The Synodicon Orientale uses its own terminology, and this should 
be accepted. The Syrian Orthodox use different terms but certain terms are also used 
in both traditions, although with a different frequency. In the paper it is mentioned 
that the Churches of the East should be allowed to speak in their own terms. This is 
very important. 
We should not compare the place of Eutyches in the history of the Oriental 
Orthodox Churches - because he was condemned by these Churches - with the place 
of Nestorius in the Church of the East - who never condemned Nestorius. What 
regards Nestorius the fact is that we anathematized Nestorius from the beginning. 

Prof Brack: The 4th century texts seem to understand kyana very much as ousia, 
certainly Ephrem of Aphrahat. This meaning was kept unchanged in the East. In 
the 6th to 7th centuries however the Syrian Orthodox moved with the times and 
their understanding came close to the Western/Greek development of hypostasis/ 
prosopon. This gave rise to most of the problems. 

Mar Bawai: In relation to the comparison between Philoxenus and Babai, would 
Prof. Brack agree that every description of the mystery of incarnation is in some way 
illogical? 
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Prof Brock: 1 would rather say inadequate, because we should not stress the logical 
aspect there. 

Mar Bawai: I want to express some concem about the historical chart at the end, 
especially the place of Nestorius. The equivalent to Eutyches (at one end) would 
rather be Paul of Samosate (and not Nestorius) at the other end. 

Prof Samir: The words and concepts used must always be taken in sensu aiente. 1 
must always presuppose the good, orthodox interpretation. The problems in 
vocabulary also exist in medieval Arab Christian texts. 

Bishop Matar: The Maronites were strongly Chalcedonian but in the diagramme we 
were put close to Monotheletism. Are the Maronites on purpose given the quali­
fication of monotheletism? How are Aphrahat and Ephrem different from the 
Greek? 
Talking about the word kyana: it is very ambiguous in Arabic but not in Aramaic. 

Prof Brock: The content is identical but the methods of discourse and expression 
are different. Aphrahat and Ephrem use a more poetic mode with successive images. 

Prof Koodapuzha stresses the positive starting point of the paper, where it says the 
Church ofthe East existed outside the Roman Empire. The attitude ofthe Church of 
the East has to be with this in mind. The differences in the way of expressing the 
mystery of Incarnation must be examined with care. 
In India the St. Thomas Christians have since long been called Nasrani by the 
Hindus. In the paper the name Nasara for Christians is mentioned. 

Abbot Naaman: The presentation of the Maronites is not accurate. Why are they not 
mentioned as heretics in the Council of Constantinople in 680-681? 

Mar Severius explains by the example of the term arche: it is necessary for us to 
understand why the Church of the East uses different terms. Most theological 
language is allegorical. In Philoxenos most of the different ancient terms in Syriac 
are used. How can the qnoma be real and concrete if it is also said to be "not 
necessarily seif-existent"? 

Prof Brock: Qnoma is seen as a reality, an individual example of the abstract 
notion, but not necessarily "existent". This is a philosophical question. Let us try to 
understand what he meant: qnoma is a seif-existent entity, the individual example of 
the abstract notion. 

Mar Severios: ls it not the concrete individuation? 

86 

Sarhad Jammo 

THREE SYNODS OF THE CHURCH OF THE EAST AND THEIR TWO 
ECCLESIOLOGIES 

A Comparison between the Synod of Mar Isaac (410), of Mar Yahballaha (420) 
and the Synod of Mar Dadiso' (424), 

The manuscript Vatican Syriac 160, in its section ofthe folios 80-219, has the 
same calligraphy of the British Museum Additional 12150 which is written in 411 
AD.; therefore, inferred the great scholar E. Tisserant, it should belong to the same 
period, i.e. the first decades of the fifth century (Dict. Theol. Cath., 11, col. 166). 
These precious folios contain the description ofthe martyrdom ofMar Shim'on Bar 
Sabba 'e and his companions, Mesopotamian and Persian clergymen and dedicated 
women, who accepted death at the hands of agents of Shapur II rather than 
renounce their faith. 

A Church with No Co11stantine 

The brutal reality of the Shapurian persecution (340-379), confronted by the 
heroism of the Mesopotamian and Persian martyrs, is not only so vividly reported 
here with firsthand testimony, but became the very landmark of a suffering Church. 
A Church that never knew any Ponte di Milvio battle nor a converted and 
triumphant Constantine. A Church wilhout worldly power and splendour. A Church 
whose major achievements are liturgical, cultural, and missionary. How has this 
Church confronted the challenge of surviving and flourishing within the fences of 
her hostile surrounding? 

Following the martyrdom of three successive shepherds, Mar Shim'on Bar 
Sabba' e, Mar Shahdost, and Mar Barba' Shmin, the see of Seleucia rcmained vacant 
for about forty years (348-388), that is until the death of Shapur II and the install­
ment of Behram IV. Immediately after, Tomarsa was elected to the see of Seleucia. 
His major task was the reconstruction of broken hearts and destroyed churches. He 
was succeded by Qayyuma, who, bcing of old age, had resigned shortly after his 
election in favor of an energetic organizer, Mar Isaac. According to Mari (p. 30 of 
trans.), he is related to Marutha; according to Barhebraeus, Marutha is related to 
Tomarsa or Tamuza (Chronicon, t. III, p. 47 sq.). In either case, he appears to be 
close to the hierarchy of the Mesopotamian Church. 

Yazdegerd and His Era 

Yazdegerd had been installed on the Sasanid throne in 399. His advent to the 
reign was an occasion for good-will exchange betwcen the two superpowers of the 
~ime. Arcadius of Byzantium sent a delegation of good-wishers to the newly 
mstalled emperor headed by a bishop from the Mesopotamian frontier, Marutha of 
Mayferqat, who possessed recognized medical skills in addition to diplomatic 
manners. His Aramaic culture, medical skills, and diplomatic manners were all 

87 



quite useful in fulfilling his · embassy with great success, not only with the 
Shahinshah but also toward the Church of his empire. 

The Western Support 

As soon as religious liberty had been guaranteed to Christianity in the 
Constantinian era, Christians of the West showed interest and concern for their 
brothers in the Persian Empire. Eusebius 'of Caesarea reports in his Life of 
Constantine (IV, 9-13; P.G., t. XX, col. 1157-1161) the content of the Ietter that 
Emperor Constantine wrote to Shapor regarding the protection of Christians of his 
empire. 

The School of Nisibis 

Also, the opening of the school of Nisibis by Mar Ya 'qub the bishop, with the 
yöung and talented Mar Aprem as a teacher, is a clear sign in itself of the concern 
and care of Western Christianity of Mesopotamia to its Eastern or Persian side. In 
fact, at the time of its opening, immediately after the Council of Nicea (325), the 
School of Nisibis, as weil as the city itself, was within the boundaries of the Roman 
Empire. Only in 363 A.D., the city of Nisibis had been ceded by Jovian to Sapor, 
and the School was transferred to Edessa, inside the boundaries of the Roman 
Empire again, from where it continued its task in the formation of generations of 
clerics and laymen. Morever, it was the School of Nisibis who furnished, in 'the day 
after' the Shaporian persecution, a well prepared ecclesiastic elite to the besieged 
Church, ready to assume the role of leadership in the ranks of the Church of the 
East. 

While Nisibis and Edessa were - at this junction of history - an active and 
efficient point of encounter, as weil as of communion, between Western and Eastern 
Christianity, it was an official synod of the Church of the East that presented a 
formal setting for the bishop of Seleucia and Catholicos of the East to undertake the 
task of the re-organization of ecclesiastic life in the Persian Empire, to be sought in 
unity and harmony with the Western Church in all matters: theological, liturgical, 
and administrative. That was the Synod ofMar Isaac 410 A.D. 

The Synod of Mar Isaac 

The Occasion 

A letter, written by the bishops of Syria and Upper Mesopotamia (Porphyrius, 
bishop-catholicos of Antioch, Acacius, bishop of Aleppo, Peqidha, bishop of Urhay, 
Eusebius, bishop of Tella, and Acacius, bishop of Amida) to the Shahinshah 
Yezdegerd, was entrusted to Mar Marutha Bishop of Mayfarqat. Marutha showed 
the Ietter to the bishop of Seleucia and Ctesiphon, the catholicos Mar Isaac, and, 
„with one accord and one perfect will they translated the letter from the Greek 
tongue to the Persian, and it was read before the victorious and illustrious King of 
Kings." (In all references to the Synodicon Orientale, I will use here, with 
occasional minor improvements of my own, the yet unpublished English translation 
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of M.J. Birnie; with my deep gratitude to the author. See p. 2, lines 26-28 of the 
translation; p. 19 ofthe text). · 

The Subject Matter 

From the favorable reaction of the king to the letter, we may know the content 
of it. The Shahinshah reportedly said at the reading of the Ietter: „East and West are 
but one authority in the dominion of my kingdom." (Ibid., p. 2, In. 34; text p. 19). 
The implied meaning is that Christianity in the East, within his empire, should be 
ruled by the same laws as in the West. Thus, the King recognizes the validity of 
ecclesiastic law that was legislated in the Roman Empire in regard to his own 
Christian subjects. That should have been the request ofthe „Western Fathers". 

The scope of Mar Marutha, as delegate of the „Western Fathers", was more 
explicit: „He concerned himself with the restoration of the churches of Christ the 
Lord, and was assiduous that the laws, divine ordinances, upright and trustworthy 
ca?ons which had been established in the West by our honored fathers, the bishops, 
nught also be established in the East as an edifice of steadfastedness and truth for 
the people ofGod." (Ibid., p. 2, In. 9-13; text p. 18). 

A great synod was convoked, under the patronage of the King of kings, and, 
sequentially, 40 bishops gathered together at the cathedral of Seleucia on Jan 6, 410. 
During the first and the sequent sessions, the acts of the synod included the 
following: 

a) Communion ofFaith 

The synod accepted the Nicean Profession ofFaith, including it within the acts 
of the synod. 

b) Canonical Unity 

The code of canons that Marutha brought with him from the West has been 
read, approved by the fathers of the synod, and subscribed to. This is how the event 
is reported in the Synodicon: 

„ When they had brought it and read it, when we had /ward from it all the 
provisions which were needed for the upright order of the ministry of the 
church of Christ, and learned fi·om it all the canons which were spoken in the 
wisdom o/God by our fathers - the bishops in the great and holy synod ofthe 
West- our sou/s were exceedingly g/addended with perfect Joy. 

First, Mar Isaac the bishop, as the elect head of his members, said: 
'Anyone who does not agree to these glorious laws and upright canons and 
does not accept them shall be considered anathema by all the people of God 
and may not hold authority in the church of Christ'. All of us bishops alike 
made ratification with amen after him, and all of us spoke as he had." (Ibid., 
p. 4, ln.14-22; textp. 21). 
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c) Unity ofthe Liturgical Form of Worship 

,,Also the wester~ service which Isaac and Marutha the bishops taught us 
and all of us saw celebrated here in the church of Seleucia, henceforth, we 
shall celebrate alike in the same manner. The deacons in every city shall 
proclaim the litany like this, the Scriptures shall be read thus, the pure and 
holy oblation shall be offered upon one altar in all the churches, and the order 
of ancient memory shall no longer exist among us." (p. 8, In. 32-36; text p. 
27). 

d) Unity ofLiturgical Calendar and Sacraments 

„We should together, as one, kcep the holy feast, thc first-born ofblessed 
feasts, the glorious birth and cpiphany of Christ our savior. Again as one, at 
one appointed time we should all, alike, keep the complete fast of forty days -
scven weeks - and observe the feast of Holy Passover, and the great day of the 
crucifixion, passion, and resurrection of our savior. In all of our churches one 
holy oblation should be offered to God, that is the body and blood of Christ for 
the pardon of our living ones and the resurrection of our departed." (p. 3, In. 
39-45; text p. 20). 

The Synod of Mar Yahballaha (420) 

The Occasion 

The Byzantine emperor and the Pcrsian Shahinshah continued their exchange 
of ambassadors, chosen frem among the Aramaic-speaking clergy of their subjects. 
lt was first Mar Yahballaha, the Catholicos of the East who went, in 418, in 
embassy to the Roman capital. Theo, at the end of 419, Mar Acacius, bishop of 
Amida was sent by Theodosius the Young to rcturn the visit to Yazdcgerd in the city 
of Beth-Ardashir. His presence in the land of the East became an occasion for the 
gathering of 10 metropolitans and bishops headed by Mar Y ahballaha. 

The Subject Matter 

The fathers confirmed the synod of Mar Isaac, adding to their committment 
toward thc Synod of Nicea their acceptance of other minor synods of the West: 
Ancyra, Neocaesarea, Gangres, Laodicea. The rational behind it is of the greatest 
importance. 1 must give here the text in its fullness: 

„Through the blessed Mar Isaac, who governed the episcopate in 
Seleucia-Ctesiphon at that time, and the faithful Marutha the bishop, a few 
corrections were made in the churches of Christ. But because they (the 
bishops) were unacquainted with the laws in their totality - in the fullness of 
the holy synod and in an accurate tradition - especially the canons of the 
episcopal fathers, those (laws) were not established; thus,they wrote the things 
which were nccessarily requisite at that time in a document. 
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When the greater part of our brother bishops bad departed from the world 
or were drawing near, and tl\ese things had not been established, there was no 
perfect remedy for the previous disease which multiplied ignorance. Divisions 
and schisms had occured in one place or another until today, as it was from the 
old leaven of ignorance, because of the insolent, proud, ungrateful ones, and 
those who do not know peace. 

Henceforth, all of us bish_?ps who, according to the will of our worshipful 
God, of Christ our hope, and of the Holy Spirit our Rudder, have gathered 
from various places to Seleucia and Ctesiphon with the fellow-servants of our 
people, to our father, the honorable Mar Yahballaha, and to bis brother, the 
honorable Mar Accacius, the bishop and envoy. Together they request of your 
excellency that these laws which were established by the illustrious fathers and 
blessed bishops in the catholic church of the entire dominion of the Romans, 
that have been up to now carefully and diligently kept there, be given to each 
one of us by your excellency, our honorable father, head and leader of all of 
our brothers, the bishops who are in the whole realm of the illustrious, mighty 
and peace-loving Yazdegerd, the king ofkings. By the hand ofyour excellency 
we might receive the perfect tradition of the laws of our fathers and might 
keep them diligently and meditate upon them day and night, so that they 
become guides and en/ighteners of us and our council. 

As for the kindness ofyour committing them, every one ofus - we and all 
those who rise up in our positions after us and occupy our sees - will give 
thanks before the worshipful God for your undertaking. Our feet will be 
p/anted in the correct way and tradition through your diligence, and by the 
direction of your word we will discover the protective commandments and 
preserving lmvs of our i//ustriousfathers and blessed bishops. 

We will stand in the one true faith of the fathers, the bishops, which 
was handed down from the illustrious apostles. So too, we will be led by the 
laws which their Perfection established at various times, so that there will be 
utterly nothing in the least matter foreign between us and them, that as we 
are all in one body of Christ, so too we will agree in the perfection of their 
divine and complete love and perfect order." (p. 18, In. 1-35; text p. 39-40). 

Ecclesiology of the Two Synods 

1) The Church, East and West, is one body of Christ. lt has its principal 
segment in the West; the East being an extension of the same body. The bishops of 
the West have the perfect apostolic tradition. They have the true faith. They have 
issued protective commandments. lt is only normal for the Church of the East to 
adhere to their faith and order. 

2) The bishops of the borders, among them the bishop of Antioch, were 
collectively valid reprcscntativcs of the church in the land of Romans. However, 
according to the acts of these synods, neither one of them is seen, individually, as a 
point of reference for the Church of the East. The title of Porphyrius of Antioch is 
exactly the same as Isaac of Selcucia: Bishop-Catholicos. 
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3) The Church of the East has accepted the care and guidance of the Western 
Fathers. Evidently, it was done in love and respect and most of all in the sharing of 
a commun faith and purpose. 

The Synod of Mar Dadi5o' (424) 

The Occasion 

Mar Yahballaha died shortly after the synod. Ma'na, a former student of the 
school of Edessa, had been elected to succeed him. By that time, though, big events 
happened that had drastically changed the mood of the King. Christianity, having 
made noticible gains among the Mesopotamian and Persian society, also having 
conquered the hearts and minds of some of the Persian nobles, drove some 
Christians to become bolder and more agressive in their attacks against Zoroastrism 
and the temple of fire. A priest, 'Osea, of the city of Hormizdardashir, had been 
accused of having instigated the destruction of a firehouse adjacent to a church. 
Yazdegerd was furious and ordered the destruction of churches. 

Eventhough the Ma'na succeded in obtaining the approval of his election to the 
rank of Catholicos - that is after paying a good sum of money to the chief of police -
he was severely rebuked by the King. When a priest of his entourage dared to 
respond, the priest had been beheaded and the Catholicos exiled. 

Yazdegerd died shortly after. Behram V succeeded him, enforcing the policy of 
persecution against Christians. Many were killed by the sword of the tyrant. Many 
apostasized, others fled to the northwest. The Persians reclaimed the fugitives. The 
Romans rcfused to give them up, and the war broke out, lasting one entire year until 
422 when an agrcement had been reached between the two superpowers: Behram V 
would allow the liberty " of conscience to Christians in his kingdom, while 
Theodosius II would tolerate the Mazdean cult in the territory of the Roman empire. 

Ma'na had died since 421, so the bishops were allowed to gather together for 
the election of a new catholicos. They elected Dadiso'. However, not every one was 
satisfied. Some bishops found a way to cite him to the King and DadiSo' was 
imprisoned in 422; he was freed later through the intervention of the Roman 
delegate at the signature of the peace agreement. 

DadiSo', antagonized from the beginning of his pontificate, lost interest and 
will to bear the burden of leadership. He retired to the small kingdom of Al-Hirat, 
under the rule of Mundhir 1, distant from the Shahinshah and the intrigues of 
competing bishops. lt was in that difficult junction that the Church of the East had 
more than ever the need for an undisputed leadership. For that purpose, thirty-six 
bishops assembled in Markabtha ofthe Arabs around Dadifo' in 420 A.D. 

The Subjcct Matter of the Synod 

The Church of the East was then besieged by the wordly power of the Sasanid 
state. Christianity and Christians of the Persian Empire were then protected by a 
foreign power, rival or enemy of the Persians. A war had been fought because of 
these Christians. The Romans were protecting them as their own subjects, but that 
made them disloyal subjects of the Persian state. The hardship is compounded by the 
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factor of internal divisions and rivaliries among the bishops. The Catholicos was 
challenged by his bishops, persecuted by his king, and couldn't anymore ask help 
from his brothers in the West. 

This was an emergency situation. What was there to be done? The answer of 
the synod was: to assert the uriity of the Church of the East under one unchallenged 
leadership of the Catholicos - in this case, DadiSo' - and face the predicament of 
Christianity in the Eastern empir~ as one united body. 

„In holy church all perfection ought to be especially fulfilled. For, as the 
Father of truth is one, and his Son, Christ the Savior, is one, and his living 
Spirit, the Paraclete, is one, so his faithful steward, Simon Bar Jonah, who was 
surnamed Cephas, is one. He promised him: 'Upon this rock I will build my 
church', and again, 'To you 1 will give the keys of the kingdom of heaven.' 
'Upon you 1 will build' and 'I will give you' was not said by Christ to all the 
disciples. Although the gift of priesthood was bestowed upon all the apostles, 
yet one headship, which was a spiritual fatherhood, was not for all. Jnstead, as 
it is with one true God, so it is with one faithful steward, who should be head, 
leader, and administrator of his brothers. These things are observed in the 
Church with us." (From the speech ofBishop 'Agpata, p. 24, In. 39-47; text p. 
48). 

This is a perfect Catholic theology very similar to the formulation of Vatican II. 
A ~heology which is valid for the whole catholic church at any time and every 
reg10n. But now, let us see how the fathers of the synod have applied it to their 
concrete situation. 

„You yourselves, our fathers, know that every time there was schism and 
strife among us. The Western fathers were supports and stays to this 
fatherhood, for all of us are disciples and children, bound and affixed to it as 
members of an entire body to the head, the king of the members. They have 
also saved and delivered us from the persecutions which rose up against our 
fathers and us through an ambassador, whom they sent to us from time to 
time. 

Now in the same way, persecution and ajjliction has become grievous 
against us, and the era does not permit them to take care of us as before. But 
we, as be/oved sons and profitable heirs, are obliged to take pains to support 
and help one another through the primacy which is over us. For if, God 
forbid, we fall from the height of the headship, will shall perish without mercy. 

Come, let us repair the breaches of our people and of our standing, and let 
us give ourselves up to any deaths for the sake of our father and head, for he is 
our leader and provider, the giver of all the stores of divine treasure, Mar 
DadiSo' the catho/icos, who is Peter for us, the head of our ecclesiastical 
counci/. 

Let us petition and supplicate so that may be our father will condescend to 
receive our petition. If not, let us all stand in front of his door with lamentation 
and sadness, in sackcloth and ashes, with weeping and great shouting, until 
the mercies of our father are revealed unto us and he accepts our petition, 
returning to his paternal see and seizing his leadership over us according to 
the command of Christ to the head of the apostles, Peter." (From the same 
speech, p. 26, ln.1-20; text p. 49). 
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What precedes regarded the relation of the bishops to their catholicos. What 
will follow regards also the relation of the Patriarch of the East toward other 
„patriarchs" (The title of „Patriarch" is, at this point of time, surely an 
anachronism): 

„We have confirmed ... that which our Western Fathers decreed that: 
Henceforth bishops are not allowed to make a council against their head, nor 
to write a bill of accusation or complaint. If there is violence done to them and 
they do not receive relief in a council before him, Jet them make an appea/ 
before his fellow patriarchs, that by their examination there might be a 
determination between him and them. 

But since this has been tried so many times - for those who have appealed 
against the catholicoi have been found in the wrong and have received the 
punishment of their offense by excommunication and deposition, having been 
defrocked and stripped of the title of their ranks and the wearing of their 
raiment - we now determine by the Word of God that easterners are not 
al/owed to make an appea/ against their patriarch even before the Western 
Fathers, but every contention which is unsolved before him shall be reserved 
to the judgment seat of Christ. 

For no reason should anyone think or say that the Patriarch of the East 
may be judged by those who are under him, or by a patriarch like him; but he 
shal/ render judgment upon all who are under him, while his judgment shall 
be reserved to Christ, who chose him, raised him up, and placed him at the 
head of his church, for so it pleased his eternal Lordship that his own al/­
governing Lordship be entrusted to and honored in the primacy of his 
church. .. " (p. 27, In. 7-33; text p. 51). 

Ecclesiology of the Synod 

1) In the synod ofMar Isaac and Mar Yahballaha, East and Westare one body 
of Christ. The Church is universal. She has her center of gravity in the West; the 
East considers itself and behaves as integral part of that catholic church. Here again 
the principle of primacy is affirmed with its basis meaning: it belongs to the 
perfection and fullness of the church to have one head. Christ appointed only one 
head to his church: Peter. The synod's acts hint to the existence in other ecclesiastic 
circles or regions of a different approach where it says: „These things are observed 
among us in the Church." Nevertheless, the application of the principle of primacy 
is totally transformed here with a complete transfer of position. In the synod of 
Dadi5o', the regional church takes the place of the totality of the church, and 
Dadiso', the actual Catholicos, is „Peter for us." 

2) This transposition of primacy from a perfection of the universal church to a 
perfection of the local church is done, not through any theological rationale, but as a 
survival necessity and the requirement of an emergency situation; otherwise, „we 
shall perish without mercy." 

3) lf Dadisho' is Peter, then there is nobody above him. Thus, the right of 
appeal to the Western Fathers is to be abrogated, the other patriarchs being „like 
him." Even though the other „patriarchs" are individually like Dadiso', they might 
not „collectively" be of the same status. Here again, the fathers present a rationale of 
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contingency: since the appcal to the Western Fathers have resulted so many times in 
the favor of the Catholicos, thefe is no further use of maintaining that procedure. 

Conc/usion 

Within fourteen years, two patterns of ecclesiology have been adopted by the 
Church of the East. Each one responds to a particular concrete situation: one of 
co_mmuni?n with the Wes~, when that church applied herself to have the unii; of 
fa1th, of hturgy, and of rulmg laws; the othcr, undcr the pressure of drastic circum­
stances, imposed on the very church to consider herself as representing the totality 
of the Church and her head her ultima instantia. 

A~azi~~ly after fifteen hundred years, the Church of the East and its people 
are agam d1v1ded between these two pattcrns. On one side, the Chaldean Church 
implementing basically the catholic principles and policy of the synod of Mar Isaac 
and ~ar Yahballaha .. On the ot~er side, the Assyrian Church of the East, imple­
mentmg the more reg10nal eccles1ology ofthe Synod ofMar Dadi5o'. 

Nevertheless, Mar 'AbdiSo' of Nisibis, as late as 1319, had expressed the 
comm_un ~nde_rstanding of his church and thc summa!)' of her tradition in regard to 
eccles1ast1c pnmacy, reconfirming her original and scemingly constant belief. So he 
stated in the ninth chapter ofhis book Col/ection ofSynodal Canons: 

Five. are the_ cities which have precedence in the world ... : Babylon ... 
Alexandna ... Antioch ... Rome ... and Byzantium ... The rank of patriarchate has 
been given to each one of th~se places not because of being a capital or having 
preced~nce, but be~ause of Its Apostle, Evangelizer, and its king; To great 
Rome 1t has been g1ven for the sake of the two pillars that were installed in it: 
Peter, the head of the Apostles, and Paul, thc Teacher of Nations. This is the 
first sec and head of the patriarchs ... 

All the three synods that have been here exposed bclong to the heirs of the 
Church of the East. Each of the two diverse ecclesiological attitudes adopted 
through thcm has its own justification in history. Both have their own merit and 
validity and both have their own achievement in the course of events. I tried to show 
that one attitude representcd the normal mode of ecclesiastic life, while the other 
represented the surviva/ mode and the state of emergency. At that junction of 
history, in the fifth century, all of our church and people adopted together first the 
one then the other of those two ecclesiologies and attitudes. Our present problem is 
that The Church o~ the East and her people are divided today into two segments, 
each one representmg one of those ecclesiologies and attitudes, instead of having 
one Church of the East representing the best of both Modus Vivendi as a church. In 
the actualization of that prospect lies the hope of the heirs of the primordial Church 
ofthe East. 

Discussion: 

Mar Gregorios: We can agree with the whole text since it deals with the time bcfore 
451. We can see that the words East and Westare subject to different standpoints. 
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What does Prof. Jammo mean by East and West? When he speaks of (p.93) "a 
perfect Catholic theology" it cannot be in the sense of today. 

Prof Davids: Should we not also include the Synod of Antioch among the minor 
synods? 
In my view the only relevant texi for theological Pauline ecclesiology is: We are all 
one body in Christ. 
Regarding the knowledge of the Iife of the churches we should take more out of the 
canons of the synods. 

Prof Fiey explains the topography of Mesopotamia with Ktesiphon and Seleucia by 
means of a drawing on the board. 

Prof Jammo: The West designates the bishops who came from the borders of the 
Roman Empire as representatives of the Church in the Roman Empire, and in the 
first place Antioch. 

Mar Aprem: Mar AbdiSo died in 1318, while tl).e collection of Canons was made in 
1291. In the paper presented we are talking about pre-Nestorian times. We should 
be aware of the different set up. At that time denominations were not mentioned 
because there were no denominations. 

Mar Bawai: The issues of ecclesiology are usually put in the second place after 
Christology. So the paper speaks about work that might be done at a later date. I do 
not have any objection to the fact that the paper does not see any dogmatical 
differences, only perhaps in ecclesiology. 

Prof Jammo: At the beginning of the formation of our Churches there was an 
opening and openness to the West, the Universal Church, represented by the Church 
at the border. Our fathers accepted their synods and directives. This Church was not 
closed in itself! 

Mar Bawai: In our Church, we perhaps need a double coordinating movement: with 
the other Churches and with our own people at the grassroots level. 

Archbishop Powathil: At that time (i.e. beginning of the 5th century), were there al­
ready differences in theology, liturgy, etc.? Or were there only political differences? 

Prof Jammo: Before Nestorius became Bishop of Constantinople there was a synod 
in our church. The fathers came to the conclusion: The Western Christians cannot 
help us any more. We have to have an ultima instantia of our own. There were 
already differences, but the reasons to proclaim independence were not of a 
theological nature but more circumstantional. 
The Assyro-Chaldean Churches are an ecclesial entity, having the same historical, 
Iiturgical and spiritual tradition, and are only different in jurisdiction. Therefore 
unity will be a great remedy and fulfillment of the will of the Lord. 
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Mar Timotheos: When did the term "Catholicos" originate? The term "Catholicos" 
was first used by the bishop of Ktesiphon according to the acts of the Synod of 
Marishak. When was it seen as a Petrine office? And what means the Petrine office 
for us? That we need to have an ultima instantia as a survival mode or emergency 
measure and not as an absolute principle. This opens the road for further union. 

Prof. Jammo: "Catholicos" originated exactly at that time (410), but it is still 
disputed whether the use is not an anachronism. The Synod ofDadiso (424) claims 
~e P~trine aspect with some nuances: "Peter for us", because of the emergency 
s1tuation. 

Prof Koodapuzha: The differences in the Arabic Nicene Canons also need some 
study. 

Fourth working session: June 25, aftemoon 

Chairman: Mar Bawai 

Jean Maurice Fiey OP 

THE SPREAD OF THE PERSIAN CHURCH 

The „Church of the East" is certainly, after only Jerusalem and Antioch, the 
most ancient Church in the world. While orientalists used to place its evangelisation 
in the third century, I think that it can be proved that its origin dates from the end of 
the first century, or, at the Iatest, the beginning ofthe second century. 

At that time, to the east of the Roman empire, let us say beyond the Euphrates, 
there was the Parthian empire. 

Co~ing from Jerusalem to Antioch, and then to Edessa, probably through the 
APQstle Addai!Thaddeus, the Christian faith was carried beyond Edessa to the 
south-east, by a disciple of the apostle Addai, called Mari. Hence the Church of the 
East began to be known as the Church of Mar Mari. Its first implantation was to the 
south of the Parthian capital, Ctesiphon, at a place called in Aramaic Kokhe, the 
huts, that is the huts of the labourers of a wealthy landowner from Ctesiphon, called 
Mardan Shah. 

Contrary to certain spurious sourccs, the Parthian kings were peaceful (you see 
them at Hatra wearing a pen in their hand instead of a sword). They were not 
bothered by a new faith entering their kingdom and accepted many religions (statues 
ofHercules have been found at Hatra). 

While christianity was persecuted in the Roman empire up to 313, the Church 
could develop peacefully in Parthia. 

That was before the coming of the Persians, a new dynasty called the Sasanids, 
in 226, under king Ardashir I. We have no reliable documents about the spread of 
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the Church at that time, our first information being provided by the Acts of the 
Persian martyrs. . 

In 286, under the influence of the high priest (mobed mobedan) Kartir, the 
Persian empire adopted Zoroastrianism as its state religion. As, in 313, the 
Christian faith was recognized officially in the Roman empire, always at war with 
Persia, the faithful of this latter kingdom started being regarded as potential friends 
ofthe Roman enemy. 

Hence several waves of persecution, the bloodiest being between 339 and 379, 
under Sapor II, causing thousands of martyrs. Among them were several heads of 
the Church, the „catholicoi", later to be called patriarchs of the Royal Cities 
(Mahoze, which the Arabs would call al-Mada' in 35 km south oftoday's Baghdad). 
There, after the Tigris changed its course, Ardashir 1 had founded a new city, Veh 
Ardashir, south ofCtesiphon, and Mari's church was included within its walls. 

Beside the catholicoi, we find, among the martyrs, bishops and believers from 
everywhere in what is now Iran, up to the Gilan province, south ofthe Caspian Sea. 

The results of the persecutions were not altogether evil, since deportation took 
to the East more and more christians from Roman territory including a bishop of 
Antioch, Demetrianus, who was deported with bis floak to Beth Lapat (Gondisapor) 
in 257, and will found there a new diocese. 

When the Church recovered peace, synods were held in the Persian capital, the 
New Seleucia, Veh Ardashir, in 410, 420, 424, and so forth. The lists of bishops 
who took part show, around the catholicos, six provinces. The first is the 
metropolitan of Gondisapor, in Khuzistan, because it was the summer capital of the 
Sasanids. Ne~1, the metropolitan of Nisibis, nowadays Nusaybin on the Turkish­
Syrian border, under whom came several dioceses, e~1ending weil to the north, 
where they mingled with the Armcnians. Next came Prath Mayshan, later Basrah, 
now in the south of Iraq. Next, Hadyab, round Erbil, with suffragan dioceses to the 
north, in the Kurdish mountains around the Greater Zab. Then the Beth Garmay, 
province of the Garmaye (al-Djaramiqa, a branch of Syriacs), around Karka d'Beth 
Slokh, the present Kirkuk. Finally, Fars, extending north to Rayy, near the present 
Tehran, and south on both sides, Persian and Arabic, of the Gulf. 

Meanwhile, it was, according to Indian tradition, in 345 that, lacking 
hierarchy, the so-called „St Thomas christians" of South India, asked the catholicos 
of the East to send them some clergy. A mysterious Thomas Qinaya, accompanied 
by seventy two families, would have come to India at that time, together with four 
priests, some deacons, and even a bishop, called Joseph ofEdessa. 

Whatever be the real identity of Thomas Qinaya, may be a goldsmith, and 
notwithstanding the fact that the date of the request seems to be incompatible with 
the persecution which raged at the time in Persia, it is a fact that, two centuries 
later, around 553, the traveller Cosmas Indicopleustes mentions that „in the country 
which is called Male (Malabar), where pepper is growing, in a place named Kaliana 
(Quilon), there is a bishop ordained in Persia." 

About the same time as Thomas Qinaya (346), a certain Theophilus the Indian 
came from Arabia to India, where he corrected some wrong habits, including the 
fact that the faithful remained seated while listening to the reading of the Gospel. 

Relations between India and the seat of Mar Mari were still strong when, 
between 590 and 604, patriarch Sawriso' received as a gift some perfumes coming 
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from India. The bishop of India, at first dependent on the metropolitan of Fars, 
became himself a metropolitan·between 714 and 728. We have mentioned the fifth 
century synods, but what about the presence, or at least the reaction of the Church of 
the East to the ecumenical councils, Ephesus in 431, that condemned Nestorius, and 
Chalcedon, in 451, that condemned monophysitism? As a matter of fact, at these 
dates, persecution was raging in Persia, and the Church did not hear about the 
councils until later, thus neither refusing nor accepting them. 

lt was only in 485, that, under the influence of the metropolitan of Nisibis, 
called Barsaum, that part of the Church swayed to what has been called Nestoria­
nism. But there were many people who hesitated; it will lead later to the establish­
ment of a party linked with the [western Syriac] patriarchate of Antioch. This party 
will receive bishops, either from the Armenians, in 540, or from western bishops 
like Jacob Baradaeus, around 553, and it will be organized officially as a part of the 
patriarchate of Antioch in 629. The westem Syriac dioceses on the territory of the 
eastern Syriac Church were all in the north and west of present Iraq, in a territory 
around Takrit, territory occupied by Heraclius and the Byzantine army in 628/29. 

Between its so-called nestorianisation in 485 and the islamic conquest of the 
Persian Royal Cities in 637, the Church bad to suffer, from the part of the Persian 
kings, more persecutions, but less ferocious than the first, and limited towards the 
end of the Persian rule, to the renegades of the official religion. 

As for its extension, apart from losing to the western Syriacs part of the 
dioceses we have mentioned, the territory of the Church of the East did not change 
much. Limited conversions by monks, like Mar Pethion, completed the 
christianisation of the Kurdish mountains, so that it can be said that, when Islam 
came, most of the population of what is now Iraq and a great part of Iran was 
Christian. 

What was the impact of the coming of Islam on the christians of the Church of 
the East? Here we should distinguish between the Arab Christian tribes and the 
other Christians, Arameans, Garameans, Kurds, former Jews, und so forth. 

For the latter group, the choice was given between the „djizya" (the poll tax) or 
becoming moslems. For the Arabs, they had to become moslems; but in certain cases 
it was agreed that they should pay a heavier poll tax, may be double. The result of 
that policy was that mass conversions occured in places like 'Oman, while some 
Arabs remained Christians until very late in other places, The Muslims did not 
press the conditions on tribes like the Banu Taghlib, so that they would not cross the 
Byzantine border and become their enemies. 

Moreover, certain conditions were sometimes imposed on the Christians, like 
distinctive dress or girdle, interdiction of external signs like bells or crosses, noisy 
street burial processions, etc, but, inside churches, they could, most of the time, 
worship freely. 

Missionary work could progress again through the unification, under Islam, of 
the trade roads. Monks and bishops would accompany traders to the Far East. 

As a matter offact, trade relations with China, alongside what is called the Silk 
Road, had started long before Islam. Around 540, Cosmas Indicopleustes, who bad 
come from Nisibis, reported that commerce flourished, silk being known in the 
Persian empire, but christianity does not seem to have followed immediately. Truly, 
it is mentioned that monks had already brought to Constantinople, at the time of 
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Justinian, in 552, eggs of silk worms, hidden in a hollow bamboo cane, but these 
monks seem to have been isolated individuals. 

Missionary work proper started two years before the fall to the Ara~s of the 
Royal Cities of the Persians. Then the Church of the East went al~ng the Stlk ro~d, 
beyond Central Asia, to China. Eastem Syriacs are attested there m 635, accordmg 
to the Si-ngan-fu (Xi-an) memorial, itself dated 781; the first missionary was called 
in Chinese A-lo-pen (the name has not been convincingly interpreted yet). 

In 698, a Chinese imperial decree bestowed protection upon the believers of 
what is called „the radiant religion", including the twenty one monks of the 
monastery in Si-ngan-fu itself. 

Around the end of the same Vllth century, Christians in China suffered 
persecution from the part of the Buddhists, and again, .in 718/719, f~om the 
Confucianists. But new strength was added to the commumty by the commg of a 
new missionnary, Lu-han (Abraham) before 724, and then ofKi-lie (Gabriel)! 

Before leaving the Si-ngan-fu stele, it may be said that it could be interesting to 
study the way the Chinese text expresses the Christian faith. Apparently, the 
vocabulary was borrowed from the Taoist doctrine, dominant at the time, but others 
have said recently that Christ there was a „buddhist Jesus". Whatever be the case, it 
would be interesting to compare that text wüh the way the Jesuits (Matteo Ricci, for 
example) exi>ressed the Christian faith in an other period, with a different 
philosophical vocabulary corresponding to the Chinese philosophy prevailing at the 
time, Confucianism. 

The same question could be raised about so many texts, in different languages, 
produced by the Nestorian missionaries, notably in Sogdian, found in the Turfan 
oasis, in the Tarim region and comprising pieces dating from the Vlth to the Vlllth 
century, texts which are now in Berlin. · 

As Saeki says nicely about the Chinese documents, they have been „somewhat 
fermented by the Taoist leaves, or by the local cults yeast". 

Is this a matter of mere translation, or is it „inculturation", or even, as it has 
been said, „inreligionisation"? 

Patriarch Timothy (780-823), contemporaneous with the stele, raised the 
bishop of China to the rank of a metropolitan, with several suffragan dioceses. 

A new persecution, in 865, almost ruined the Chinese Church. A century later, 
toward the year 973, patriarch 'Awdiso' 1, apparently ignoring the real situation, 
sent to China a monk from Nadjran, together with five companions. They came 
back quickly, because, when they arrived there (the text does not say exactly where), 
they found a single Christian left and were told that all the rest had perished and 
that their church had been destroyed. 

Tue story, as told by the monk, in Baghdad, some seven years later, to al-
Nadim, shows that the group had not travelled overland, but by sea, following the 
maritime silk road. 

Mention of that road is already found in one of patriarch Timothy's letters. 
Writing to the monk Hnaniso', whom he bad ordained for Sarbazia, he tells him 
that, before him, „many monks bad crossed the seas to get to China and to India, 
with only a stick and a beggar's wallet". According to cardinal Tisserant, it may be 
through that road that christianity was introduced to the Chinese port of Zaytun, 
now Quanzhu, on the coast opposite to Taiwan. 
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Some scholars have suggested recently that missionnaries to China did not 
come straight from Mesopotamia, but from India, founding there a Syro-Indian 
Church. This may be true of Ceylon, where a diocese is attested since the sixth 
century, and again of Java, mentioned in the XIVth century under the name of 
Dabagh, linked with the dioce$e of southem China, but, nevertheless, the land route 
was far shorter, only five months of travel, (when peace made is safe) and the Si­
ngan-fu monument mentions tha! A-lo-pen was a native of the country of Po-sseu 
which is Persia. ' 

Going back to the history of christianity in China, we have said that 
persecution had almost entirely wiped it off. When did it flourish again? lt has been 
said that it had to wait for the time of the Mongol Rule in China; that seems to be 
?nly partly true. Pelliot has found some Christian families in the northem provinces, 
mtroduced by the Hitai and the Kin in the Xlth and the Xllth centuries. A bishop, 
George of Kashkar, ordained by patriarch Sawri5o' III between 1064 and 1076 for 
the Khurasan and the Segestan, in Iran, went instead to China, where he remained 
until bis death. 

But it was surely under the Mongol Yuan dynasty, in the Xlllth century, that 
Mongolian Nestorians gave to the Church of China a new life. William of Rubrouck 
found them in fifteen towns of the Cathay, which is northem China, and so did 
Marco Polo and several westem missionaries. But these Christians were probably 
rather Mongols than Chinese, what explains that Chinese christianity did not 
survive the Mongol rule. When the Jesuit missionnaries came to China, they found 
some traces of that eastem christianity. 

We have beenjumping straight to China, because it is there that the Si-ngan-fu 
monument told us of Christian groups, already during the Vllth century. 

Now, what about the Turks who are found on the road? 
Some White Runs {Hephtalites), settled on what is now the Afghan border, bad 

already received the Gospel (probably from the Armenians) at the beginning of the 
Vlth century. In 549 they asked catholicos Mar Aba to ordain bishop one of their 
native priests. 

lt is mentioned that, in 581, Turks serving as mercenaries in the Persian anny 
and made prisoners by the Romans, were wearing crosses tied on their forehead. 
Several pagan kings of the central Asian Turks became Christian: one in 644, 
converted by Eliyah, metropolitan ofMerw, an other in 782/83, a third in 1009. 

Patriarch Timothy, near the end of the Vlllth century, who favoured so 
strongly the missions, ordained a metropolitan for „the country of the Turks", with 
residence at Samarqand. The seat is still attested in 1045, although Arab geogra­
phers mention churches already converted to mosques in the tenth century, at 
Bukhara, Mirki, and in Sogdiana, that is between the Amu Daria and the Syr Daria. 
Kashghar, in Chinese Turkestan (Sinkiang) had also a metropolitan, which means 
of course that there were several bishroprics (of which, unfortunately, we know 
nothing), its suffragans. 

Two Turkish Nestorian graveyards have been found in 1885 in Central Asia, 
north ofthe Pamir, south ofLake Balkhash, near the towns of Pishpak and Tokmak, 
now in Kazakhstan. The finds there include some 160 tombstones (13 of them are 
now preserved in the Musee Guimet in Paris). They are inscribed in Syriac chara­
cters, and date from the IXth to the XIVth century, some of them from the pest of 
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1338-39. The Russian orientaliSt D. Chwolson has published some epitaphs, among 
them those of Church dignitaries, of priests or of laymen, of whom several high 
ranking rnilitary personnel. 

Tibet is also mentioned in the letters of Timothy, who wanted to ordain a 
metropolitan for it in 792/93. When and how was christianity introduced there? 

A Chinese inscription, on a stone tablet now in the Uenuo Museum of Tokyo, 
let us know that a Chinese general, a Persian by birth and a Christian by religion, 
whose name was A-lo-ham, that is to say Abraham, was appointed, between 656 
and 661, as govemor of the Tibetan tribes. He taught them what he calls „the 
essence of the Holy Doctrine", that is the Christian faith. That was twenty years only 
after christianity had been introduced into China proper. 

Another source of evangelisation for the Tibet seems to have been by way of the 
Turkish Sogdian bishopric of Samarqand. A man from that town, maybe in 
825/826, is somehow connected with a Sogdian inscription, added, together with 
other inscriptions in several languages (some of them not yet deciphered) to three 
great crosses carved on a rock at Drang-Tse, near the Pang-kong Lake, that is at 96 
kilometres from Leh, capital of the Ladakh (Small Tibet), on the caravan road to 
Lhassa. 

More to the south-west, at Srinagar in Kashmir, the Muslim Muhammadiya 
sect still venerates what they consider tobe the tomb of Jesus; I believe it tobe a 
Melkite „saint" rather than one from the Church of the East. 

Again, we cannot rely on what has been written by Shmuel Djamil, that 
pilgrirns coming from „Laase" in 1606 did in fact come from Lhassa; the date seems 
to be too late, and the pilgrims' road seems to bring them from India rather than 
from Tibet. 

We have mentioned christianity under the Mongolian rule in China. We don't 
know when and by whom it·was preached to the Mongols. lt is a fact that at the time 
of the Mongol thrust towards Baghdad, in 1258, several tribes were, at least partly, 
Christian: the Kernits, the Naimans, the Uighurs„. Some had adopted syriac letters 
to transcribe their language (as the Republic of Mongolia has again taken up 
recently, instead ofthe Cyrillic characters). 

The Kernit queen, Doquz Khatun, Khan Hulagu's powernd wife, was a 
Christian. She is depicted in a western Syriac manuscript, dated May 1260, as the 
new Helen, strong supporter of the Cross, with her hushand, the new Constantine, 
although he was himself a buddhist. 

Several chiefs of the Mongol armies (the „Noyons") were Christians, such as 
the Naiman Kitbuga who will be defeated and killed by the Mameluks at 'Ayn 
Djalut, in 1260, because he was left without sufficient forces to resist; and also 
Sandaghu, mentioned in 1261 as crushing the rebellion of the king of Mosul. Again, 
an anonymous noyon of imperial blood rebelled against Qublai Khan in 1287 and 
was killed; his followers were relegated to Manchuria. A bronze cross found there 
may be one of their relics. 

Some of the Mongol envoys to the West were Christian. The most famous is 
the monk Barsaum, who had been the master of the great patriarch Yahwalaha III 
(1291-1317). Both were Turkish speaking Unguts (Uighurs). 
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Barsaum went by sea from Constantinople to Naples, on his way to Rome and 
then ~o P~ris where he met Phitip IV le Bel, and later to Gascony, where he met the 
Enghsh king, Edward I. That was in 1287-88. 

Other envo~s had a less happy fate. Among Mongol envoys, this time to Japan, 
beheaded there m 1280, there was a Uighur Christian secretary, aged 32. His tomb 
and that of his companions is still known. 

Nestorian christianity did not extend to Japan, but, apart from the tomb we 
have just mentioned, a steel helmet inlaid with a silver cross is all that remains of a 
mongol officer ofthe army beaten at Kyushu, in 1281. 

R:lic_s from one of the Christian Ungut tribes, namely the Ordos, have been 
found ms1de the great loop of the Yellow River. Several thousand metal crosses 
have been rec~vered; they had ~en w~m as jewels in more recent times by Mongol 
wom~~ who d1d ~ot know their ~eanmg, or „used with a lump of mud to seal up 
doors . In the rums of the anc1ent Ungut capital Kashang (Olon Sume in Tor 
nowadays), in Inner Mongolia, remains of a Latin and a Nestorian church have been 
excavated. I said „Latin" because a certain king, named George (who died in 1298), 
had become a catholic at Khan Baliq (now Peking). When he died, his successor 
John, went back to his original Church. ' 

The ~ast, lists ?f ?ioces~~· ?Y Saliba ibn Yohannan and 'Amr ibn Matta, and by 
~he canomst Awd1so ofN1s1b1s, date from the beginning ofthe XIVth century, but 
1t seems that they keep mentioning a few bishoprics that had in fact already 
disappeared. 

Six metropolitan seats „of the interior" are still grouped around the patriar­
chate, the first being that of Gondisapor, once summer residence of the Persian 
kin.gs and seat of a school of medecine that gave several famous physicians to the 
cahp~s of Ba~dad, mainl~ from the family of the BokhtiSo's. Gondisapor kept 
(nommally untll now) the nght to ordain the patriarch. 

As for the metropolitan seats „of the exterior", the first was Fars, the heart of 
Iranshahr, still mentioned then with „the islands ofthe sea", near Qatar, from which 
christianity had in fact disappeared, may be in the Xth century. 

Then came Merw and Nishapur in Khurasan, north of Iran, with the city of Tus 
and ~ monaste1?' at Sanabad (now Mashad ), residence of the bishop; then Herat, 
now m Afghamstan, Samarqand in Turkestan, whose existence can be traced up to 
1374; and, last, Aran and Alania, that is Armenia prima, now in Adharbaydjan 
around Barda'a and Snikha (now Shemakha), west ofBaku. As for the metropolita~ 
seat ofRayy, near Tehran, it had already disappeared. 

These were the „external" dioceses, which were said to be still in existence 
probably much diminished, in the territory ofthe Persian Mongol il-khanate. ' 

As for the monasteries, most ofthem are listed in Yaqut al-Hamawi's Mu'djam 
al-Buldan, around 1225, although it is impossible to decide whether the writer 
quotes a previous source or means really that the monasteries were still flourishing 
in his time. 

Christianity, ~hat had melted ~way slowly during the Abbassid period, mainly 
because ofthe soc1al pressure, declmed more definitely around 1335, when anarchy 
prevailed in the Mongol kingdom. 

However, after a lull of forty years, at the time of the Turkmen of the White 
Sheep, who showed some kindness to eastern Christians, because they needed the 

103 



help ofthe Christian West, including the pope, to fight against the Persians and the 
rising Ottomans. 

Christianity dwindled again during the Ottoman Sultanate. 
In 1552, with Shim'un Sulaqa, a monk from the Rabban Hormizd monastery 

near Mosul, a group united with the Roman Church, especially as a protest against 
the hereditary principle, in a single family, that had been introduced to the 
patriarchate since the end of the XVth century. The line of catholicoi-patriarchs 
called „Chaldean" or „patriarchs of Babylon", derived from Sulaqa, was replaced 
later by a second line, first at Diyarbakir, with Joseph 1 at the end of the XVIIth 
century, moving later to Mosul and then Baghdad, linie which is represented 
nowadays by His Beatitude Patriarch Raphael 1 Bidawid. 

As for the Church of the East in India, which had become a metropolis in the 
Vlllth century, its relation with the eastern patriarchate had become looser during 
the Xth and Xlth centuries, „because it was difficult to get there", as says a manu­
script of the time. A Syriac bishop could, only from time to time, visit the place. 

After the death of the Metropolitan Mar Abraham in 1597, the Portuguese 
Padroado archbishop of Goa, Alexes Menezes convened a „Synod" at Diamper in 
Kerala. From 1599 up to 1896 Latin bishops ruled over the Thomas Christians. This 
Church which was of the same faith and communion up to the arrival of the 
Portuguese in the 16th century, was divided into several groups during this Latin 
rule. 

In 1896 those who continued under the Latin bishops got indigenous bishops 
and in 1923 their own separate hierarchy was established. At present they are 
known as Syro-Malabar Church having nearly 3,5 million membership. In 1993 
they got a Major Archbishop. 

The non-Catholic Thomas Christians are divided into several groups. The 
„Jacobites" were Syro-Malabarians up to 1665. In course oftime they adopted West­
Syrian (Antiochian) liturgy. Those who separated themselves from the Jacobites at 
different times are the Anjurians (Thozhiyos in 1772), the Anglicans (in 1864), the 
Marthomites (in 1876). All these except the Anglicans who are included in the 
South Indian Church (CSI) use the West Syrian liturgy. The Jacobites are divided 
into two groups on the basis of those who admit the allegiance to the Jacobite 
Patriarch and those who deny it. The former is called The Syrian Orthodox and the 
latter The Orthodox Syrian. Both of them taken together have about 2 million 
members. 

The Syro-Malankara Catholic Church dates from 1930 when two non-Catholic 
Jacobite bishops embraced the Catholic Church. They too follow the West-Syrian 
rite which was introduced into Malabar in the l 7th century. Members are about 300 
000. 

The „Nestorians" were Syro-Malabarians and in 1874 they followed Mellus, a 
Chaldean bishop from Mesopotamia. About 1908 they became Nestorians, gave up 
the latinized East Syrian rite and adopted the East-Syrian rite of the foreign 
Nestorians. They are about 15.000, divided into two groups under the two Nestorian 
Patriarchs. 

The Thomas Christians of lndia who are divided into the above-mentioned 
different groups taken together are nearly seven millions in member. 
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Coming back to the main stream of the Church of the East, their hereditary 
patriarch, henceforth known al!I Mar Shimun, took refuge in 1672, at Qudhashnes, 
in the high mountains ofHakkari, in southern Turkey. 

The last drama occurred in 1915, when the proud fighters of the Assyrian 
tribes, dwelling in the Hakkari mountains, were forced to leave by the Ottomans and 
the Kurds. The tribes of Tiyari, of Tkhuma, of Djilu, of Baz, and the small 
patriarcal tribe of Dez, together with minor groups, had to leave their fatherland. 

They are living now scattered around the world. In front of the <langer of 
assimilation by their environment, the „Assyrians" (as they are called now) try to 
preserve, not only their faith, but also their language and their culture. Their head 
is, since 1976, patriarch Mar Denkha IV, former bishop ofTehran. 

Should 1 mention a new painful scission, which took place in 1965, when the 
last Mar Shimun (lshai) decided to adopt the gregorian calendar, in order to 
celebrate the feasts with the Christians in the West. A bishop of India, Thomas 
Darmo, took the lead of the fraction and proclaimed himself patriarch in 1968, 
succeeded by Patriarch Addai II, who resides in Baghdad. Our warmest wish is that 
the two groups will soon be reunited. 

(Map next page) 

Discussion 

In the beginning of the discussion a number of historical questions are discussed 
like: Was Cosmas of lndikopleustes a native of Nisibis or a merchant from 
Alexandria? Did Nishapur have a school of medicine in the 5th century? What was 
the reason why the Christian faith could not take roots with the Mongolians? 

Mar Gregorios: Why was there no mention ofthe Syrian Orthodox in this paper? 

Prof Koodapuzha: By the time of the 6th century we know of a hereditary descent 
of the Indian hierarchy. 

Prof Samir: Is there any explanation for the disappearance of Christianity among 
the Muslims? Is it because the laws of fasting were not adapted to the life of these 
nomads who lived with their herds? 

Prof Fiey: This discipline does not seem to be the explanation because there were 
examples of dispensation. There seem to to have been several reasons for conversion 
to Islam. According to Riccardo di Monte Croce (in 1291) Islam was easier and 
money of the "zakaat" was used to get new converts. Later it was for status and 
because of social pressure that Christians became Muslims. 

.Mar Aprem mentions a Nestorian mission near Samarkand where Persian crosses 
stand at an elevation of 1.800 feet. 

Prof Samir asks about the Chronicle of Arbela which is not mentioned in the paper. 
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Prof Fiey: This chronicle is ofno scientific use. He wrote it out ofhis vest pocket. 
The Christians under the Musfims frequently used Muslim names, except Muham­
mad, and therefore their number cannot be assessed. The Church of the East was 
privileged under the Muslims in the sense that it was the only Christian church 
officially allowed. -

Prof Davids: ls there literature ~bout the content of their faith? Is it true that boys 
were ordained priests at the age of three because the bishop did only get there every 
30 years? Were there Nestorian merchants who temporarily had the function of 
priests? 

Mar Eustathios: Were there any names for Christians besides Syriacs or Chaldeans? 

Prof Jammo: The names of our last two kingdoms before becoming ruled by 
conquerors were Chaldea and Assyria. In the 16th century Christianity in 
Mesopotamia was reduced to a very special region and people. After the union of the 
Chaldeans with Rome the region where they lived corresponded to the land of the 
ancient Chaldeans. That is why they adoptcd that name. Likewise for the Assyrians 
and the ancient land of the Assyrians. 

Bernard Dupuy OP 

THE CHRISTOLOGY OF NESTORIUS 

No Father of the Church bears on his head so many solemn condemnations as 
the unhappy Nestorius. Fallen from his episcopal dignity, however without having 
been excommunicated, anathematized for his doctrines by the council of Ephesus, 
presided over by Cyril of Alexandria in 431 A.D., sent to exile, he ended his days in 
deportation. 1 

The later councils, specially the council of Constantinople II of 553 summoned 
by Justinian, fought desperately against his memory and, for most of the theolo­
gians, the epithet of „Nestorian" became almost equivalent to „summary of all here­
sies". During the whole antiquity, it was perpetually spoken of Nestorius, as if he 
had denied the divinity of Christ, without examining closely what he meant or what 
he really said. lt is a fact that his ideas, even when they were orthodox, were 
misappreciated and distorted till modern times. 

Yet he was venerated in the old Church of the East along with Diodorus of 
Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia since the episcopal assembly of 612,2 is men­
tioned in the Liturgy, and remained throughout the centuries the symbol of the 
living faith of the Church in the Syriac oriental tradition. 

1 Cf. Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum, tomus l. Concilium universale Ephesium, ed. E. Schwartz, Vol. I, 
(Collection Vaticane =V), Berlin- Leipzig 1925-1933. 

2 Episcopal Assembly of 612 held at the.court of Chosroes, cf. J. B. Chabot, Synodicon Orientale, Paris, 
lmprimerie nationale 1902, p. 629; cf. Narsai, „Memra on the lbree Doctors' Diodore, Theodore and 
Nestorius", transl. by F. Martin, inJourna/ asialique, 14 (1899) pp. 446-492; 15 (1900)pp. 469-52 
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Today we can scrutinize ·arresh his thought directly from bis writings, now 
published in critical editions.3 

* * 
* 

To understand the christology of Nestorius, it is necessary to have in mind that 
he thinks as an Antiochian. His way of thinking is concrete not ideal, experimental 
not theoretic. Let us not forget that he writes in Greek but he was a monk of Antioch 
and bad probably studied under Theodore of Mopsuestia. He was imbued with the 
principles of the Antiochene theological School. An example of the tendency of 
Nestorius to „divide" when Cyril „unite" can be given. In an extract of his letters 
rejected at Ephesus,4 Nestorius said: „The Virgin, mother of Christ, has not be­
gatten the Son of God, she begot His humanity, which is Son because of the Son 
conjuncted", (V 60, 1); again: „Because of the one who bears, 1 revere him who is 
borne. I divide the natures, but not the adoration" (V, 60, 8 et 15). For Cyril, such 
expressions were blasphemies. But, with all the Antiochians, Nestorius was engaged 
in the fight against the Apollinarist heresy. In spite of his leading selection, the 
florilegium of Nestorius gathered at Ephesus against him recognizes that „he 
prevented himself from dogmatizing two Sons" (V, 60, 9). 

According to the Antiochene theology, the union of the natures in Christ was 
temporally manifested from the moment of the Annunciation, at the listening by the 
Blessed Virgin of the words of the angel Gabriel. The birth on earth of the child 
Jesus was performed by the Blessed Virgin, his Mother. Over against his pro­
secutors at Ephesus, Nestorius said: „One must not attribute to God the birth or the 
nursing from a virgin. One must not say that God has been two or three months old" 
(V, 53). To his opponents Nestorius explained later on in his Book of Heraclides. 
„Is it as a man who denies that Christ is God that the accused told you that Christ 
was two or three months old? Or was he confessing that Christ is God, but stating 
that it is not as God that he was born and became two or three months old ... , as if 
his own essence has been changed into the essence of man" (LH, 122). 

We must come now to the main accusation, that is to say the opposition of 
Nestorius to the Theotokos. lt is necessary not to exaggerate this rejection. The term 
theotokos, employed from the times of Origen, was not yet universally accepted 
when it became a matter of dispute at Constantinople in 428.5 lt is probable that 
this term, which has no Latin equivalent in the exchange of correspondence between 
Rome and Constantinople, was created to avoid the pagan expression of meter 
theou. In the word „ theotokos" the prefix theo- is a predicate, not a subject. lt 
would be perhaps preferable to translate in English „divinely Mother" than „Mother 

3 F.Loofs, Nestoriana, Halle 1905; Nestorius, Tegourta Heraclidis: Le Livre d'Heraclide de Dwnas, ed. P. 
Badjan, Paris- Leipzig 1910; Engl. transl. The Bazaar ofHeraclides, ed. by G.R. Driver and L. Hodgson, 
Oxford 1925; French transl. Le Livre d'Heraclide de Damas ( = LH.), by F. Nau, Paris, Cd. Letouzey et 
Ami 1910. Cf. Luigi 1. Scipioni, Ricerche sulla cristologia del „Libro di Eraclide" di Nestorio, Fribourg 
(Switzerland) 1956; Luise Abramowski, „Untersuchungen zum Liber Heraclidis des Nestorius" in CSCO, 
Subsidia 1963 

4 Cf. LI. Scipioni, Nestorio e tl Concilio di Efeso, Milan 1977; Andre de Halleux, „Nestorius. Histoire et 
doctrine" inlrenikon LXVI (1993), pp. 38·51, 163-178, in this volume in English translationp.197-

' J.F. Bethune-Baker, Nestorius and his Teaching. Afresh examination ofthe evidence, Cambridge 1908; 
lbid„ An Introduction to the early History of christian Doctrine, London, Methuen and Co 1903 (reed. . 
1958), p.261, n. 2. 
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of G~. "6 ~ven Cyril never used the term theotokos before the controversy and, for 
~~stonus himself, there is at lea~ one homily in which he uses it (LH 345, 7-8). But 
lt lS w~ll known that at the peak of the controversy Nestorius preferred to call Mary 
more s1mply „the Blessed Virgin" in order to avoid that bone of contention. 

lt . is probable that most of those who at Constantinople employed the 
express1on theotokos used it in an Apollinarist way. Nestorius did not make 
opposition to the Roman reply tQ bis request, accepted the advice of moderation 
given to ~~ b~ John of Antiocti and explained himself in a new homily. „The 
Blessed Virgm lS Mother of God ... because the Temple created in her by the Holy 
Spirit ~ united with divinity" (C 78; cf also Letter to Pope Ce/estine, p. 55). He 
uses the miage of the garment, according to a venerable tradition preserved by 
Ephrem7 and engraved in an old Syriac version of the symbol ofNicea, in which the 
Gree~.8term sarkothenfa was translated /bes p~gra, that is to say „he clothed the 
~Y· That explanation returns to the old Antiochene formula to which Cyril cer­
tamly would agree: „ The Blessed Virgin is Mother of God, because from her con­
ception the Temple has been taken upon from her and united to God the Logos" (V 
127, 5). 

Nestorius never claimed that Christ bad been begotten as „a simple man", in 
whom the Logos should have dwellt later on (V 4, 4). 

According to the council ofNicea, Nestorius thought that it is the Son, begotten 
of the Father before all centuries, who is made flesh and made man for us and for 
our. ~vation (V, 5, 3~. It.is therefore mistaken to consider the Nestorian soteriology 
as if lt were the mentonous acts and the sufferings of the man Jesus which had 
constituted him in His divine Sonship. For Nestorius, the incarnation is invested of 
an absolute priority in the „divine exchange". „God the Logos was inhumanated in 
order to make humanity the image of God in himself and to renew it in the very 
nature ofhis own humanity" (LH 188). 

What Nestorius, along with all Antiochian theologians, denies, is that in Christ 
„the properties of his flesh could ascend into the essence of God ... so that this one 
suffered in undergoing the sufferings of his body, ... without operating the human 
operations neither by the will of his soul nor by bis human intellect . . . but in 
operating them only by the will and intellect of God" (LH 185). We are touching 
~ere the kernel of ~est~rius's thought. If he takes so seriously the humanity of the 
~n~arnate Logos, .which lS c~mplete and „consubstantial" with our own humanity, it 
lS m order to av01d the apphcation of the term „becoming" to the Logos which could 
involve G<>?' s mutability and the character of a creature for the Son, that is to say 
the two mam errors condemned in the anathemas ofNicea. 

Wi~ the Antiochene tradition, Nestorius received the formation of an exegete. 
To remam close to the words of John, he understands the „becoming flesh" of the 

6 /bid„ p. 261, n. 2. 
7 Cf. A Vööbus, "New Sources for the Symbol in early Syrian Christianity" in Vigiliae Christianae 26 

(1972), pp. 295: Cf. S. ~~k, „The .Chri8!ology ofthe Church ofthe East in the Synods ofthe Fifth to early 
Seventh Centunes: prehmmary cons1derations and materials" inAksum·Thyateira: ,/i'estschriftfor 
Archbishop Methodius", ed. G. Dragas, London 1985, now repr. in Studies in Syriac Christianity 
London, Variorum reprints 1992, p. 126 ' 

8 Cf. S. Brock, „Clothing metaphor as a means oftheological expression in Syriac tradition" in Studies in 
Syriac Christianity, Variorum Reprints (Aldershot) 1992, chap. XI 
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Logos as bis „indwelling" in · the Temple of bis body and to speak like Paul he 
describes the Logos „taking the Form ofthe Servant". 

This vocabulary, used by Athanase, was abandoned by Cyril after 428, 
subsequently to the pseudepigraphic literature circulating under the name of Atha­
nase or of Felix and Jules of Rome. 9 When Cyril reproved this terminology, he 
unfortunately impoverished the christological patrimony of the dogmatic tradition. 

For the same reason, one can regret that Cyril deliberately discarded Nestorius' 
tenninology of the „conjunction" (synapheia), which Cyril understood as a simple 
„moral union" (V 6, 12, 3 et 11).10 The Cappadocian Fathers used this term in order 
to explain the communion of the divine person inside the one essence of God. 
Nestorius uses the same word in the context of the incarnation. „I do not mean a 
conjunction by love and by nearness, as for those who are far from one another and 
united only by love but not by the essences. And it is neither by equality in honour 
nor in authority that I spoke of union" (LH 277). To explain the union, Nestorius 
invokes the biblical type of the burning bush: „The fire was in the bush; and the 
bush was fire and the fire was bush; and there was neither two bushes nor two fires, 
because both were in the fire and both in the bush" (LH 141, cf 138). At the 
beginning even Cyril used the same way of speaking of the union. 

The defence offered by Nestorius in bis Book of Heraclides against Cyril was 
that bis opponent wrongly accused him to „divide" Christ. On this point Nestorius is 
extremely clear. „The natures are two, God and man, but the Sons are not two. For 
thoses natures from which our Savior is formed are one and another." He repeats 
over again a famous tenninology set up by Gregory the Theologian in bis first 
Epist/e to C/edonius. lt has been put down by Andre de Halleux that this expression, 

· drawn from Gregory, was in the florilegium raised at Ephesus, against Nestorius (V 
54, 14). Nestorius could complain that bis judges, when they wished to confute him 
involontarily testified to the truth he was himself defending. 

The faith ofNestorius is in its intention profoundly orthodox. He is a witness to 
the apostolic tradition proposed in the symbol of Nicea, of the unconfounded union 
of divinity and humanity in the unique Son and Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God 
incarnate. Nestorius confesses bis faith according to the Antiochene tradition but bis 
sense of the mystery of God and a certain rationalistic trend of bis thought lead him 
to avoid a systematic usage of the communicatio idiomatum. 11 He fights against all 
forms of confusion and against „theopaschism". Then a dualist tendency leaves in 
certain sentences an impression of dualism in bis Christology. But are provocative 
or uncautious expressions sufficient to make an heretic? 

* * 
* 

We must take interest now to the words „hypostasis" and „person" in the 
thought ofNestorius. We said that he confessed bis faith in the unconfounded union 
of the natures in Christ. For the Nestorian tradition (Babai, Isoyabh II), he bad been 

9 Luise Abramowski, „Der Streit um Diodor und Theodor zwischen den beiden ephesenischen Konzilien'~ in 
Zeitschrift/Ur Kirchengeschichte 61 (1955-56), pp. 252-287 

1° Cf. Luise Abramowski, ,,,Synapheia und asugkhutos enosis als Bezeichnungen für trinitarische und 
christologische Einheit" dans Drei christologische Untersuchungen, Berlin, ed. Walter De Gruyter, 1981, 
pp. 63-109 

11 Aloys Grillmeier, Le Christ dans la tradition chretienne, vol. I, Paris, Cd du Cetf 1973, 3eme partie, 
section I, chap. I, „Le langage et la pensee de Nestorius a Ephese", pp. 431-447 

110 

for that reason the great theologian of bis time .. In this sense, he could have been the 
first to have prefigurated whät would become the christological Chalcedonian 
fonnula of the inseparable union of „two natures in one person". 

But the things were much more intricate. Apollinaris, the maker of the 
fo~nmla: „one nature of God the Logos incarnate", set up as a principle that two 
bemgs, if they are complete, cannot become one. His christological pattem was the 
composi!ion of the human being~ as human nature is composed by the incomplete 
parts of mtellect, soul and body, which become one in the individual man, so in the 
on~ nature of C~st the divine Logos enters in composition with the human body, in 
which he stands instead of the soul (or instead of the intellect); so he can divinise 
our. humanity b~ t~e ins~ment of the flesh, of which he bears the sufferings. It is 
agamst the Cynlhan notion of a „natural" union of two natures, that Nestorius 
opposes the permanence of the two natures. 

Nest~rius c~ught a. glimpse of the Apollinarist heresy in the words of Cyril of 
Alexandn~, wh1ch h~ 1~terpr~ted. according to bis own Antiochene Iogic. „The 
natural umon (of Cynl) 1s carned mto effect by composition in one nature. As the 
~ul an~ the bod! ~~rm one nature in man, so also God the Word (would be) united 
w1th His humamty (LH 142). „In a natural composition, says Nestorius, it seems 
that none of the natures from which it exists is complete. They need each other in 
order to be and to subsist. So the body needs the soul for it to live and the soul needs 
the body for it to feel" (LH 268). 

For Nestorius, a ,,natural union" ofthe incarnate Word would be necessary and 
not. volontary? tha~ is, would submit God to suffering (LH 158). „Each of the parts 
wh1ch are umted m the natural union are united with the natural passibility of the 
other. They do not receive the passions each from the other volontarily" (LH 142). If 
Christ is in na~ural composition, God „would only have borne passibly the sufferings 
of ~he body w_1thout the body fulfilling anything in bis own nature in the economy 
wh1ch was duected towards us" (LH 185). Christ would be considered as an 
instrument with~ut soul, reason and will". But God the Word acts with the oody and 
the soul, as for its own nature, acting and suffering in a body „which has become 
consubstantial to him" (LH 212). 

~esto~u~ •. speaking o~ „~o/untary union", intends to safeguard the immutability 
and unpass1b1hty of ~he ~1vme nature in its ontological union with one complete 
humamty. As an Anbochian, he thinks so out of reverence for the transcendence of 
G~ in relation with the created flesh, transcendence which is not abolished by the 
umon. To speak of a „natural composition", would be, according to this tradition an 
insistence in drawing the flesh from the divinity, instead of confessing. „the flesh 
was created and the second Adam is of our nature."12 

Nesto?us does _not ignore that Cyril, in contrast to Apollinaris, acknowledges 
the hum~mty of the mcarnate Logos as complete, that is to say with a body animated 
by a rational soul. And he knew that bis opponent maintained the difference 
between the natures. Their difference rests not so much on the number of the 
natures but on the mode of their union. He finds an impossibility to speak of 
„natural union" a:fter the conjunction. „ Y ou said that the differences remain and are 
not suppressed after the union of the natures. Speak then of one person in two 

12 lbid., section II, „La reaction des Antiochiens", pp. 484-520 
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natures and two natures in one person, as Gregorius, Ambrose, Athanase and all the 
F~thers, and you also, said!" (LH 209 ). 

What then does Nestorius mean under the term of hypostasis? The word 
hypostasis is employed in the Letters of saint Paul, and two times (Hebr 1, 3; 11, 1), 
with the sense of „substance", „essence". Later on, it acquired a philosophical sense, 
especially in the works of Plotin (cf Enneads V, 1), in which the word has acquired 
the sense of „the dynamism of an origin."13 lt became necessary to precise its 
christological acceptance and this work was done by the Council of Chalcedon, 
which employed it on an other ontological level than the nature. For Cyril, the 
hypostasis implies the person; for Nestorius, it is always the essence. That is why 
the „union according to the hypostasis" of Cyril is interpreted by Nestorius as a 
natural union. In formulating his criticisms, Nestorius uses paradöxically the same 
terms as the Council of Chalcedon which, distinguishing the hypostasis from the 
nature, could conclude that there was „one hypostasis in two natures". But Nestorius 
concluded that there were in permanence two hypostases, as there were two natures. 
This discordance lasted through the centuries till our times. 

lt should not be proper to condemn this hypostatic dualism without considering 
in what context it is proposed by Nestorius. For the notion of hypostasis has not 
received its precise use in christology before the sixth century and even the best 
theologians of that period do not all share the same definition of hypostasis. 

When Nestorius speaks of hypostasis, he accepts as his own an old use of the 
term, which designates the nature as reality and not as essence or as a conception of 
the intellect. „The natures are never natures without hypostasis, and are never 
thought intellectually, without the hypostasis". If the word hypostasis means reality, 
it involves also individuality. This seems consonant with the lifelong ontology of the 
Cappadocian Fathers. 

Because he means by nature the individual nature, in the same way he applies 
the concept of hypostasis to the humanity of Christ. This is of absolute orthodoxy. 
But the fact remains that Nestorius never perceived the hypostasis as a being 
subsistent in se et per se, as a principle of autonomy, as a subject of conscience and 
activity, that is as what we call today a person. And when he speaks of a person he 
does not have in mind an ontological principle. The ambiguity of the two terms is 
such that the translators into Syriac of the Liber of Herac/ides renounced to 
translate the word prosopon and retained the Syriac word, forged from the same 
root: parsopa. 

In the first part of the Book of Herac/ides, Nestorius gave an organic reply to 
Cyril's last christological dialogues, with which there are several things in common. 
In this part, he seeks to defend and explain the nature of the union en prosopo 
monadiko which he sets up against Cyril's en physei mia. The line of exposition is a 
result of the opposition (between the henosis of his own doctrinal formula and the 
synapheia schetike attributed to Nestorius), proclaimed by Cyril when explaining 
the Symbol of Union of 433. The evolution lies not in the christological formula 
(dyo physeis, en prosopon) which Nestorius already held before the controversy with 
Cyril. But in the necessity he felt of clarifying the nature and the characteristics of 
the „union in the prosopon", which Nestorius, right from the start, had forcefully set 

13 Cf. Paul Aubin, Triade plotinienne et Trinite chretienne, Paris, ed. Beauchesne 1992, p.159 
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up against the physike or hypostatike (henosis) of the Apollinarians and taken up 
in his view, by Cyril.14 • ' ' 

When he .~peaks of the person in Christ, Nestorius invokes always the „com­
mon prosopon of the two natures. When he considers the Son of God inhurnanate 
the common prosopon is for- him theandric. When he refuses to apply this common 
pros_o~n to the Logos, as Cyril does, it is only because, as in the Antiochene 
trad1tion, the Logos is a term reserved by him to the divine nature. 

We must reco~ze th3t Nesto~us is never absolutely clear on this question of 
th~ P~?so~n of Christ. Never, for mstance, does he identify the ,.prosopon of the 
umon with the person of the Son. The person of the union subsists in what he calls 
the „n~tu~al", and then, in ~e person proper to each nature. He holds so firmly to 
the pnnc1ple „no nature without person and no person without nature" that he 
comes easily to say that in Christ there are two persons: „ Two are the prosopa, the 
prosopon ofhe who has clo~ed ~nd the prosopon ofhe who is clothed" (LH 193). 

What then, for Nestonus, 1s the „person of the union"? Nestorius seems to 
conceive it as „an exchange" of two natural persons in view of their common action. 
„Tue prosopa, he writes, receive and give mutually" (LH 223). Tue permanence of 
the ~o prosopa as f~r as in the union itself seems to deprive it of its ontological 
reahty and to be prec1sely the hypostasis or what we should call the subsistence"· 
that is to say, the person in the modern sense of the term. " ' 

Nestorius on the whole remained faithful to himself. However it has been that 
after Pope Leo's intervention in the Tomus ad Flavianum, Nestorius felt himself 
comfo_rted b~ a _,just verdict", which he had in vain Ionged from the Ephesine 
counc11. Puttmg mto the background the soteriological aspect which up to this point 
had. b~en prev~lent in his. writi.ngs, Nestorius set to work, as never before, on the 
Cynlhan termmology. Th1s ultlmate effort tends to restore Nestorius' true impor­
tance. He not only reached the threshold ofthe enhypostatos ofthe Chalcedonians to 
be set against.the Cyrillian anhyposta~os,.but also caught a glimpse ofthe similarity 
~t~een prosopon}nd the Chalced~man _idea of hypostasis. He affirmed that Christ 
1s „m two !13tures or „a sole prosopon m two natures", explicitly anticipating the 
Chalced~man e~ dyo physesin which he set against Cyril's ek dyo physeon, using a 
formul~tion whic~ the fathers of the fourth ecumenical council would have perhaps 
recogmsed as theu own, had there not been so much misunderstanding on Nestorius 
up to Nestorius up to their time. 

* * • 
Many are convinced toda_y that Nestorius never taught what was called after 

him th~ „Nestorian" heresy. The two positions must be clearly distinguished. Tue 
theologians of.th~ C~~rch ofth~ East, who always disapproved what their opponents 
called „Nestonamsm , confess m the formulas of their tradition the common faith of 
all Christians in the inconfused unity of Christ. 

The thought of Nestorius suffers from serious shortcomings. But it rernains that 
he was condemned irregularly by the court at Ephesus, his judge being at the same 
time his accuser. His writings were declared contrary to the orthodox faith without 
having been discussed and were disapproved from the view-point of another 

14 Cf. Luigi 1. Scipioni, op. cit., chap XI, L'ultimo Nestorio, pp. 404-417 
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theology. The majority of those who gave agreement to the official decision kept 
without any modification their own conviction formulated in terms somewhat 
cliff erent. But the majority of those who denied the anathema of the council against 
Nestorius could. in respect of their conscience before God, remain in communion 
with the archbishop John of Antioch without being compelled to submit themselves 
to the condemnation. 

The Ancient Church of the East, which had not been even present at the 
discussion of the assembly of Ephesus, was never put under the necessity nor even 
in a position to ratify this council, living in countries located outside the pressure of 
the imperial power. This Church could claim to benefit from the same economy as 
the one John of Antioch conceded to the objectors under his own jurisdiction when 
he settled not to make the condemnation of Nestorius a precondition or a preli­
minary to pursuing the dialogue. 

Today, a common rereading of the texts and revision of the events of the past 
calls the churches to a purification of their memories and to a clarification on the 
real significance of the ancient individual anathemas. A work of discernment should 
have to be done first, estimate the legitimity of the condemnation of Nestorius by the 
court at the time of Ephesus; second, evaluate the inadequacies and errors included 
in the christological expressions of Nestorius when he was condemned as „dividing" 
Christ. If it is true that Nestorius confessed sincerely faith in Christ, the one Lord 
Jesus Christ, the Son of God incarnate and made man for us from the Virgin Mary, 
he may have been an insufficient theologian, whose writings must be submitted to 
discussion, but his memory cannot be branded, as it was done constantly in the 
course of history by so many historians and dogmaticians who bad not even read 
him, with the charge ofheresy. 

Discussion 

Dr. Haintha/er: 1 suggest not to use the term "person" (p.113) but "prosopon". 
Nestorius was always reacting against Apollinarianism and Arianism. His ontology 
is different from that of Cyrill. 

Fr. Dupuy: 1 should use the original Greek term because the main problem is with 
hypostasis. At the Council of Chalcedon the term "prosopon" was primarily used. 
"Hypostasis" was added only in the last minute. The use has to be checked. For 
Nestorius "hypostasis" was not an interesting term. 

President Stirnemann: Could Fr. Dupuy make these corrections before leaving 
Vienna and give us the corrected text? 

Dr. Hainthaler: At Chalcedon the term "hypostasis" was put in at the last moment 
and "prosopon" used most of the time. The development of the meaning of 
"hypostasis" went on till weil into the 6th century under the pressure of Christology. 

Mar Severios: 1 would like Fr. Dupuy to treat the subject according to the Greek 
terminology used by Nestorius. Why are other documents not considered here? The 
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Book of Heraclides was not present at Ephesus. Why not consider the Ist and 2nd 
lctters of Cyril? What is rrieant by saying (p.109) that "theotokos was not yet 
universally accepted"? lt was used before by Origen, Alexander of Alexandria and 
Gregory of Nazianze. 

Fr. Dupuy: You raise the question of a change of mind in Nestorius between 
Ephesus and the Book of Hera9lides. Was the real question raised about Nestorius? 
lt is a question of two different mentalities that do not understand each other. Has 
Nestorius tried to explain what was wrongly understood? 

Mar Severios: "Synapheia" is used by the Cappadocian Fathers. The use is different 
in Trinity and in Christology. In Trinity we have three hypostases, in Christology 
only one. So synapheia cannot be used in the same way, and that is the main 
objection against its use by Nestorius. 

Dr. Hainthaler: Cyril of Alexandia also uses "synapheia" in Christology before 
Ephesus. 

Mar Severios: Yes, but together with the images ofbody and soul. 

Fifth working scssion: Monday Junc 27, morning 

Cardina/ Groer welcomes the participants to this unofficial consultation. The 
unique gift of God to all mankind is Jesus Christ. lt is high time that all Christians 
proceed on the way to unity and that they find this unity in Jesus Christ. 

We see the great difficulties of the 5th century between East and West, but 
hopefully with the power of God in the Holy Spirit one language may be found in 
spite ofthe many cultural and historical differences. 

He quotes Phil. 3,10: „There is only one thing 1 want to know, Jesus Christ." 
This was the ultimate desire of both Nestorius and Cyril, whose feast we celebrate 
today. We may hope that in God all that has not been achieved in this world will 
eventually become resolved. This conference - neither a synod nor a council - may 
help us on the way to unity. 

A greeting message of the Maronite Patriarch of Antioch and all the East, H.B. 
Nasrallah Boutros Sfeir, is read. He congratulates all the participants on this 
ecumenical effort (see p.24). 

Chairman: Archbishop Powathil 
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Mar Bawai Soro / M J. Biniie 

IS THE THEOLOGY OF THE CHURCH OF THE EAST NESTORIAN? 

/. Introduction 

The question before us - whether the theology of the Church of the East is 
„Nestorian" or not - can be quickly answered if one is asking whether that church 
holds to the same Christological formulae as the historical figure, Nestorius. The 
philosophical terms employed by Nestorius to describe the incamate Christ - two 
natures (<j>Jcr&t9' ~), and two hypostases (Ö7t6crw.cr&tq' ~üa ), in one pro­
sopon (7tp0crro7tov/r<:.ti.a_.ri.S.) - are also employed by the theologians of the Church 
of the East. The liturgies of the church invariably name Nestorius, with Diodore of 
Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia, in their litanies. The calendar features a 
„Memorial of the Greek Doctors", a list of „western" fathers which includes - and 
emphasizes - the same three theologians. If the question is, „Does the Church of the 
East venerate Nestorius and continue to employ his theological vocabulary?'' the 
answer is obvious. However, if the question is whether the Church of the East is 
„Nestorian", the answer is not so immediately evident. Was Ncstorius himself a 
„Nestorian" as that heresy is universally understood and described? Since many in 
modern times have diligently and honestly tried to comc to a conclusion about this 
and have often answered it negatively, it is very likely that the same question ap­
plied to the Church ofthe East would often come up with a similar negative answer. 

To deal with this question let us first examine the Persian church's relationship 
to the ecumenical councils of the Byzantine Empie. Then let us consider the histo­
rical development of Christological terms and their use. Finally, !et us attempt to 
answer the question from the Church of the East's viewpoint: „Is the Church of the 
East 'Nestorian'?'' In doing all this we will rely heavily on the Church's official 
synodal record, the Sunhados1 , in order to trace the development of official 
positions on the person of Nestorius and his Christological formulations. 

IL The Persian Church's Re/ationship with the Ecumenical Councils ofthe 
Byzantine Empire 

A. Historical Background 

J. The Establishment o/Christianity in the West and Jts Effects on Christians 
in the East 

With the conversion of Constantine and the establishment of Christianity as the 
state religion in the West matters became perilous for Christians who lived in 
Persian territories. The ongoing hostility and intermittent state of war between the 
two empires of the East and West made adherence to Christianity in Persia a cause 
for suspicion of disloyalty to the state and possible collusion with the enemy. As 
long as Rome itself was hostile or indifferent to Christianity it did not materially 

1 Synodicon Orientale, (hereinafter SO) ed., J.B. Chabot, Paris (Syriac text). 
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affect the status of eastern Christians. But when the Emperor in the West embraced 
the faith of Christ a dark shaClow feil over his fellow believers in the East. In time 
fierce persecution broke out against the Church. Mass executions followed the 
ma~dom of~ S~m'on_bar Saba'e in AD 341, and throughout the next 70 years 
offic1al persecution mtermtttently erupted and was devasting in its effects. Accor­
ding to the Sunhados churches were destroyed, altars torn down, and there were 
many who were imprisoned for their faith2 • For long periods of time members of the 
Ch~ch ~intained an underground existence, fearful of public acknowledgment 
lest 1t brmg upon them and others associated with them almost certain death, or at 
least persecution. At one point during this time the Church was without a Catho­
licos at its head for a period of 22 years3 • This difficult situation perdured until the 
accession to the Persian throne of the emperor Yazdgard I and his proclamation of 
toleration in 410. 

During the time, then, when the Synods of Nicea (325) and Constantinople I 
(381) took place in the Byzantine Empire the Church in Persia was effectively cut 
off from participation in those convocations. These synods were much more than 
discussions of theology and ecclesiastical affairs. They were also matters of state 
within the ecumene of the western empire. Though Constantine and Sapor II were 
nomi_nally at peace with o~e _another at the time of Nicea, the suspicion which lay 
heavtly upon eastem Chnstians was that if warfare were renewed or relations 
embittered, at any time, they would rally to the aid of the enemy and ~ndermine the 
Persian cause - especially since the greater number of them lived in the western part 
of Persian territory4 • The political realities dictated a prudent distancing by the 
Church ofthe East from the Church ofthe West, a distancing which was to remain, 
more or less, a constant in the experience of the easterns. 

2. Temporary Peace Between East and West: Adoption of Nicea 
(Constantinople) by the Church of the East 

At the end of this period of harsh repression, at the beginning of the 5th 
centu_ry, the bishop of Antioch, Porphyrius, together with the bishops of Aleppo, 
Urha1 (Edessa), Tella, and Amida, out of concem for the Church in Persia sent a 
letter to the bishops of the East through the Byzantine imperial ambassador Maruta 
bishop ofMaiparqat (Martyropolis), who was representing Theodosius II dn an em: 
bassy to the court of Yazdgard5 • The letter urged the bishops to adopt the canons 
and creed ~fthe Council ofNicea, which had taken place 85 years previously, and to 
effect certain reforms. How much communication the „westem" bishops might have 
had with the Persian Church in the preceding period may be gauged by the 
astonishing gap between the time of the Nicene synod and the introduction of its 
conclusions to the Persians. Of course, any communication on their part would have 
alerted the Persian authorities and aroused suspicions of political intrigue, and the 

2 SO,p. 18. 
3 SO.,p.48. 
4 For a discussion of this situation see A Short History of Syriac Christianity to the Rise of Islam, W. 

Stewart McCullough, Scholars Press, Chico, CA, 1982, pp. 111-120; History ofthe Assyrian Church 
W.A Wigram, London, 1910, pp. 41-77. ' 

' so, pp. 18-19. 
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Ecumenical Council was, as we have noted above, not j~st theo~~gical/ecclesiastical 
in significance, but also an imperial. affai~ frau~ht wtth pohtical ~;ei:tones ~nd 
consequences.6 The occasion promptmg th1s acuon by the „westem (m .r~lat~ve 
terms) bishops was the relaxation ofpersecuti~n by Yazdga~d and the rehabll~tabon 
of the Church in his domains. At a synod pres1ded over by Ishaq, the Cathohcos of 
the East, and Maruta, the „westem" ambassador, the Persian bishops ratified the 
Nicene Creed and restructured their badly fractured Church. 

3. The Officia/ Silence ofthe Persian Bishops on Ephesus, Chalcedon, and 
Constantinople II 

lt is a matter of some interest that the Creed ado?ted at ?shaq's synod had.t~e 
older ending, not reflecting the additions of Constant1~ople I . The l~tter counctl 1s 
not even mentioned in the synodal records of the Persian Church untll the S~od of 
Mar Yausep, AD 5548 . At what time in the interval the Cre~d of Cons~ntI~ople 
was generally adopted by the eastems on an official basis i~ d1fficult ~o pmpomt. lt 
is also noteworthy that prior to Yausep 's synod the Byzantme Counclls of Ephesus 
(431) Chalcedon (451) and Constantinople II (553) had also taken place, but none 
of th~se are acknowled~ed by that synod. On the other hand, it is a matter of synodal 
record that, up to that time, none of them are officially disavo~ed o~ condem~ed 
either and the absence of any such overt disavowal or condemnatlon w1th canomcal 
force 'gives pause to the student of Syriac-speaking Christia~ity ~onsidering ~he 
subsequent history of that outpost of Christianity. As a case l~ pomt, the ~ersian 
Church was presented with an opportunity to officially decla~e 1ts~lf on the 1s~u~ ~f 
Ephesus. A rump synod, presided . over by t~e. contr~versial b1shop of N1s~b1s, 
Barsauma9 , took place in 484, in wh1ch an exphc1tly ant1-Ephese~e m~ ?revailed, 
but the synod was subsequently repudiated in all but one of 1ts dec1s1ons by a 
Patriarchal Synoct10 . What the reasons may have been for ~he official silence of the 
Persian hierarchy on matters of such import to the Byzantme world ar~ a matter of 
conjecture, but it would be understandable, given the tumultuous h1sto~ ~f the 
period in question, if they so declined. At least part of those reasons may he m the 
geographic isolation and tenuous political situation of the. Church of the East, a~d 
the administrative independence it was compelled by cucum~tances to ~xerc1se 
relative to the West - an independence that gave space to the bishops and time for 
putting off a decision on those matters, or even ignoring them. 

6 See SO, pp. 46-49, for a discussion of „westem" dealings with the Church in Persia. 
7 SO, pp. 22-23. 
a SO, p. 97. . . h 'A d th 1 
9 for a füll discussion of Barsauma and his relations with the Cathohcos-Patnarc qaq an e arger 

Church, see Wigram, op. cit., pp. 157-166. , 
10 so, PP· 61, 63. One canon, conceming marriage ofthe clergy, was accepted by 'Aqaq s.synod (486) and 

re-affirmed by Babai's synod (498). Another canon, touching on Theodore of Mopsuesha, seems to have 
been rehabilitated in Grigor's synod (605). See SO, pp. 210-211. 
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B. The Official lndependence of the Persian Church Proclaimed 

During the reign of Bahram V (420-438) persecution again broke out against 
Christians in the East. The short period of toleration and state protection initiated by 
Yazdgard came to an abrupt end, and the old suspicions were again aroused against 
the Church. Much turmoil around the election ofDadi5o' to the Catholicosate ofthe 
East and his imprisonment through the connivance of fellow-Christians brought 
about a crisis, the consequences'ofwhich have had enduring effects on the character 
and histoty of the Church of the East. Though the Catholicos was eventually relea­
sed from prison, he resigned his office and fled to ,,Markabta of the Arabs" for 
protection. A synod of 33 (or 35)11 bishops convened at Markabta in 424 for the 
purpose of persuading Dadiso' to withdraw his resignation and retum to his see. In 
the ·process of presenting their case to the Catholicos the bishops produced a 
historical analysis of their relationship to the „westem" bishops12 • The analysis 
concentrated on the crisis of the present situation and compared it with previous 
crises and their effects upon the Church in the East. Its motivation was not hostility 
to the westem Church, but a sincere desire to resolve the ongoing difficulties 
occasioned by the Church's putative relationship to the West, a situation which 
ultimately resulted in the drastic action taken by DadiSo'. Beginning with the case 
of Papa bar Gagai, on the occasion of his establishment of the Catholicosate at 
Seleucia-Ctesiphon in the early 4th century, and recalling the more recent cases of 
the Catholicoi 'Ishaq and Yahbalaha, the bishops insisted that each time dissident 
clergy or those under penalty of some sort appealed to the „westem" bishops, the 
„westems" denied their appeals and supported the office of the Catholicos in its 
decisions, and although the confirmation of the „westem" bishops was appreciated 
and lauded, nevertheless political conditions no longer permitted those sorts of 
appeals to be made13 . By canonical decree they proclaimed the Church of the East 
to be administratively independent, and they enhanced the power and dignity of the 
Catholicos, adding to him the title „Patriarch": 

„ ... we now determine by the 'Word of God' that eastemers are not 
allowed to make an appeal - even before the westem patriarchs - against their 
patriarch. Instead, every contention which is unresolved before him shall be 
reserved to the presence of the judgment seat of Christ. And we determined 
and confirmed this statute, which is indissoluble and irrevocable, for we have 
sealed it with the Holy Trinity. "14 

The synod of DadiSü', which marks the beginning of the Church of the East's 
administrative separation vis-a-vis the „western" bishops is notable for its lack of a 
theological „cause of schism". lt took place seven years prior to the Council of 

11 See !ist, SO, p. 43. 
12 Tue bishops of the „ West" were those bordering on Persian territory ( see list of bishops above who 

intervened at the time of Mamta/'Ishaq). Tue analysis, given by the bishop of Bet Lapat, 'Aqpata, may be 
found in SO, pp. 46-49. 

13 In fact, „political conditions" had seldom pennitted such appeals. As noted above, any such appeals during 
times ofwarfare or ill relations between Byzantium and Persia would produce dire consequences for eastem 
Christians, whose patriotism was already suspect. ll1e cases cited by 'Agpat/a are, in the case of Papa bar 
Gagai, prior to the establishment of Christiani in the West, and, in the cases of 'Ishaq and Yahbalaha, 
during the recent rapprochement between the two empires. 

14 SO, p. 51. Tue English translation is by M. J. Bimie, as are all such translations in this paper. 
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Ephesus, four years prior to Nestorius's appointment to the see of Constantinople, 
and there is no rancor or bitterness expressed toward the West. lt is totally umelated 
to any conciliar disputes or schisms in the West. The tone of all the speeches and 
conclusions is laudatory and sincerely affectionate and grateful for western help in 
the past. Certainly no doctrinal issue is involved. In the area of faith and practice 
the East remained united with the West. In the area of administration and organi­
zation, the East assumed a right, indeed a necessity, to govern itself. Final authority, 
without appeal, rested in the hands ofthe Catholicos-Patriarch15 • 

lt is in the light of this independence tbat we must attempt to assess the actions 
of the Church of the East, or rather the lack of action, in regard to the Ecumenical 
Councils of Byzantium. The motive to independence was practical and grew out of 
political conditions, but was not dogmatic. The occasion was renewed persecution 
and a pessimistic prognosis of the political realities of the future. The outbreak of 
the „Nestorian" controversy in the West did not immediately demand action by the 
Church in the East, there was no Persian imperial pressure on the bishops to make a 
decision, and the bishops were on the whole apparently unwilling to do so. When 
reaction began toset in it was a reaction triggered by events in the West, the effects 
of which began to spill across the border into the East. 

III. The Historical Development of the Persian Church 's Affinity for the 
Person of Nestorius 

A. The School of Edessa: its influence in the East 

With the brief peace brought about by Maruta's embassy to Persia, young 
scholars from the East flocked to the school at Edessa where they imbibed the 
traditional theology of the Antiochene school of thought with its strongly dyophysite 
Christology16 • This marvelous institution, with its widely celebrated scholarship, 
became the training ground for an army of convinced and dedicated dyophysites 
who became the theological mentors of several generations of influential teachers, 
monks, and bishops in the Church of the East. When the school was closed by the 
Byzantine Emperor Zeno in 489 it was relocated in Nisibis in Persian · territory 
under the patronage of Barsauma where it became the center of Christian intel­
lectual life in the East. Under the influence of its patron, a zealous defender of the 
Antiochene positions, and of bis choice to head the school, Narsai, the institution 
flourished and gained respect as a serious center of leaming. The Antiochene 
partisans at Nisibis vigorously promoted their Christological position, using the 
terminology familiar to them, that is, with the very terminology anathematized by 
the Ephesene synod and by the partisans of Cyril. Among them Nestorius was 
venerated as a staunch defender of Antiochene orthodo>..)' and a martyr to the pride 
and arrogance of Cyril of Alexandria. The reluctance of the bishops of the Church 

u This „absolutism" was modified somewhat in the synod ofYausep in 554 (SO, p. 101), when the Patriarch 
was instructed to do nothing. except in emergency situations, without the presence of other bishops, and his 
authority was partially curtailed. 

16 Tue theology ofthe school at Edessa was related to the Antiochene school ofthought. Some teachers at 
Edessa had studied at the feet of Theodore of Mopsuestia, and providing translations of Antiochene 
theological works and Biblical commentaries for the Syriac-speaking world was a significant by-product of 
the Edessene school 's overall contribution to the Church in the East. 
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of the East to take a definitive posture, whether positive or negative, relative to 
Nestorius gave these partisans·the opportunity and freedom to further their cause in 
bis defense. 

B. The Countervailing Pressure of the Mono1>hysite Minority 

At the same time, the P•sian Church did not lack for champions of the 
Cyrillian position, both among the clergy and among the monks. Though convinced 
monophysites were few in number, they were vocal and even participated along with 
the dyophysites in administrative matters and in conciliar decisions. 17 And the mo­
nophysite party was greatly augmented over time by captives of successful Persian 
campaigns into Byzantine territories who were resettled in the East. Among these 
displaced populations were many Chalcedonians as weil, and a plurality of view­
points came to exist in the Church of the East. Ultimately the monophysite party 
received the status of a separate Christian body after the military victories of Chos­
roes 1 bad flooded the empire with hundreds of thousands of captives from battle 
engagements.18 But until their official status as a separate minority, the mono­
physites of Persia were nominally under the Patriarchate of the East, and though 
they bad their own bishops, they were obliged to utilize the liturgies of the Church 
of the East and lived in uncomfortable tension with their dyophysite neighbors. 19 

C. Official Christological Formulations and Nestorius 

However, with the enormous advantage in numbers which the dyophysites 
enjoyed in the East it was inevitable that any official Christological formulation by 
the Churc}J. would reflect a „two natures" position. But caution seemed to be the 
watchword which guided conciliar deliberations in this regard. There was no need 
for the bishops to ratify or denounce either the Council of Ephesus or that of Chal­
cedon (though many might have preferred to take a position) and there certainly was 
the incentive of prudence to forego ratification. The same political conditions exi­
sted to one degree or another throughout the next 150 years or so, and the passions 
and partisanship which so rocked the Church in Byzantium needed to be abated or 
contained in the East. lt is of some note that the name „Nestorius" does not appear 
in Sunhados until a canonical letter from the Catholicos-Patriarch Giwargis (660-
680) to the Chorepiscopus Mina in the province of Fars in which he explained the 

17 McCullough, op. cit., p .131 (citing Labourt, Le christianisme dans /'Empire Perse sous la dynastie 
Sassanide [2~4-632]) lists Papa of Bet Lapat, Philoxenus of Tahal (the later bishop of Mabbog), his 
brother, Adda1, Barhadbsaba of Qardu, and Benyan1in of Bet 'Aramaye as prominent monophysites among 
the Persians. 

:: Fortreatment ofChosroes and the growth ofmonophysism in Persia, see Wigram, op. cit.,. 240-243. 
lbid., pp. 242-243. How much or how soon the dissidents adopted the Persian services is a matter of 
opinion. But see SO, pp.196-197, where monophysite dissidents are referred to in the synod of Mar 
Sabri~o': „ ... they ren1ove the litanies and spiritual praises which were composed by the trustworthy 
teachers in which the duality of the natures of the Son is revealed and made known." Since the Church of 
the East enjoyed a special ,,status" in Persian domains, and the Patriarch was the recognized spokesman for 
all Christians at the court, all factions were nominally subject to him. 
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Christology of the Church, by then markedly „Nestorian" in terminology2°. This 
silence in the face of so many advocates and partisans of Nestorius and his cause in 
the eastern empire is striking, especially when it is compared with the little time it 
took the Church of the East to come to the defense of Theodore of Mopsuestia (see 

below). 

In the earliest Christological definition by the bishops of the East in synod 
there is what seems to be a deliberate avoidance of inflammatory rhetoric, and an 
attempt to avoid complexity as well. This occurs in the synod ofMar 'Aqaq in 486: 

„But our faith in the dispensation ofChrist should also be in a confession 
of two natures of Godhead and manhood, none of us venturing to introduce 
mixture, commingling, or confusion into the distinctions of those two natures. 
Jnstead, while Godhead remains and is preserved in that which belongs to it, 
and manhood in that which belongs to it, we combine the copie:/1 of their 
natures in one LordshTi and one worship because of the perfect and 
inseparable conjunction 2 which the Godhead had with the manhood. lf 
anyone thinks or teaches others that suffering and change belong to the 
Godhead of our Lord, not preserving - in regard to the union of the parsopa of 
our Savior - the confession of perfect God and perfect man, the same shall be 

anathema. "23 

This modest affirmation of a duality of natures may be contrasted with the 
aggressive promotion of a duality of hypostases which was a feature of Antiochene 
polemics in the East at the time of 'Aqaq's Patriarchate, and with which he may 
have personally agreed24 . How much it may or may not have bcen influenced by the 
Council of Chalcedon (451) could only be a matter of conjecture since the Byzantine 
council goes unmentioned in this synod.25 In the synodal record of the Church of 
the East the word qnoma is reserved exclusively for discussions of the persons of the 
Holy Trinity in credal affirmations, and this pattern of usage continues until the 
canonical „Letter of Giwargis to Mina" in the late 7th century.26 However much the 
Antiochenes may have pressed for the „two natures and two qnome" formula of 

20 SO, p. 235, where Giwargis calls Nestorius „the blessed (one), who (is) reviled and gratuitously accused by 

the multitude ofthe unjust." 
21For~~~ 

22 "'~· 
23 SO, p. 55. 
2~ See Luise Abramowski and Alan E. Goodman, A Nestorian Collection ofChristological Texts, Vol. II 

(Eng. trans.) Cambridge, 1972, p. 20, where Sahdost of Tarihan states that 'Aqaq and Barsauma agreed 
together in a synod on „the true faith of the two natures and the two hypostases." If Sahdost is referring to 
the synod of 486 he is mistaken (Barsauma did not attend the synod of 'Aqaq), at least insofar as that has 
come down to us through SO, for it plainly refers merely to natures. Sahdost also speaks ofthe reticence of 
the Church of the East toward Chalcedon, even though the partisans of that council „exercised great 
pressure on the Easterns to accept the synod ofChalcedon, and made a considerable defence on behalf ofthe 
'one hypostasis' that was set down in il.." (pp. 20-21.) lt should be noted that the decisions of Chalcedon 
had already been superseded in the West by the „Henoticon" of Zeno. By this time all dyophysites, 
including the Roman Pope anc! the western European bishops, were regularly labeled „Nestorians". 

v But see appendix to SO, pp. 545, 610, where the canons ofChalcedon are referred to as „accepted" by the 

Church of the East. 
26 SO, p. 234. An appendix to SO sets forth the debate ofthe year 612 wherein a vigorous defense ofthe dual 

hypostases is made by the „Nestorian" side. 
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Nestorius - and we can be very sure they pressed hard for it - the official Christology 
ofthe Church ofthe East continued to omit such a formula.27 

D. The Three Chapters Controvcrsy and lts Effect on Persian Christianity 

Breakdowns in the unity of the Persian Church over the historical period 
following the synod of 'Aqaq iended to be, as they had been in the past of a 
pers~nal nature, and fact~on~ which bec~me divisive formed in the quest for J,ower 
an~ tnfluence. The „dua1~ty' o~ the Patnarchate, for instance, which endured for a 
penod of about 15 years dunng the first half of the 6th century, was just such a 
s~ruggle and was not due to Christological differences (or any other doctrinal 
d1sputes), but was due solely to parties whose interests were self-promotion. lt might 
have been a~vantageous to ?ne or ~nother to frame the dispute in Christological 
terms, but ne1ther of the fact1ons dev1ated from the traditional dyophysite preference 
of the Persian Church. 

. However, at the mid-point of the century an event occurred in Byzantium 
wh1ch sent shock waves through the Church of the East: the condemnation of the 
„!hree Chapters" and ~he t~t~I anathematization ofTheodore ofMopsuestia, both of 
h1s person as well as h1s wntmgs. The drastic action taken in the Second Council of 
Constantin_ople (~53), which also fractured the western Church, drew a reaction 
f~om the b1shops m the East which up to that time was unprecedented: for the first 
time they came down d~cidedly opposed to an ecumenical decision of the Byzantine 
Church (though not obhged to through imperial pressure or otherwise) in a general 
synod, and unequivocally condemned those who condemn Theodore. 

„ Therefore, we decree by the 'Word of God', who rules over all and 
holds the height and the depth, that no one from any of the ecc/esiastical 
ranks is allowed, secretly or openly, to revile this doctor of the Church, or to 
reject his holy writings, or to accept another commentary which is a/ien to the 
trut~. one which, ~s they sa~, interprets for a /over of humbug and a /over of 
pobshe~ words wh1ch are alien to the truth, in the /ikeness of har/ots who /ove 
a luxun?us orn~ment. One who ventures, hiddenly or openly, to stand against 
these thmgs wh1ch we have said and written above shall be anathematized and 
a stranger from all ecclesiastica/ congregations until he comes to his senses 
and becomes a true disciple of the teachers against whom he pratt/es in his 
foolishness. "29 

Unlike the wes~ern dis~enters from this decision, the Persian bishops were not 
merely concerned w1th the issue of posthumous excommunications of persons who 
die~ in the good graces of the Church, but they were concerned with affirming an 
Ant1ochean father whose Scriptural interpretations had been normative in the 
Church of the East for well over a century. When one compares this with the total 
lack of mention of Nestorius or his teachings in the official synodal record of the 
eastern Church (despite his many defenders among clergy and laity), one is 

27 See the Appendix II of this paper where a reproduction of credal statements in various synods repeatedly 

28 
affirms „two natures" and „one parsopa in Christ while making no reference to hypostasis. 
See SO, page 70. 

29 SO, p.138. (Synod oflso'yahb 1, 587) 
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compelled to conclude that the person and cause of Nestorius were not issues of 
ultimate moment for the Persian Church as a whole. 

lt is of some importance to note that the enthusiasm for Th~odore of 
Mopsuestia did not alter the traditional approach of the eastem b1shop~ to 
Christological formulae. The same synod of Iw 'yahb which rejected the conclus1?ns 
of Constantinople II includes an extensive confessional statement, and a canorucal 
Ietter is appended to the synod which ~lso includes ? creed. 30 In these documen!5 .we 
note again tbat qnoma, or hypostasis, is used only m references to the Holy Tnruty, 
which suggests tbat Chalcedonian adherents were not absent from the assembly and 
exercised their influence against a dual hypostasis formula, though the creed~ a~e 
also silent on the term hypostatic union, undoubtedly in deference to Nestonus s 
defenders. They affirm the propriety ofthe communicatio idiomatum: . 

„ The heretics, that is, in their stubbornness, venture to ascnbe the 
properties and sufferings of the nature of the manhood of Christ to the nature 
and qnoma of the Godhead and Essence of the Word, whi.ch occasi~nall>:, 
because of the perfect union which the manhood of Christ had w1th h1s 
Godhead, are ascribed to God economical/y, but not naturally. "31 An~, 'God 
the Word accepted the insult of sufferings i~ the temp~e of h1s body 
economically, in a perfect union without separat10n, though m the nature of 

d"d ,n; „,32 his Godhead he 1 not SUJJer ... 

They also locate the unitary subject of the Incamation and his human experien­
ce and passions in „God over all": 

„ ... Jesus Christ the Son of God, God over all, born in ~is Godhead 
eternally from the Father without a mother. The same, but .not m the ~me, 
was born in his manhood from a mother without a father m the last t1m~s, 
suffered in the jlesh, was crucified, died, and was buried in the days of P_ont1us 
Pilate, and rose from the dead afler three days. On the one hand, Christ, th.e 
Son 0 rGod suffered in thejlesh, whi/e on the other hand, in the nature ofh1s 

'J • d ,ff, . „33 Godhead, the same Christ was beyon suJJermgs . .. 

The same reticence with regard to the employment of the word qnoma i.n 
formulaic constructions continues tobe the norm into the early 7th.century. What is 
striking, given the subsequent history of the Churc~ of t~e East? is the absence of 
any defense of Nestorius or institutionalization of h1s Chnstolog1cal tho~ght. Wh~t 
is paramount is the insistence, as per Chalcedon, upon „two natures . What 1s 
missing is the Chalcedonian „hypostatic union", or any ~ther e~p~oyment of the 
term hypostasis, aside from the Nicene Trini~iirian use. Whlle proVIdmg a haven for 
Antiochene partisans of Nestorius and affordmg them fr~o~ to promot~ th~ cause 
of their brand of dyophysism, the eastern bishops yet mamtam~d a certam d1stance 
from formally adopting their formulaic descriptions of the uruon of Godhead. ~nd 
manhood in Christ. Their administrative independence and th~ lack o~ pohtical 
pressure from the state made such a situation ~ssible._ But th~ qmck reaction to t~e 
„Three Cbapters" controversy betrayed a certam weanness w1th - as well as wean-

30 See Appendix II ofthis paper and the füll credal statements in SO, pp.133-136,193-196. 
31 SO, p.136. 
32 SO, p. 195. 
33 lbid. 
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ness of - the seemingly interminable disputations of the Byzantines. The reaction to 
Constantinople II seems, in retrospect, to have provided a bridge to the later outright 
(and perbaps inevitable) defense ofNestorius and bis Christology. 

E. The Breakdown of Moderation: King and Church and Confession 

The long period of accotn.modating various viewpoints - doubtless uncom­
fortable to many, if not most - came to a rapid conclusion in the year 612 when the 
Persian king, influenced by his Christian wife, who was in turn influenced by her 
personal physician, a monophysite, sought to recommend a monophysite candidate 
to the Church of the East to fill the vacant see of the Catholicos-Patriarch. The „one 
nature" party bad been greatly strengthened over the years through infusions of cap­
tive populations from Byzantium, and relations between them and the dyophysites 
bad worsened as they became holder and more assertive in time. Meanwhile the sup­
porters of Nestorius and bis cause, always dominant in the schools and influential 
among the bishops, bad sbarpened their polemical tools as they were increasingly 
challenged by the dissidents. When the Church petitioned the king for the right to 
elect a head, the king suggested a „debate" in which the parties would prove through 
arguments which was the correct „Christian" point ofview.34 And as in the case of 
imperial intervention in the West, each faction viewed the occasion as an oppor­
tunity to settle the issue once and for all in its own favor through the acquisition of 
an imperial franchise. O.fficial moderation gave way before the opportunity of a 
political „solution". The king presented the questions in such a way as to label the 
easterns as „Nestorians". 35 Though the dyophysites did not defend themselves as 
such, they did defend the terminology he (and they) used as being „pre-Nestorian". 
Throughout the debate the dyophysite disputants mentioned the name of Nestorius 
only in the conte'-1 of asserting that the manner in which they themselves spoke did 
not originate with him, but bad Scriptural and paternal precedents. 

We cannot overlook the fact that at this crucial moment in the history of the 
Church of the East both Antiochene partisans and those who were supporters of the 
Chalcedonian position were termed - and were considered to be - Nestorian by those 
of the monophysite party. For them the term bad become a synonym for dyophysite. 
The e'-1reme threat they presented forced the defenders of the „two natures" 
position, alarmed by the imminent possibility of being subjected to a Ininority 
faction among them, to reach for the rhetorical tools with which they were most 
fainiliar, the linguistic usages and philosophical categories traditional in the East for 
generations, unfiltered by the modifications or reformulations of Ephesus and 

34 Wigram, op. cit„ pp. 253-258. For a dissenting view on the identity of the „Severian" party, see 
Abramowski and Goodman, op. cit„ p. xlii, footnote. 

33 h1 SO, p. 574, one ofthe three questions posed to the disputants is given: „Again, an answer to what was 
asked: have the Nestorians or the monks turned aside from the foundation of the faith which the early 
teachers handed over? And until Nestorius, was there anyone who said that Christ was two natures and two 
qnome or not?" Who was responsible for framing the question in this manner is not definitely known. 
McCullough, op. cit„ p.159, suggests Gabriel, the monophysite physician of Queen Sirin, who was the 
major influence in promoting a Catholicos-Patriarch ofhis own party. The fact that the monophysite faction 
is labeled ,,monks" (an inoffensive designation) and the dyophysites are labeled „Nestorian" would seem to 
back up McCullough's contention. See the introduction of Abramowski and Goodman, op. eil„ pp. xliii­
xliv, where the question ofthe authenticity ofthe wording is dealt with. 
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Chalcedon. To them the monophysites posited the impossible: the corruption of 
divinity through admixture and confusion, and the abolition of man's hope. of 
salvation through the denial of the integrity of the Son of God's substanuve 
humanity. For the first time the Church of the East allowed a faction (tobe sure, 
always a very influential faction) to speak on behalf of the entire Church and to 
employ the very controversial terminology which it had sought for 150 years or 
more to avoid using in synodal confessions: 

„ Concerning this, we believe in our hearts and confess with our lips one 
Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, whose Godhead does not disappear, and 
whose manhood is not stolen away, but who is complete God and complete 
man. When we say of Christ 'complete God' we are not naming the Trinity, 
but one ofthe qnome ofthe Trinity, God the Word. Again, when we ca/l Christ 
'complete man' it is not all men we are naming, but the one qnoma which was 
speci.fica/ly taken for our salvation into union with the Word. "36 

IV. Js the Church of the East „Nestorian"? 

Having allowed themselves to take up the cause of Nestorius's terminology did the 
dyophysites consider themselves to be promoting the cause of „Nestorianism" as ~t 
was understood by his enemies? How did their own treatment of the terms and theu 
own view of the subject of the Incarnation emerge from their writings? Did they 
consider themselves to be dividing our Lord into two „persons" and thus presenting, 
not the Godlman, but God + a man functioning in tandem (though ever so close)? In 
order to understand them we would consider their own words on these subjects. 

A. Philosophical Terminology From an Eastern Pers1>ective 

In the Church of the East there is no more credible source for understanding 
the Christology ofthe „Nestorians" than Babai the Great's Book ofthe Union.37 In 
it we get a glimpse into the mind of one of the prominent defenders of Antiochene 
thought in the East and one who lived at the time the Church there officially 
adopted „Nestorian" terminology. lt is important to stress that this terminology was 
not new to the Church, but had been the common currency of theological and Chri­
stological discourse among Syriac-speaking Christians in the East for generations. lt 
should not be abstracted from its cultural environment, nor should the images and 
impressions it evoked among those who employed it (and their hearers) in its unique 
linguistic setting be ignored and the whole of it forced to fit exactly into a Byzantine 
(or modern western) mold. lt is the language of a distinct Christian culture, rich in 
the traditions of those who brought Christianity to the Eastern empire from the 
„West". To reach a „Chalcedonian" objective of one subject „person" in two uncom­
promised substantive „natures", the dyophysites felt required to affirm the hypostatic 
integrity of each nature. Babai, being one of those who participated in the „debate" 

· of 612, feit the term qnoma could not be dispensed with in addressing the threat 

36 SO (appendix), p. 566. · 
37 Published by Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, Paris, 1915, A Vaschalde, ed. (Synac, 

hereinafter LU.) 

126 

po~e? by m~nophysism to the ess~ntial integrity of Christ's humanity and divinity. 
lt is mst~chve to know what he b1mself meant by this term which he employed. 

In h1s. Fourt.h Mem~~ (seventeenth chapter) Babai defines his terms for us. First 
let us cons1der h1s defimtlon of qnomalhypostasis: 

„A Singular essence is ca/led a 'qnoma '. lt stands a/one, one in number 
that is, one as distinct from the many. A qnoma is invariable in its naturai 
state and is ~ound to a species pnd nature, being one [numerica/ly] among a 
number of bke q~ome. lt is distinctive among its fellow qnome [only] by 
reason of any umque property or characteristic which it possesses in its 
'parsopa '. With rational creatures this [uniqueness] may consist of various 
[external and internal] accidents, such as excellent or evil character, or 
kn~w/edge or ignorance, and with irrational creatures [ as also with the 
rat1onal] the . c~mb~nation of various contrasting features. [Through the 
parsopa we d1stmgu1sh that] Gabriel is not Michael, and Paul is not Peter. 
However, in each qnoma of any given nature the entire common nature is 
known, and inte/lectually one recognizes what that nature, which encompasses 
all its qnome, consists of A qnoma does not encompass the nature as a who/e 
[but exemplifes what is common to the nature, such as, in a human qnoma, 
body, sou/, mind, etc.]. "38 

. Here Babai sets forth .his un.derstanding of qnoma as being a representative 
e.xemplar of a. general sp~c1es. lt is the essence of a given nature in concrete, rea­
hzed form. lt 1s the essential substratum upon which a parsopa is based. lt is nature 
undifferentiate~ in an,r way from exemplary qnome of the same nature except for 
number, but d1ffe~entlated both in number and essence from exemplary qnome of 
o~~er natures_. Th1s substratum of ~ature is further individualized only by the ad­
d1t1.on of acc1~ents, phenomena wh1ch are not of the essence of a given nature but 
wh1ch m~e. 1t possible ~o dist~nguish one qnoma from another. Nature is ge~eral 
and descnphve: qnoma 1s spec1fic and exemplary. When Babai speaks of Christ as 
„God and man", he insists on specificity: a divine qnoma (not the Holy Trinity) and 
a human qnoma (not mankind in general). 

On the subject of parsopa Babai has this to say: 
. . „A~ain: 'parsopa' is the col/ective characteristics of a qnoma which 

d1stmgu1sh 11 from other [qnome of the same species]. The qnoma of Paul is 
not t~~t of Peter39 , even though the nature and qnoma [ of both of them] is the 
same . Each of them possesses a body and soul and is /iving, rational, and 
fleshly [that is, they are each a hypostatized nature}, yet through their 
parsope they are distinguished from one another by that which is unique to 
each of them - stature, for instance, or form, or temperament, or wisdom, or 
authority, or fatherhood, or sonship, or mascu/inity, or femininity, or in 
whatever way. A unique characteristic distinguishes and indicates that this 
[man] is not that [man], and !hat [one] is not this [one], even if this and that 

:: LU, pp. l :9-160. ~e bracketed tei..1 is added by the translator to amplify and/or clarify the meaning. 
I.e„ Paul s qnoma 1s one, and Peter's another. Tue difference is in numerical distinction 

40 1 PI' · . .e„ au s qnoma 1s an exemplary recapitulation in concrete fonn of the essence of human nature as is 
p~~ , 
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are ofthe same nature. Betause ofthe unique property [or f:1arsopa] which a 
certain qnoma possesses, one [ qnoma] is not the other one. ' 

Here that which is not of the essence of an exe~pl~ry n?ture bu~ a ~rope~ 
possessed by it which distinguishes it from others of its ki~d, m combmation w1th 
other such characteristics, comprises the parsopa of a g1ven nature. Here Paul 
becomes Paul and not just „man" and is distinguish7d fro_m_ Pe~er, whose qnoma 
does not otherwise differ from Paul's except in nu~encal d1stlnc~on. Paul not only 
/ooks different from Peter (hair color, height, we1ght, complex1~n, etc.) but acts 
differently, reflecting underlying differences in abilities, talents, m~erests, etc.~the 
characteristics of bis parsopa. Paul becomes a subject of intere_st on h1s ow~, not JUSt 
as a specimen of „manhood". And the integrity of his identity is bou~d up i_n the fa~ 
that his parsopa is uniquely bis and not another' s, whereas the mtegnty of h1s 
qnoma lies in its faithful reflection, in exemplary form, of the exact nature of any 
other ordinary man. 

B. The Unified "Subject" of the lncarnation 

Who then for the eastern commentators is the „subject" of the parsopa of Je~us 
Christ? Who is the one to whom one may refer the various accidents that set h1m 
apart from those who are consubstantial with him? Is he a he and not a they? 

lt is a consistent teaching of the Church of the East, whether before or . after 
612, that the manhood which was fashioned by the Holy Spirit from the ~a~enal of 
the Virgin's womb was for the express and only pu~se of rece1v1!1g the 
Incarnation of the Word and at no time possessed an mdependent ex1stence. 
According to Babai, speaking of our Lord's humanity, . . . 

„ With the beginning of its fashioning was its taking [and]_lfs anomtmg, 
which wasfor the union, and the image ofthe Invisible was r~ce1ved, and God 
the Word dwelt in it for ever - not as the impiety of those w1cked men of old 
who said, 'lt came to pass and then was anointed',. nor as those of the 
company of the accursed Paur42 who claimed that [lt took p/ace] ~t th~ 
baptism, nor as their colleagues who said that after the resurrectwn 1t 

.rs h. „43 acquired the honor oJ ons 1p. 

Again, not allowing for any interval between the fashioning and the „taking", 

he says, h · · .r th 
Thus it is incumbent upon us to understand that with t e vo1ce OJ e 

ange/. who said, 'The Holy Spirit shall come, and the power of the Most High 
shall rest upon you ', immediate/y, with the sound, at that moment was the 
taking. "44 

Tue „reason for being" of the hypostatized manhood o~ Christ was to sei:ve as 
the vehicle of God's redemptive acts through voluntary obed1ence. lt has no ex1sten­
ce apart from its union with God the Word, which took place „that God the ~ord 
might be revealed in it, and fulfill all bis dispensation in it, and show through it the 

41 lbid., p.160. 
42 Le., ofSarnosata. 
43 LU, pp. 91-92. 
44 lbid., p. 95. 
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beginning ofthe new age, andin it be worshipped for ever."45 God the Word is the 
possessor of the fashioning anCI the subject of its qnoma46 . lt is his own flesh and 
blood which he took, not another's, bis own „temple", bis own „dwelling-place", 
and bis very own hurnanity. Here Babai does not stray far - if at all - from the 
confession of go'yahb: · 

„ .... the Son of God, God the Word, Light from Ljfht, descended and 
became mcarnate, and became man by way of economy , beyond a/teration 
or change. Our Lord God, Jeius Christ, who was born of the Father before all 
wor/ds in his Godhead, was born in the jlesh from the ever-virgin Mary in the 
last times, the same [Lord Godj, yet not in the same [Godhead]. "48 

There are not plural subjects in the rnind of Babai or in those of bis fellow 
„Nestorians". There is one Son of God who takes bis own flesh, not another's, frorn 
the Blessed Virgin. The double consubstantiality and double birth of „the Son of 
God, God the Word, Light from Light", with the Father, from whom he was 
begotten naturally, and with Mary, from whom he was begotten in the flesh of our 
humanity, is thus affirmed. Therefore Babai is able to concede the communicatio 
idiomatum, though preferring a more broadly indicative title inclusive of Godhead 
and manhood: 

„ God the Word is consubstantia/ with the Father, and because of the union 
the blessed Mary is cal/ed Mother of God and Mother of Man - Mother of 
Man according lo her own nature, but Mother of God because of the union 
which he had with his humanity, which was his temple at the beginning of its 
fashioning and was begatten in union. Because the name 'Christ' is indicative 
ofboth natures in the hypostatic state of his [i.e., God the Word's] Godhead 
and his humanity, the Scriptures say that the blessed Mary bore 'Christ "'9 -

not simply God in a disunited way, and not simply man untaken by God the 
Word. „Jo 

V. Conclusion 

The legacy of Babai, bis companions, and their successors has remained with the 
Church of the East to the present day. Nestorius is venerated and bis vocabulary is 
employed in the service of Christological thought and expression. But the Church of 
the East rejects the epithet „Nestorian" because it does not accept all the 
irnplications of that name51 • lt confesses two natures in Christ, inseparable and 
unconfused, subsisting in one personal subject, whose subject, God the Word, the 
Son of God, God over all, is consubstantial with bis Begetter in bis own essential 
nature, and consubstantial with us in the nature which he took from the Virgin and 
made bis own. Whether the formulae employed by this confession are adequate to 

4' lbid., p. 91. 
46 See Appendix I ofthis paper. 4. 
47 For ~r(Ji.:au.. 
48 SO,p.194. 
49 Tue Scriptures regularly call Mary the ,,mother of Jesus". But compare Mt. l: 16, 18; Lk. 2: 11. 
' 0 LU, pp. 264-265. 

'
1 A secondary reason the Church ofthe East rejects the „Nestorian ' label is that it suggests the Church began 

with Nestorius or with his followers. Even when this is not directly implied in the literature dealing with the 
Church, it is often inferred by the reader who is otherwise ignorant ofthe history ofChristianity in the East. 
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express a true metaphysica/ urtion of the two disparate natures we are unable to say 
with any degree of certainty, for we are well aware that the „mystery" of the incar­
nation has eluded the powers of human thought and tongue to express to the 
satisfaction of all. 

A. A Confession of Inadequacy 

The intention of all parties to this dispute has always been to construct an 
adequate philosophical vocabulary to describe in an orthodox fashion the union of 
God and man in Christ. This intention, though noble, has led us to much 
frustration, mutual suspicion, and discord, and the dissonance of our voices only 
seems to resolve into harmony - if ever so briefly - at that point wben we all agree 
on the impenetrability of the mystery we so strive to explain. The Church of the East 
confesses, as do people of good will everywhere, that her tongue is too stammering, 
her mind too limited, and her vocabulary too inadequate to do justice to a concept so 
sublime. Though we have often spoken with confidence, as though all doubts had 
been resolved and all issues settled, in our hearts and minds we bave acknowledged 
our own limitations and the limitations of our descriptions of the indescribable. lt is 
with this confession of inadequacy that we stand before you seeking for 
understanding and reconciliation. 

The humility we express is bom out of the recognition of our part in the 
longstanding disunity of Christ's body, and it reflects acknowledgment on our part 
that we have inflicted, as well as received, the wounds which that body bears. No 
matter how much we may attempt to justify the righteousness of our actions 
throughout the long history of this conflict, we ultimately conclude that all of us, to 
one ex1ent or another, share the moral burden of having contributed to the present 
situation, a situation that is characterized by suspicion and separation among 
churches that have so much in common. A final analysis of the current ecclesiastical 
picture should prompt us to confess, each one of us, our part in the sin of division, 
and urge us to reach out for reconciliation. lt should bring us to the point of 
expressing sorrow for the part we have played. For the very fact that divisions exist 
among our churches indicates the presence of sin, since schisms are bred in 
lovelessness and pride. But if there is to be forgiveness for any sin, there must first 
be a humble recognition of one's own frailty, and a contrite spirit to liberate the 
conscience before God. Only then will we be able to convert the present situation of 
divisions and schisms into a future process ofhealing and reunion. 

B. A Call for Reconciliation 

The attempt to explain the Incarnation, which was „for us men and our 
salvation", has becn the single most disruptive and destructive issue in 
Christendom. In the West the intervention of Christian Emperors consistently added 
fuel to the flames of discontent and disunion, frustrating the „oneness" for which 
our Lord prayed so fervently. In the East, the intervention of pagan Emperors made 
permanent the division of Christian from Christian, institutionalizing it and 
dooming the Church to unrelieved subjugation and humiliation. The role of the 
bishops in allowing this to take place, and even aiding and abetting the process, is 
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perhaps understandable given the then current concepts of corporate society, but 
from the vantage point of the twentieth century it appears to ordinary people as 
censurable. This description may be harsh, but it accurately reflects the reactions 
and feelings of those outside the ChutJit, those to whom we must make our appeal 
to ,;repent and be baptized", but who scom us for our lack of love for one another. 
Tbey do not see Nestorians, Chalcedonians, or Cyrillians, they see only professed 
Christians. What we aspire for !hem to discern in us is an image of Christ, if only 
„as through a glass darkly'', but this image appears to them murky because of our 
self-assertion. · 

Now we stand at the door of opportunity, with the challenge of Christian love 
set before us. lt is ours to take hold of the opportunity that this conference affords us 
and to speak to one another as brothers seeking mutual understanding. lt is also ours 
to continue the dialogue which will be necessary if we are to draw closer to mutual 
acceptance. Christ himself will surely be with us in this task until it is finished, for 
it is be who instituted his Church, poured out his unifying Spirit on his disciples and 
their followers, and prayed for their constant oneness. Our Lord has already blessed 
bis Church in such a manner as that some type of unity already exists in her 
confession of tbe Nicene faith, in her common hope of the resurrection, and in the 
charity she strives to demonstrate in his name, as well as in the sacraments of faith 
she administers in Baptism and Eucharist, and in the apostolic succession which she 
preserves intact. There already exists an „imperfect" unity among our cburches. 
Th~~efore, le~ us strive, through the grace of God and the guidance of his Holy 
Spmt, to reahze an ever more „perfect" unity. 

C. A Doxology of Ho1>e For Rcnewal in Christ's Body, the One Holy 
Catholic and Apostolic Church 

And to the end timt this desire might be achieved let us invoke the blessing and 
aid of God the Father, the Cause of our existence, and his Son, our Lord Jesus 
Christ, the head of his Church and the source of her reconciliation and unity, and 
bis living and life-giving Spirit, who sanctifies and purifies the hearts and minds of 
all who yield in obcdience to his persuasion. Blessed be our Triune God, for ever 
and ever, Amen. 

(Appendix next page) 

Discussion 

Archbishop Powathil: We thank the spcaker for his ecumenical spirit and for this 
positive view of history. In our debate we should reassess what happened and then 
find out whether the Assyrian Church is wed to the ideas uttered by Nestorius or 
not. 

Prof Fiey: (Remark on p.122) The name of Nestorius appears for the first time in 
the assembly ofbishops in 612. 
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APPENIJ'ix 

Human Nature Holy Trinity 

• Abslr8ct 

Concrete Reallty Hypoststlc Manfflststlon ol Each Neture 

NOTES 

• /tsus' human q'noma, i.t„ a body 
assunud from tht Blessed Virgin Mary 
and animattd by a rational saul, did 
not erist prior ta tht Incamalion, and 
subsequent ta it was indissolubly 
imited urith tht Logos. 

• Tht 9nomt are 11nited without 
·,onfusion, without changt, without 
diuision, without separation. 

• Tht differencts of the naturts of 
diTJinity and humanity, with all thdr 
properl.its, f•cvlti~s, and optratians, 
art prtStrTJtd. 

• Tht unian prtservtd tht human and 
tht diTJint natures but prtcluded the 
possibility of an indeptndtnt human 
person. Tht ditrinity and humanity art 
unittd in tht ont Person of the samt 
and imiqut San of Gad and Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

"1. 
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' HolySpirit Son Father 

Before the lncemetlon 

At the "Moment• of lhe Conceptlon 

' 
Jesus' Human Q'numa The Son of God ..... ~. -t 

3 • 
/tsus' HlmUln Qnoma is "An ind~uattd ' 

""IUrt ntl1tT indtpm4mtly personal1ud, 
but subsumtd undtr tht Divint Qnoma of 

tht Son of God • 

Concreta Reallty 

After the lncemetlon Concrete Rea//ty 

-The Person 
of our Lord Jesus Christ 

the Son of God 

Mar Gregorios: The paper presented is excellent and makes discussion easier. 
There is more to be said about "the closure of the School of Edessa. The reasons were 
not only political, but the conflict between Narsai and Barsauma also played a role. 
Regarding Mar Babai it must be stated that he was not the only theologian of his 
Church. We must also refer to the others. 

Prof. Koodapuzha: Why are the )iturgical texts of the Church of the East left out of 
the study and discussion? They also contain and express declarations of faith. 1 
personally know many texts where one can find the communication of the 
"idiomata" . 

Mar Bawai: 1 have two studies ready on the liturgy and the office (Hudra), but 1 
could not include the findings in this paper because of lack of time. 

Mar Severios: 1 have a few questions. On p.127 "integrity of nature" is mentioned. 
What is meant exactly? On p.128 you speak of "qnoma as being a representative 
exemplar of a general species." On p.130 the expression "two natures in Christ" 
should be avoided. 

Mar Bawai: The qnoma is the core of the Christological issue. According to the 
Antiochian mind (which differs from the Alexandrian mind) the qnoma is necessary 
to affirm reality and integrity. 1 admit that the expression "hypostatic integrity" is a 
problematic one and it would be better to say "qnoma integrity". 1 think it is possible 
to omit the expression "two natures", it should be no problem, but 1 have to think 
about it because it is so important in our tradition. 
Referring to the Christological chart he explains Jesus as a human qnoma. His 
human nature stood in the word ofGod. These are terms 1500 years old. We have to 
understand them in the meaning of their times and we also must be aware that our 
Fathers were not as ecumenically minded as we are now . 

Dr. Haintha/er: On p.125 "hypostatic union" should not be between quotation marks 
because the expression cannot be found in the text of Chalcedon. 

Mar Bawai: The terminology conceming qnoma remains problematic and is to be 
understood in the framework of the time. Concerning Chalcedon, our Fathers did 
not go out of their way to try to understand and explain it. 

Cardina/ Grol!r: 1 would like to make three points: 
1. Looking back at 2000 years of knowing about the Incamation of the Eternal 
Word, we have tobe aware and must proclaim in all the churches that Trinity and 
Incamation have the character of a mystery. 
2. Today not only the ordinary faithful but also students and others have difficulties 
understanding the philosophical and theological terminology of the time of 
Nestorius and Cyril. This is a fact which is also observed by consultations and 
synods. Just think of the difference between hypostasis and physis for example. 
Strictly speaking not even dogma is unequivocal. Etymologically it is clear, but not 
its role in speaking about the history of dogma in terms of Christology. At the time 
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the dogma of Christology meant an imperial order and a new law of the Empire. lt 
was the irnage of monarchy as a theocracy in the old Israel. This was also almost a 
mystery. Nowadays many of these things are no longer understood, even by some 
priests and bishops. Moreover, the problems between Greek and Oriental philosophy 
are enormous. 
3. Finally 1 would propose the publication of a booklet explaining the historical 
terminology. We have just heard a very excellent speaker, he would be able to do it. 
1 think that this would be very important. In the same way as we are trying to 
introduce the metrical system on an international level we also need a common 
measure in Christology. 

Adelbert Davids 

IS THE THEOLOGY OF THE ASSYRIAN CHURCH NESTORIAN? 

Around the end of the thirteenth century Abdiso ·, resuming discussions and 
polemics that had lasted for centuries,writes in his book The Jewel: 

„The third sect [viz. alongside the 'Jacobite sect' and the 'Melkites'} which 
confesses two Natures and two Persons in CHRIST is called the sect of the 
Nestorians. As to the Easterners, however, because they never changed their 
faith, but kept it as they received it from the Apostles, they were unjustly styled 
'Nestorians', since Nestorius was not their Patriarch, neither did they under­
stand his language; but when they heard that he taught the doctrine of the two 
Natures and two Persons, one Son of God,one CHRIST, and that he confessed 
the orthodox faith, they bore witness to him, because they themselves held the 
same faith. Nestorius, then, followed them, and not they him,and that more 
especially in the matter of the appellation 'Mother of CHRIST'. "1 

In the Latin West, for instance at the council of Florence, the Eastern 
Christians were known as Chaldaeans, although the Chaldaeans of Cyprus are 
mentioned as Nestorians: „who in Cyprus until nowadays are called Nestorians, 
because they follow Nestorius. "2 And Patriarch Elias writes to Pope Paul V in the 
year 1616: „They always call us Nestorians, and notwithstanding our efforts we 
cannot get rid of that name. "3 

The Easterns were indeed called Nestorians and followed themselves 
sometimes that usage which originally stems from „anti-Nestorian" polemics. In the 
eighth century Mar Shahdost (Eustathius) from Tirhen composed a book called Why 

1 Translation in G.P. Badger, The Nestorians and their Rituals, II (London, 1852), p: 400. 
2 ,,quos ad haec usque tempora nestorianos, eo quod Nestorium sequebantur, in Cypro vocaverunt" in Bulla 

unionis Chaldaeorum Maronitarumque Cypri from 1445, Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Decreta, ed. J. 
Alberigo a.o., 3rd ed. (Bologna, 1973), p. 590. 

3 „Verum nomen Nestorii adhaesit nobis, et non possumus illud rejicere, quantumvis contendameus·•, 1.S. 
Assemani, Bibliotheca Ortentalis Clementino-Vaticanae, III, 2 (Rome, 1728; repr. Hildesheim - New 
York, 1975), p. LXXVII. - In Bibliotheca Orientalis Clementino-Vaticanae, III, 2, p. 515, Assemani 
quotes from an interesting Book on the Agreement of Faith among the Syrians: Nestorians, Melchites 
and Jacobites, according to Assemani written around 900 by Elias of Damascus: „In words they profess 
things different, but they believe the same." Cf. M. Jugie, Theologia dogmatica christianorum orientalium 
ab ecclesia catholica dissidentium, V (Paris, 1935), p. 70. 
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we Easterns have seperated ourselves from the Westerns, and why we are called 
Nestorians. 4 lnstead of „we Easterns" he can write „we, the Nestorian Christians".5 

. Accordi~g to Assemani, who quotes Barhebraeus, the name „Nestorians" was 
comed by Philoxeno~, that means ~round the beginning of the sixth century.6 lt is 
also used as substanhve and as attnbute in the Syriac translation of the last session 
ofthe Ephesinian council of 449, ofwhich the manuscript dates from the year 535 
In so~e .?~ the exclamations. a! the counci\ of Chalcedon in 451 the „party of 
Nesto1:1us . is s~outed. at as ?emg Nestorians. That brings us to the early stage of 
polem1cs 10 cucles 10 wh1ch the „oriental" way of thinking was vehemently 
attacked. 

. In the hey~y of western influence, with queen Shirin and the physician Gab­
nel at t~e Sasaman ~urt, t~e Persian king Chosroes, allowing in the year 612 an 
e~pl~?atton of the fatth b! high church officials, addresses the one party as „Nesto­
nans , whereas the oppos1te party, Henanas followers, is called „the monks".8 

The crisis of 612 and „the ecumenical teachers" 

Impor_t~mt issues hav~ been set out in the crisis of 612 and during the vacancy 
of th~ pa~nar~hal. see; wh1ch lasted from 609 until 628. The abbot and theologian 
Babat wntes m h1s Li.[~ of S. George on the topics which were being discussed and 
about the „desastrous 1nfluence of Henana who caused such a profound divisioil in 
t~e „Nestorian_C~urch".9 He accuses Henana ofmagic and „Chaldaeism", ofOrige­
msm, of.Sevenamsm ~as teaching one nature and one qnoma) and of theopaschism. 
He~a~ 1s excommumcated as a heretic and false teacher of an „impious doctrine, 
wh1ch 1s Strange to the whole of Christianity and which is against the tradition of 
the whole Church of the land of the Persians". As he had dared to attack Theodore 
of Mopsuestia (and with him the Antiochene tradition) Diodore of Tarsus 
Theodore of Mopsuestia and „the holy martyr" Nestorius are 'canonized as the thre~ 
„ecumenical teachers of the East". 10 

Whereas all former creeds and credal statements had been said to derive from 
the Apostles, the long creed that was formulated in 612 is said to have been received 
from the "'.'-postle Addai, one ofthe disciples ofthe Lord. Addai's companion Mari is 
not menttoned. The creed, as is furthermore said, has been accepted „by the 

4 A Nestorian G_ollect~on ofChristological Texts, ed. L. Abramowski & A.E. Goodman (Cambridge, 1972), 
I~ PP· 3-36. _T1?1an 1s not modern Teheran, as stated by Abramowski and Goodman on p. 15 n. 2 but a 
c1ty on the T1gns. ' ' 

~ A Nestorian Collection (note 4), II, p. 31. 
Assemani (note 3), p. LXXVII. 

7 A~en der Ephesi?ischen Synode vom Jahre 449. Syrisch, ed. J. Flemming (Berlin, 1917), f.i. pp. 16; 26; 
84, for the counctl of Chalcedon: Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, ed. E. Schwartz, II I 2 (Berl" 
1933), pp. 123, 15.38; 124, 11; 125, 15. • • 1ll, 

8 Syn°'!icon O~ent~le ou Recueil de ~odes nestoriens, ed. J.B. Chabot (Paris, 1902), pp. 574; 591; so 
also ~ ~~a1 s Life of ~- George, 1b., p. 632. A different tradition reads instead of „the monks": 

9 „Sevenans , seeA Nestorian Collection (note 4), II, p. 100. 
Synodicon Orientale (note 8), p. 626. On the vacancy see J. Labourt, Le Christianisme dans ! 'Empire 

10 perse ~aus la d?"'astie Sassanide (Paris, 1904), p. 223-36. 
Synod1con Orientale (n?te 8), pp. 627-28. The Three Chapters ofthe Council ofConstantinople in 553 
had been fonnulated agalDSt l11eodore ofMopsuestia, Ibas ofEdessa and l11eodoret ofCynhus. 
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universal synods which have taken place from time to time in the West and in the 
East, as well as by isolated persons, whose names are known in the Holy Church" .11 

The estimation of Theodore of Mopsuestia before 612 

In the official documents from 410 until 61212 there is no mention of Ibas or 
Theodoret or even Nestorius. lt is not until 680 that Nestorius is mentioned, together 
with Theodore of Mopsuestia, in a letter by Catholicos George.13 

The (schismatic) synod by Barsauma at Bet Lapat in 484 is not included in the 
collection published by Chabot. But a later synod, hold in the year 605, quotes from 
Barsauma's synod: 

„Because ofbad rumours against Theodore ofMopsuestia from the side of 
the heretics in several places, no-one of us may have doubts about this holy 
man. Because he was considered during his life as the most illustrious and the 
first of the teachers of the faith; after his death all his cornmentaries and his 
treatises became famous and were loved by all those who have a profound 
understanding of Holy Scripture and who adhere to the orthodox faith. His 
books and his commentaries really contain the pure faith, according to the 
spirit of the divine doctrine of the New Testament („.). So, if anybody dares 
either privately or in public to slander or to insult this teacher of Truth or his 
sacred \\Titings, he will be anathematized by the Truth itself."14 

Mar Aba states in one of his canons in 544 that Theodore's theology contains 
the right explanation of the faith of Nicaea: 

„We all the bishops of the East, we declare about the faith as it was 
formulated by the 318 bishops [at Nicaea in 325], which we always preserve in 
our church, that it is the faith as it has been explained by the holy friend of 
God, the blessed Mar Theodore, bishop and Interpreter ofHoly Scripture."15 

In the year 585 Mar 'ISoyahb speaks of Theodore imrnediately after a long 

creed: 
„He lived a life of chastity and of great zeal and was a bishop during 45 

years („.). He interpreted Holy Scripture, he fought against the alien doctrines 
of the heresies and he enriched the church libraries with a brilliant treasure of 
doctrine and of spiritual erudition („.). Our Lord showed this by the rniracles 
and the help he has given: during his life he was the great and real Teacher 
and after his death he was farnous in all the churches of God. The books of this 
saint and his cornmentaries are pursued and honored by all those who· confess 
the orthodox faith and who are not subject to error."16 

11 Synodicon Orientale (note 8), p. 584. Chabot translates the Syriac parsope ihidaye with „personnes 
isolees"; cf. at p. 459: „chefs de l 'ecole"; but ,,monks" may be meant in the text. 

12 The documents are edited by Chabot in Synodicon Orientale (note 8). 
13 Synodicon Orientale (note 8), p. 500. 
14 Synodicon Orientale (note 8), p. 475-76; see on the synod ofBet Lapat S. Gero, Barsauma o[Nisibis and 

Persian Christianity in the Fiflh Century, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, 426 (Louvain, 
1981), pp. 41- 50; 73-7. 

ts Synodicon Orientale (note 8), p. 561. 
16 Synodicon Orientale (note 8), pp. 398-99. 
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ISoyahb quotes, then, frorn a letter written by John Chrysostom in exile to 
Theodore. And, he continues ßy speaking about the severe attacks on Theodore 
rnade by people who call thernselves orthodox, but actually are disturbing 
orthodoxy. Especially Henana's criticism on Theodore's interpretation of Job is 
mentioned: according to Theodore it is written by a Greek „sophist", but Henana 
puts „the divine Moses" forward as author. 17 

The synod of Catholicos Sa1?ri5o in 596 is also confronted with attacks upon 
Theodore; Mar Aba's canon is repeated: 

„We adhere to that faith to which adhered our holy Fathers and as it was 
explained by the renowned and rnost blessed among the orthodox, Theodore of 
Antioch, bishop of the city of Mopsuestia, the Interpreter of Divine Scripture. 
lt is the faith to which all orthodox people of all countries have been adhered 
and still adhere, as did all the venerable Fathers who were at the head of this 
Apostolic and Patriarchat See of our country". 18 

Finally, in 605, Mar Gregory, the last catholicos to be elected until the year 
628, states in the synod (during which the above rnentioned text of Barsaurna's 
synod of 484 is quoted): 

„We have defined that each of us rnust receive and accept all the 
cornrnentaries and writings which have been composed by the blessed Mar 
Theodore the Interpreter, bishop of Mopsuestia, man of divine inspiration in 
his explanations of the treasure of the Two Testaments: the Old and the New. 
He has nurtured and nourished the children of the Church during his life and 
after his death with the real understanding of the meaning of the Scriptures in 
which he had been instructed by the Holy Spirit, as appears frorn the sincere 
history written by all the Fathers, ecclesiastical directors who lived in his 
times". 19 

An anathema is pronounced against all those who hold opinions, which are 
different from Theodore's views and doctrine. 

These texts show, that towards the end of the sixth century Theodore of 
Mopsuestia becomes the narne that stands for Oriental Orthodoxy. 

In all the official texts such an originally Syriac miter and theologian as 
Ephrern is mentioned only once. That was in the synod of catholicos ISoyahb of 585 
and against Severian theopaschisrn: 

„But the great and holy Teacher of the Church, the bl~ssed Mar Ephrem, has 
said precious and true things in one of his writings: 'lt is a great rnarvel that 
the Son, living entirely in the body, lived in that body without being lirnited in 
it. His will was entirely in it; his final purpose was not in it. Who could 

17 Sy~odicon Ori~n~ale (note 8): p. 3~9. According to A Vööbus, History ofthe School o[Nisibis, Corpus 
Scnptorum Christ1anorum Orientahum, 266 (Louvain, 1965), p. 247, n. 23, ISodad ofMerv in the ninth 
century followed the explanation of Henana; Vööbus quotes from a ms. of the Greek Patriarchate at 
Jerusalem: „but the godly Moses composed the book ofthe blessed Job, as many testify ofthese is also John 
Chrysostomos - during these 40 years the children ofisrael lived in the wildemess". The first four words are 
n~t given in the Syriac text by Vööb~s. Unfortunately, the context of the passage of Isodad is not given 
etther. But, as appears from the quotatton, John Chrysostom is mentioned, as in Isoyahb's text. 

18 Synodicon Orientale (note 8), p. 457-58. 
19 Synodicon Orientale (note 8), p. 475. 
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explain how He, who was eritirely in the whole universe, was at the same time 
entirely in the body?'. "20 . 

The symbols of faith 

Several symbols and credal explanations from the fifth century on are preser­
ved in the collection of the Synodicon Orientale, namely from the Synods of 410, 
486, 544, 554, 576, 585, 596, 605 and of the assembly of bishops in 612. The 
relevant texts of the symbols have been translated lately by S. Brock and, as for the 
assembly of612, by L. Abramowski and A.E. Goodman.21 

As for the christological terminology Brock suggests the following translation 
equivalents: 

itya 
ituta 
kyana 
qnoma 

(divine) Being 
(divine) essence 
nature 
not translated,but transliterated 

parsopa person, prosopon, 
and draws attention to the variety of positions within the christological spectrum in 
order to avoid the simplistic threefold model of „Nestorian - Chalcedonian -
Monophysite". 22 

From the first synod on there is a constant appeal, first to the symbol ofNicaea, 
later to that ofNicaea-Constantinople. The Nicaean creed is said to have been 
brought to Persia by the Byzantine bishop Maruta and the synod of 410 quotes it; it 
is surviving in two versions, each with their own translation of the term homo­
ousios: the West Syrian text has bar kyaneh, whereas the East Syrian recension 
reads bar ituta. But both Syrian expressions are used together later, as appears in 
the profession offaith at the synod of 585 about the Nicaean creed: „the Word who 
is homoousios, that is, ofthe same nature and ofthe same essence (bar kyaneh w­
bar ituteh) as the Father". The East Syrian recension of 410 had rendered the 
Nicaean hypostasis and ousia from the Nicaean anathema with qnoma and ituta.23 

Only later, in the commentary of the synod of 585 on the symbol of faith there 
is an explicit quotation from the addition to the Nicaean creed by the council of 
Constantinople about the Holy Spirit. After quoting the first part of the Constan­
tinopolitan article of faith on the Spirit, the text continues: 

„Thus by their divine teaching the Fathers preached rnagnificently 
conceming the qnoma of the Holy Spirit, showing him to be of the same 
essence and ofthe same nature as the Father and the Son."24 

20 Synodicon Orientale (note 8), p. 455. 
21 S. Brock, „Tue Christology ofthe Church ofthe East in the Synods ofthe Fifllt to Early Seventh Centuries: 

Preliminary Considerations and Materials", Aksum - Thyateira: A Festschrift for Archbishop Methodios 
ofThyateira and Great Britain (Athens, 1985), pp. 125-132; and L. Abramowski and AE. Goodman .inA 
Nestorian Collection (note 4), pp. 66-7; 88-l 0 l, with a better text than that ofthe Synodicon Orientale. 

22 Brock (note 21), pp. 131-32. 
23 Brock (note 21), pp. 133; 136-37; the edition ofthe West Syrian text: AVööbus, "New sources for the 

symbol in early Syrian Christianity", Vigiliae Christianae, 26 (1972), 291-96, at 295. In this recension the 
Nicaean anathema (with ex heteras hypostaseos e ousias) is missing. 

24 Brock(note2l),p.137. 
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In the synod of605 the council ofConstantinople of381 is e'q>licitly mentioned.25 

Tue assembly ofbishops of612 äevelops what has been put forward in 585: 
„[the one divine nature] is perfect in its essence (ituteh) and in all that 

belongs to it; and it cannot ~eceive addition or subtraction, for it alone is Being 
(itya) and God over all, who is known and confessed in three holy qnome, 
Father, Son and Holy Spirit, a nature with three qnome essentially (tlitay 
qnome itya 'it), qnome with a ~ngle etemal nature (hdanay kyana mtomaya), 
between whom there is no distinction apart from the distinct characteristics 
(dilayata) of their qnome, (namely) Fatherhood and Sonhood and Proces­
sion."26 

Antiochian Christology starts tobe introduced with the synod of 486, together 
with clear statements against theopaschism, which will be continued in all following 
statements: 

„( ... ) the confession of the two natures, of the divinity and of the 
humanity, while none of us shall dare to introduce mixture, mingling or 
confusion (muzzaga aw hultana aw bulbala) into the differences (shuhlape) of 
these two natures; rather, while the divinity remains preserved in what belongs 
to it, and the humanity in what belongs to it, it is to a single Lordship and to a 
single (object of) worship that we gather together (mkannshinan) the 
exemplars (parshagne) of these two natures, because of the perfect and 
inseparable conjunction (nqiputa) that has occurred for the divinity with 
respect to the humanity. ( ... ) a confession of perfect God and perfect Man 
( ... )."27 

In 544 Mar Aba writes in one of bis letters in archaic imagery: 
„These things came tobe known (. .. ) by the gift of the Holy Spirit upon 

the disciples; for they leamt from the Holy Spirit that Christ is not an ordinary 
man, nor is he God naked of the garment of humanity in which he had been 
revealed, but (that) he is Christ God and Man, that is, the humani7s which has 
been anointed with the divinity which anointed it (Ps. 44 [45], 8)." 8 

While the short symbol of 554 only repeats older formulations (but with: 'the 
single true and ineffable union [hdayta] in the single true Son ofthe one God'), the 
synod of 576 has more pronounced and longer Antiochene formulations: 

„lt is he who lowered himself of bis own will for the salvation of our 
nature that had grown old and wom out through acts of sin; and he took for 
himself a perfect temple for the dwelling of his divinity, in an inseparable way, 
from Mary the holy virgin ( ... ): Christ who is in the flesh, who is recognized 
and confessed (as being) in two natures, God and Man, one Son. In him the 
oldness of our nature was renewed, and in the robe of his humanity the debt of 

25 Synodicon Orientale (note 8), p. 473. 
26 Brock (note 21 ), p. 140. 
27 Brock (note 21), pp. 133-34. Here tbe words „perfect God and perfect man" (theos teleios kai anthropos 

teleios) from the Formula unionis of 433 are taken up, see Conciliorum Oecumenlcorum Decreta (note 
2), pp. 69-70; the council of Chalcedon of 45 l repeats them in a modified way, ib., p. 86. See on the 
council of Chalcedon W. de Vries, „Die syrisch-nestorianische Haltung zu Chalkedon", Das Konzil von 

28 Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart, ed. A Grillmeier and H. Bachl, I (Würzburg, 1951), pp. 603-35. 
Brock (note 21), p. 135; in n. 60 Brock mentions the archaic imagery ofthetext. 
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our race was repaid, in his drawing close (metqarrbanuteh) to suffering and 
the death of the cross. And by the power of his divinity he rose from the dead 
after three days ( ... )."29 

In the synod of 585 Eutyches and the Eutychians, „who are defrauding the humanity 
of the Son of God" and who are speaking of the suppression of the humanity of 
Christ, are condemned. And about Christ: 

„After the teaching on the divine nature of the Only-Begotten, and after the 
teaching on the unification of the natures of Christ - that is, of his unchanged 
and undying divinity and of his humanity that is not abused or absorbed - they 
[the Fathers] attach teaching conceming his humanity which was taken for our 
sakes ( ... ). 
By it [the true faith] the person (prosopon) of Christ and the natures of his 
divinity and his humanity are fully proclaimed ( ... ). 

About heretics: „who ( ... ) have dared to attribute to the nature and qnoma 
of the divinity and (divine) essence of the Word the characteristics (di/ayata) 
and sufferings of the nature of Christ's humanity, things which sometimes, 
because ofthe perfect union that took place for the humanity of Christ with his 
divinity, are allocated to God by economy, but not by nature."30 

In the same light the confession of faith composed by ISoyahb 1, who, according 
to Nestorian chroniclers, had been an ambassador to the Byzantine emperor 
Maurice, should be read. ISoyahb goes even further when speaking of the union of 
the two natures: 

„God the word receives the abuse of sufferings (cf. 2 Cor. 8:9) in the 
temple of his body according to the dispensation in the supreme inseparable 
union while in the nature of his divinity he does not suffer (John 2:19). ( ... ) 
Our Lord himself indicates the sublimity of the prosopic union (hdayuta 
parsopayta) unitedly and unconfusedly (John 3:13)."31 

In the creed ofthe synod of 596 the same stress is laid upon the two natures of 
Christ and upon 

„the dominical temple of God the Word to be ordinary man - (that 
temple) which, in an inexplicable mystery and in a union that cannot be 
understood, he united to himself from the womb of the holy virgin in a union 
which is for ever, indissoluble and inseparable."32 

The same line is continued by the synod of 605: 
„perfect God and perfect Man: perfect God in the nature of bis divinity, 

and perfect Man in the nature of his humanity, two natures ( ... ); and they are 
united in a true union (hdayuta) of the one person (prosopon) of the Son, 
Christ And the divinity perfected the humanity in the suffering ( ... ), while 
suffering, change and alteration of any sort did not enter the divinity .• m 

The long text ofthe assembly ofbishops of612 says about the union: 

29 Brock (note 21), pp. 135-36. 
30 Brock (note 21), pp. 137-38. _ 
31 Brock (note 21), p. 139. On the alleged visit of ISoyahb to the emperor Maurice (582-602) see Labourt 

(note 9), p. 20 l, n. 4. 
32 Brock (note 21 ), p. 139. 
33 Brock (note 21 ), p. 140. 
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„Conceming the wonderful conjunction (neqpa) and inseparable union 
(hdayuta dla purshana) thal took place from the very beginning of its 
fashioning, for the human nature that was taken by God the Word, the „taker", 
he taught us that from that point we should recognize as one person 
(pmsopon) our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, who was bom before the 
worlds ( ... ) from the father in the nature of his divinity, and who was bom 
latterly ofthe holyvirgin ( ... )in the nature ofhis humanity. ( .. ) (Thus) it is not 
possible to confuse the charactenstics (di/ayathon) ofthe natures ( ... ). That the 
divinity should be changed into humanity, or that the humanity should be 
altered to the nature of the divinity, is impossible; for it is not the case that 
Being (itya) can fall under the compulsion of change or of suffering, for if the 
divinity is changed, it is no longer a revelation, but a destruction, of the 
divinity. And if, again, the humanity should depart from its nature, salvation 
no longer obtains, but a wiping out of the humanity. "34 

Conclusions 

. The symbols and explanations until the year 612 always depart from the 
Ntcaean and, later, from the Nicaean-Constantinopolitan creed. 

. Explicit Antiochene christology is present since the end of the fifth century and 
will be developed in an „anti-Eutychian" sense from 585 onwards. 

At the same time there is a growing importance of the person and of the 
theology ofTheodore ofMopsuestia for the Persian Church. 

The council of Chalcedon is never rejected; on the contrary: Christ is perfect in 
bis divinity and perfect in his humanity. The issue of the union of the two natures of 
Christ becomes more important. 

A so-called „Nestorian" orthodoxy has never existed, although Nestorius was 
considered as a saint and martyr in the Assyrian Church. 

Theodore of Mopsuestia is a fine exegete and a great theologian, who 
represents a legitimate tradition of the Early Church and who stands for a legitimate 
way of thinking about the Trinity and about Redemption. 

The role of Babai the Great in the development of a „Nestorian orthodoxy" 
should be investigated. 

Discussion 

Mar Severios: What is the difference between "wonderful conjunction" and "insepa­
rable union"? The two natures of Jesus Christare united in a true union. 

Prof Brock: There is no difference, but two different traditions are juxtaposed here. 

Mar Gregorios: We can say that there was Nestorianism already before Nestorius. 
Tue paper says that Chalcedon was never rejected, but no references are given. The 
anti-Eutychian position of the Oriental Orthodox is to be found in their writings 
since 449. Is Nestorius not a saint for the Church ofthe East? 

34 Brock (note 21), p. 141; there, in n. 77, Brock points at the influence ofBabai. 
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Prof Davids: 1 wanted to show that in the Syriac tradition in the 13th century there 
were three different confessions: Nestorians, Melkites, Jacobites. The Church of the 
East never even mentions Chalcedon, because it was irrelevant. Thus no references 
can be given. Nestorius is presented as a holy man. 

Prof Jammo: There is no day of commemmoration for Nestorius in our calendar. 

Prof Fiey: He is mentioned together with two other doctors (Theodore and 
Theodoret). 

Prof Jammo: Nestorius is not of prime order as a theologian. The sympathy goes 
more to the person than to the doctrine. 

Mar Bawai: Nestorius is not a real theologian for the Church of the East. Our 
Church has two categories of theologians: on the one band those coming from the 
West (Antioch) like Theodore of Mopsuestia, on the other band the local ones like 
Babai. Nestorius belongs to neither one. 
lt is important to know that Mar Abdi5o' of Soba, who died in 1290, is the first one 
in our tradition to call our Church "Nestorian". 
As possible tasks for PRO ORIENTE 1 would like to suggest the Council of 
Chalcedon as it it understood in the Church of the East. PRO ORIENTE could also 
start dealing with Theodore of Mopsuestia, who is a key to a better understanding. 
In my opinion there should be no problem to accept Chalcedon. Even the teachings 
of Cyril of Alexandria may be acceptable, if they are put in a certain context. 

Prof Davids mentions that Rome prescribed all sorts of things to the Easterners, in 
terms of what they bad to believe. On the other band though Theodore of 
Mopsuestia was always scipped, even in official bulletins. 

Sixth working session: Monday June 27, afternoon 

Chairman: Metropolitan Mar Severios 

Mar Aprem G. Mooken 

IS THE THEOLOGY OF THE ASSYRIAN CHURCH NESTORIAN? 

The question whether the Theology of the Church of the East (known as the 
Assyrian Church, East Syrian Church or the Nestorian Church) is Nestorian has 
been debated in the present century by some individual scholars. One problem in 
finding a suitable answer to this question is the difference in understanding the 

word Nestorian. 
The Churches who accept the council of Ephesus of 431 A.D. presided over by 

Cyril of Alexandria consider Nestorianism as a heresy because they thought that 

142 

Nestorius taught two personalities in Jesus Christ and Jesus was born as a human 
being to whom divinity was joined later at the time of baptism or so. But the truth is 
that Nestorius did not teach any such heresy. He believed like all bishops in bis time 
that Christ was God and man. 

How exactly was this union of two natures, divinity and humanity in Christ, 
united in one person in Christ, this was the burden of the council of Chalcedon 
twenty years after the council ofEphesus of 431 A.D. 

The Church of the East does not recognize the council of Ephesus presided 
over by Cyril of Alexandria. The history of the two rival councils held at Ephesus in 
June 431 A.D. is very complicated and unfortunate. 

The anathematisms and counter-anathematisms have been discussed by the 
present writer in his M. Th. Thesis submitted to the Senate of Serampore in 1966 
(Published by Mar Narsai Press, Trichur, Kerala, India in 1978). 

A short evaluation ofthe Council ofEphesus of 431 A.D. would bring us to the 
conclusion that the Council of Ephesus of 431 A.D. was guided also by the personal 
enmity of Cyril against Nestorius, rather than the Christological issue which was 
evidently the cause according to the „official version". Moreover, the help of the 
Pope ofRome given to Cyril resulted in the ultimate victory. 

lt appears that unless and until one is able to produce documents redeeming 
1) the Jack of authority in Cyril of Alexandria to convene the Council in spite 

of the protests of the Imperial Commissioner, 
2) the absence of right intention in Cyril of Alexandria who presided over it, 
3) the irregularity ofthe procedure ofthe Council when the accuser himself 

was the judge, 
4) the absence ofthe patriarchs or authorised representatives ofConstantinople 

and Antioch, 
5) the incompleteness of the Council as the anticipated joint session of the 

Council could not take place even after the union of 433 A.D., 
6) the Jack of form in the manner of conducting it and, 
7) the lack of integrity of the sayings of Nestorius cited, 

the validity of the Synod of Ephesus of 431 A.D. as an ecumenical Council of the 
universal church and its subsequent acceptance by the Church of the East remains 
doubtful. 

The reasons for the refusal of recognition to this Council by the Church of the 
East are many. The Church of the East was neither invited nor present in this 
Council. The Council of Cyril was declared null and void, as per the order of the 
Imperial Commissioner in June 431 A.D. and the repeated orders of the Emperor 
till the „political" settlement, and such a settlement did not affect the Persian 
Church as it was beyond the jurisdiction of Theodosius II. Moreover, the Council of 
Cyril did not settle any issue, but, on the contrary, created more problems as seen 
the Eutychian heresy which was a development of the mia physis thought of Cyril of 
Alexandria. Apart from the dangerous use of the ambiguous title Theotokos the 
Christology of the Church of the East was much similar to that of the Coun~il of 
Chalcedon, two decades Iater. 
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These factors demand a change of outlook by the other churches in regard to 
the recognition of the council of Ephesus of 431. Individuals have come out with 
statements in sympathy with, and in favour of, the stand of the Church of the East. 
Adolf Hamack and many others challenged the propriety of calling the Council of 
Ephesus the ecumenical council.1 

Tue French Roman Catholic theologian, Pere J. Mahe, who made a fresh 
examination of the writings of Theodoret, was led to the conclusion that the two 
Christologies of Antioch and Alexandria, in spite of notable differences, were alike 
perfectly orthodox.2 lf Theodoret, who wrote against the twelve anathematisms of 
Cyril against Nestorius, was considered orthodox in the Council of Chalcedo~, 
Nestorius also would have been considered orthodox if he had been present. What 1s 
required is not individual opinions, but official statements by the Churches. 

The Necessity for a „Nestorian Christology" Today 

The relevance of Nestorianism for today is the appreciation of the humanity of 
our Lord. Such an emphasis was necessary at the time of Nestorius because of the 
influence ofthe Appollinarians. lt isjust as relevant today. G.L. Prestige says: 

„Redemption requires a human response and human appreciation, God 
himself supplied a perfect human agent to lead the response and a perfect 
human instrument to convey the means of appropriation. "3 

Donald Baille argues that if the human nature of Jesus Christ lacks a human 
person (a human centre, subject and principal ofidentity) it is incomplete. 4 Cyril C. 
Richardson in his article „A Preface to Christology", states that only Nestorians can 
answer the question „Wherein lies the reality of Jesus' temptation? Wherein is his 
human freedom?"5 The Christology of the Church of the East is relevant to modern 
times because of its teachirig of perfect human nature. The Nestorian Christ is one 
who was subject to the conditions of life of the first century, tempted, triumphant 
and obedient and thereby being a perfect example to mankind of every nation for all 
times. 

The necessity for a „Nestorian" Christology becomes inevitable when we think 
of the greatest position ascribed to Virgin Mary in the Roman Catholic Church. The 
fear expressed by Nestorius against the use of Theotokos should not be ignored. lt is 
one ofthe positive contributions ofNestorius to have exposed the potential <langer of 
this title. 

As far back as our records of history go there was nobody to speak against this 
title before 428 A.D. though it was used by certain individuals. Perhaps it would 
have become the standard expression of all Christians if Nestorius did not wage 
such a crusade against this title. Till the Reformation in the 16th Century, the 
Church of the East was the only Church which shared the concern of Nestorius 

1 AdolfHarnack calls Cyril's Council „this petty assembly" in contrast to what he calls „the legal council 
under the presidency ofthe imperial Conunissioner". (Harnack. op. cit; p.187) 

2 Pere J. Mahe in the Revue d'histoire ecclesiastique vol. VII, No. 3, July 1906, quoted from Bethune Baker, 
op.cit; p. 198 · 

3 G.L. Prestige; Fathers and Heretics, London, S.P.C.K., 1948 
4 Donald Baille; God was in Christ, New York: Charles Scribners' Sons, 1948 
5 Cyril C. Richardson; „A preface to Christology", Religion in Life, Vol. XXVII No. 4. p. 508 
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ag_ainst. the use of Theotokos. Since the Reformation, however, many churches share 
th1s attitude and thus the position taken by the Church of the East singularly down 
through the centuries, is vindicated. ' 

In these days, when the announcement such as the „Immaculate Conception of 
Mary~'. Assumption of Mary to Heaven, Proclaiming Mary as the Queen of Heaven 
are ma~e, the C~stians have begun to open their eyes to the dangers of the over~ 
emphas1s of the 1mportance of Mary. The opposition to excessive Mariology demon­
strated .at the Vatican II a~d the "Opposition to a separate Schema on Mary from 
ma~y ~1shops at the Councd show that even in the Roman church, some at least are 
beg_mrung to see ~e dangers of the title of Theotokos. Therefore, the position ex­
plamed by Nestonus and consistently maintained by the Church of the East 
deserves the appreciation of Christians. ' 

. Now many protes~nts have recognized that the fears expressed by Nestorius 
agamst the use of the btle Theotokos were genuine. This justifies the stand that the 
„Nestorian" Christology is relevant for today. The „Image of Nestorius" has chan­
ged considerably in the recent years. Bethune Baker proved that Nestorius was not a 
Nestorian! 6 Wigram could see the Christological formula of the Church of the East 
as free from any charges of heresy. 7 

F. Loofs, wh~ did not give much importance to the „transactions ofEphesus" of 
431, showed ~ons1?erable ~rathy to Nestorius and his Christology. Against the 
charge of duahsm m Nestonamsm, he argued that Nestorius always emphasized the 
unity of the Person of Christ. 8 

AR. Vine, who feit it impossible to comprehend the meaning of the Christo­
logy of Bazaar of Heracleides, without a „metaphysical and Christological system" 
en~eavoured to formulate ~ system by „ working backwards and forwards", and 
clai~ed to ~ve succeeded m the „evo_lution of a seif consistent metaphysics and 
Chnst~logy ·. He re~ched the conclus1on: „There are elements in the thought of 
Nestonus wh1ch prov1de a helpful mode of approach to the christological problem. 10 

At present many take a position, which was Iong ago taken by Mosheim even before 
the „discovery" of the Bazaar, that „Nestorianism" is an error in words rather than 
in thought. 11 

The present writer has gone a step further. The christology of the Church of the 
East, as well as that of Nestorius himself, is not far from the Chalcedonian formula. 
Though the w?rds a~e differ~nt the teaching is very much the same. Tue christology 
of Chalcedon is Antiochene m emphasis. In other words, the Chalcedonian formula 
was the triumph ofNestorian Christology. 

. In 190?•. William Edw~rd Collins, Bishop of Gibraltar, made the first Anglican 
e~1scopa! v1s1t to. the Assynan Church to meet the Patriarch Mar Benyamin Shimun 
"'.1th a ~ew to d1s~uss the t~rms of inter-communion. During the interesting inter­
view Bishop Colhns explamed the Anglican position in regard to the doctrinal 

6 Bethune Baker, Nestorius and His Teachings, Cambridge, University Press 1908 
7 ~: Wigram, The Doctrinal Position ofthe Assyrian or East Syrian Cl;urch, London, S.P.C.K. 1908, p. 

: F. Loo~s, Nestorius and His Place in the History ofChristian Doctrine, Cambridge 1914. p. 126 
AR. Vme, The Nestorian Churches, London, The Independent Press 1937 p. 53 

IO lbid; p. 54 ' , 
11 J.L. Mosheim; An Ecclesiastical History, Ancient and Modem, (ed) Murdock James; London: William 

Tegg & Co., 1876, p. 633 
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requirements if such an inter·communion was to be made possible and frequent. 
Regarding Assyrians living in an area where there was no church of their 
denomination there ought tobe no difficulty. Bishop Collins writes: 

„Not that we should ask them to disavow their fathers, not that we should 
ask them to revise their doctrinal books or to make new creed, for but simply 
that we should say, 'This is the faith as we hold it. Is this what you believe?"12 

Three years later the Archbishop of Canterbury, Dr. Davidson, following a 
resolution by the Lambeth Conference of 1908, wrote to the Patriarch of the Church 
of the East to clarify the doubts regarding the Christology of the Church of the East. 
After consultation with his bishops, the Patriarch replied on June 13, 1911, 
accepting the statement of faith propounded to him (the Quicunque vult) as expres· 
sing the belief of the Church of the East. The statement was sent by W.A. Wigram, 
head of the Archbishop's Assyrian Mission, who in a covering note to the Arch­
bishop remarked: 

„1 venture to hopc also that the letter of Mar Shimun to your Grace will 
suffice to clear this church from the charge of heresy, that has been levelled 
against it for so long."13 

His wish was fulfilled, for the Commission set up by the Lambeth Conference 
was completely satisfied by the explanation given to the use of the term 
Christotokos. Due to the outbreak of war in 1914 the attempt for inter-communion 
could not immediately bear fruit, but the following Lambeth Conference,14 received 
the report from the Committee. The report reads: 

„ ... The watchword Theotokos is absent from their service books, and in 
one place is repudiated; on the other hand, its equivalent in other words is 
several times found, and strong instances of the language known as 
communicatio idiomatum occur."15 

Even the problem of two Qnome did not seem to be an obstacle to this Com­

mittee. The report states: 
One phrase which has caused some perplexity, that which asserts that 

there are in Christ one parsopa (prosopon), two qnome, and two natures. The 
word qnoma is equivalent of „Hypostasis" and if used in the later sense of that 
word, i.e. as meaning „person", it would imply real Nestorianism; but research 
had made it plain that it is used in the earlier sense of „hypostasis", namely, 
„substance", and this makes the phrase, if redundant, at least perfectly 
orthodox.16 

This report strongly recommended that if the „present" authorities of the 
church of the East adhered to their statement of June 13, 1911, occasional inter­
communion should be established. lt is a matter of regret to read in the report of the 
following Lambeth Conference, a decade later, that „it has not been possible, owing 

12 AJ. Mason; Life ofWilliam Edward Collins, Bishop ofGibraltar, London: 1912, p. 125 
13 W.A Wigram, Letter addressed to Dr. Davidson, Archbishop ofCanterbury, dated August, 1911. (From 

the Archives ofLambeth Palace Library, London) 
14 Lambeth Conference of 1920 
is Lambeth Conferences (1867, 1930); London: S.P.C.K„ 1948, p. 132 
16 Ibid. 
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to political and other conditions, to obtain the authoritative statement recommended 
in 1920.17 • 

While the Lambeth Conference Report of 1948 expressed the hope that the 
relations between these two churches may be strengthened,18 the report of 1958 
mentioned only the political and material aspects of the Assyrian Church. 19 lt does 
not mean that the Assyrian Church is in disagreement with the doctrinal position 
explained in 1911 statement. Neither does it mean that the Anglican church had 
„Second thought". The council of Foreign Relations of the Church of England at 
Lambeth agrees with this view.20 

A word is necessary on the position of the Council of Chalcedon in the Church of 
the East. Monseigneur Chabot deserves the credit for the information that 
Synodicon Orientale included the Council of Chalcedon and „Tome of Leo" as 
officially accepted by the Church of the East. Though he did not print the texts of 
these documents in the edition, his announcement that these documents were the 
approved documents of the Church of the East took the scholary world by 
surprise. ~ 1 Wigram who took pains to investigate this question, was able to find the 
manuscnpt of Synodicon Orientale in Mosul and happened to see the formula of 
Chalcedon in it.22 The Church which recognizes the formula of Chalcedon deserves 
the reco~niti~n of the western Churches. The Church of England took a right step in 
proper direcuon. 

The Prospects ofthese Aims 

„If the broken unity of the Church Catholic is ever to be knit up once 
more", Wigram wrote, „it must be by füll recognition of these national 
differences which are national heritages which are so treasured by the nations 
who hold them that they went into separation rather than surrender them."23 

. As far as the Assyrian Church of the East is concerned, it will never forsake 
the1r hero. The Protestant Church, which do not accept the title "Theotokos" 
though used in the Council of Ephesus of 431 ought therefore to say officially 
whether they regard the approval of the condemnation of Nestorius by Cyril and his 
followers as a necessary test of orthodox)'. 
. The Anglican scholars expressed their willingness to accord official recogni-

hon to the Church of the East without insisting upon the condemnation of the three 
Greek doctors, provided they cease to repeat the anathema on Cyril of Alexandria. 
This may be possible if serious attempts are made from both sides to this effect. 

lt is extremely unlikely that the Church of the East will cease to mention the 
names of the three Greek doctors in their Litany. Wigram suggested to use an 

17 Lambeth Conference, 1930, London: S.P.C.K., n.d. p.146 
18 Lambeth Conference; 1948, London: S.P.C.K., 1948 Part II p 71 
19 ' ' . 

Lambeth Conference, 1958, London S.P.C.K., 1958, p. 251 
20 Letter to the present writer, dated 3rd November 1965 
21 Tue Church ofthe East officially has not made any ~iatement about this am1ouncement 
22 Wigram infonns us that the word „Theotokos" is translated as „Mother of Christ" who is both God and 

man; and one Qnoma is altered as two Qnome. 1l1e „blessed Cyril" is changed to „accursed Cyril" and the 

23 phrase „~o rebuke the_folly of.1'-!estorius" is om!tted! (cf., Wigram; op. cit; p. 296) 
W.A W1gram; Doctrmal Pos1hon ofthe Assyrian Church, London: S.P.C.K., 1908, pp. 63-4 
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altemate bidding found in the litany to avoid the names of the Greek d~tors24 ~th 
the hope that „the change would not be felt, as the people are all the while occup1ed 
in singing an anthem."25 Wbether the change will be felt or not, the ~hurch of the 
East will never agree to any „change" in this matter. A change of ~tt1tude of other 
churches in regard to their recognition ofthe Council of 431 A.D. will ~ave t~e way 
for the reunion of this once far-reaching Church which is the first maJor schism of 
the Christendom. 

The prospects of a „Nestorian" Christology are much brig~ter today ~han ever 
before. The Protestant theologians who have begun to emphas1ze the real~ty. of the 
suffering ofChrist, as an example ofhis perfect humanity, can play a part_m ~t. T~e 
present writer has gone further than the previous. students of Nestonamsm m 
suggesting without hesitation that Bazaar of Heracle1des answers most of the char-
ges levelled against Nestorius. . . 

Sympathy towards Nestorius is being shown even m ort~odox circles. M._Y. 
Anastos, a Greek orthodox theologian, has shown that the Chnstology of Nestonus 
was not very different from that of Cyril. He argues: . 

„ ... The Christology of Nestorius, if orthodox should be recon~dable, not 
withstanding angry denials on both sides, with Cyril' s. In ~th, it ~u~t be 
admitted, the line which separates them on this, as on all other issues, is e1ther 

th. . t „26 very m or non-ex1sten . . 
The results of the Aarhus consultation of August 1964, m a way, are 

discouraging if a unilateral declaration of a Christological compromise is made 
from the Ea;t, they may have to go its own way and the „the C~urch ?f the ~ast" 
may find more affinity with the West than the East from the c~nstolog1cal p01~t of 
view. Ifthe „eastern ecumenism" is based on Cyril of Alexandna and the Counc~l of 
Ephesus, „westem ecumenism" will be based on the Tome of Leo and the Councd of 
Chalcedon. . 

As the non-Chalcedonian Churches insist on the reunion with the orthodox 
churches without recognizing the Council of Chalcedo~ of 4~ 1 A.D ., the ~h~ch of 
the East has a legitimate claim to insist on the reumon without recogmzmg the 
Council ofEphesus of 431 A.D., presided over by Cyril. 

Even Cyril treated the decision of the Council of 431 with s~ch a scant respect 
that within two years he swept that decision absolutely on one s1de, and made, on 
bis own authority, a compromise with bis rivals. lt is possible for the churches to 
follow the example of Cyril and to re-think the importance they have attached to 
this as the third ecumenical council - an idea, which perhaps did not occur ever to 
Cyril.27 

24 Tue bidding is not an altemate one in the litany as Wigram stat~ 
25 W.A Wigram; Doctrinal Position ofthe Assyrian Church, op. c1t; pp. 25-26 . 
26 M.V. Anatos; „Nestorius was Orthodox." Dumbarton Oaks Papers XIV, ~ambndge, Mass;, H~ard 

University Press, 1962, p. 139. He concludes that Nestorius was the „dyophys1te par excellence (Ib1d. P· 

140) 
27 W.A Wigram; Doctrinal Position ofofthe Assyrian Church, op. eil; p. 35 
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A Final Word 

The present writer bad claimed bis M.Th. Thesis tobe an impartial study ofthe 
Council of Ephesus. Impartia!lty, however, does not consist in refusing to form any 
opinion or in a futile concealment of the dangers of the thought of the man con­
cemed, but in treating them scientifically and sincerely and attempting to discover 
objectively the thought in the historical background in which it was developed. 

This, then, the present writer hopes to achieve in this consultation. Men have 
thought about all the conceivable forms of the conception of the union of the divine 
and human natures of Christ. How exactly has this union taken place? lt is open to 
conjectures. To a certain extent, it is beyond human speculation. 

There was a period when these terms were only „in the making". Such a 
beginning, though unfortunate, was necessary for an adequate understanding. 
„Nestorianism" was necessary to prevent any notion of deification of human nature 
as an entity, thereby losing sight of the historical Christ. As Bethune Baker wams us 
the teachings against which Nestorius protested „would have made ofthe Saviour of 
men a_person not really human, and Redemption a magical, instantaneous, rather 
than ethical, gradual, process. "28 

The „re-discovery'' of the Bazaar was a „dispensation of God, in an age in 
which the doctrine of the Incamation is exposed to dangers from opponents and 
defenders alike which are at least as dissolvent as those against which he cried 
unheard". 29 Modem thought can best profit from this controversy by attempting a 
synthesis of the apparently opposed but really complementary views. 

The christology of the Church of the East, i.e., one person, two qnome and two 
kyane, when it is translated as one person, two concrete natures and two abstract 
natures, is perfectly orthodox. As A.R. Vine has pleaded we should give Nestorius 
the benefit of doubt with regard to the technical terms. If we attempt to understand 
exactly how Godhead and manhood are united in the one person of Jesus Christ, we 
reach the inevitable conclusion that the problem of Christology is insoluble. 

Conclusion 

The Syriac manuscripts and printed books found in this Church teaching the 
Christology of one person, two qnome and two natures. Having examined this 
Christological formula this thesis upholds the theory put forward earlier by 
Professor J.F. Bethune Baker that Nestorius was not a „Nestorian". 

In understanding the qnoma, this writer rejects the translation given by some 
scholars as person and puts forward an alternative view that it should be understood 
as „the individuated nature" or concrete nature, ifthe word kyana (nature) is under­
stood as „abstract nature". Qnoma is also translated in this thesis as hypostasis. This 
is done so because several other writers have done likewise; for instance, in their 
useful work „A Nestorian Collection of Christological Te'-.1s", Luise Abramowski 
and Alan Goodman translate the word as hypostasis. But hypostasis does not convey 
the true meaning of qnoma as used by Nestorian Fathers. The present writer is ofthe 

28 F.J. Bethune Baker; op. cit; p. 207 
29 Ibid; p. 196 
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opinion that some better word could be coined in order to convey the true meaning 
which the members of this Church attributed to this controversial, but crucial, term 
qnoma. 

This writer does not argue that this Christology, even if it is understood 
properly, agrees completely with the Christological formula of the Council of Chal­
cedon AD. 451. though the Nestorian Christology has several points of agreement 
with Tome of Leo, as Nestorius himself has claimed, over against his opponent 
Cyril of Alexandria, the observations made by V.C. Samuel, quoted in the present 
writer's D.Th. dissertation, give us a new direction to explore further the points of 
agreement between Cyril's Christology and the Christology ofNestorius. 

Though this Church considers Nestorius as a saint, this is not a Church foun­
ded by Nestorius. Nestorius did not know Syriac and the East Syrian Church of the 
Persian empire knew no Greek. There was no contact between the East Syrian Chur­
ches of Persia and the „heretic" and his supporters in A.D. 431. Only after the death 
of Nestorius, when the East Syrian Church which had no part in the Christological 
battles between Nestorius and Cyril, nor had any knowledge of this unhappy contro­
versy during the life time of the champions, has been unjustly described as the 
Church founded by Nestorius. 

The separation of the East Syrian Church from the rest of the Christendom and 
particularly from the jurisdiction of Antioch had taken place bcfore the Christo­
logical controversy had sprung up in AD. 428. A canon of the Synod of DadiSo' in 
AD. 424 forbade the bishops ofthis Church to have any ecclesiasticaljurisdictional 
contact with the West. This fact itself leads us to the conclusion that the separation 
of the East Syrian Church was motivated by political, cultural, linguistic or personal 
considerations rather than any theological reason for there was none such existant in 
AD. 424. 

The important Pauline ideas of self-emptying, image of God, form of servant, 
historical Jesus etc., have been found in Nestorius too. lt was from his biblical foun­
dation Nestorius formulated his theory of prosopic union. 

The Christological formula of this Church is that of the prosopic union 
rejecting the formula ofhypostatic union accepted by both Catholics and the Eastern 
Orthodox Churches (Greek, Russian etc.) This prosopic union is a three tier 
Christology where the union is not at the first level of natures, nor at the second 
level of the hypostases but at the third level of the prosopon. To the members of this 
Church, the idea of perfcct God and man is understood only if Christ has both 
natures and qnome of both God and man and the union has taken place only at the 
level of prosopon. 

As for the Mariology, it refuses to call Mary „Theotokos" unlike the Orthodox 
Church. However, this writer believes that despite the refusal to use the title Theo­
tokos to the Blessed Virgin Mary, the „Nestorian" Churches throughout the world, 
is in general agreement with the Eastern Orthodox and the Oriental Orthodox (non­
Chalcedonian) Churches in giving respect and veneration to the Blessed Virgin 
Mary. A Nestorian is an orthodox without theotokos. 

This Church does not overdo the respect due to Mary as the Roman Catholics 
seem to do, nor does it underestimate the honour due to the Blessed Virgin Mary as 
some of the Protestant Churches have admittedly done. The prayers of this Church 
about Virgin Mary would lead to the inevitable conclusion that this Church tries to 
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give a proper place to the Blessed Virgin Mary avoiding the excesses and at the 
same time trying to save the Cliurch from the <langer of ignoring the Mother of our 
~rd_ and Saviour, Jesus Christ. In this context, it must be stated further that nobody 
m t?is Church has ever questioned the Virgin Birth, as some modern theologians in 
vanous Churches do today. She is ever virgin before, in and after the birth of Jesus 
Christ. 

The special emphasis of the tJestorian Christology on the humanity of our Lord 
is the statement that in Jesus Christ there are two distinct qnome, divine and human. 
This emphasis on the humanity of the Saviour of the mankind saved the Church in 
the fifth century from the heresy of the followers of Apollinarius who were still in 
the capital city of Constantinople where Nestorius worked as the head of the Church 
during the period AD. 428-31. This emphasis on humanity is generally recognized 
today in the contemporary theological debate throughout the world. The East Syrian 
Church therefore, the present writer hopcs, will have a definite contribution to make 
in the development of a Christian theology utilising the initiatives provided by some 
emerging dynamics in the religious and cultural context in the world today. 

By the denial of the title Imme D 'a/aha (Mother of God) the Assyrian Church 
never denied the divinity of Jesus Christ. They believed like all fathers of the Coun­
c~l of Nice~ 325 AD. and_ the Council of Constantinople 381 AD. that the expres­
s1ons used m those Counc1ls and the Nicene creed are good enough to guarantee the 
divinity of Jesus Christ. 

Imme D 'Msheha (Mother of Messiah) is proper expression as all Christians 
believe that Messiah is perfect God and perfect man. Is the theology of the Assyrian 
Church Nestorian? The answer is both Yes and No. IfNestorius himselfwas never a 
Nestorian, why should anybody bother whether the reply is Yes or No? lt is 
„Nestorian" to the extent that the Assyrian Church considers him a Saint and Greek 
doctor (Malpana Y awnaya) of the Church. The answer is „No" if the questioner 
thought that Ncstorianism is the denial of the divinity or the total separation of the 
divine and human natures in Christ. 

Discussion 

Prof Koodapuzha: 1 have a question of mcthodology. Why does Mar Aprem try to 
prove the orthodoxy of the Church of the East on the basis of evidence coming from 
the Anglican Church? 

Archbisphop Garmo: St. Ephrem, 70 years bcfore Ephesus, has two or three times 
the term "Mother of God" in the "Carmina Nisibcna", likewise he alludes to the 
Immaculate Conception. 

Mar Aprem: 1 quoted the Lambcth Conference because it is the only one that 
expres~ed itself more or less officially on the subject and the Anglicans accept the 
Councll of Ephesus. 1 am only bringing it in for discussion. At the same time I was 
studying at an Anglican seminary. 
1 agree that Theotokos was used here and there before 431, but in no official synod 
or council. . 
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Bishop Matar: As a question of method, the paper seemed to be more an attack than 
a defence. A more ecurnenical spirit is needed. The expression Theotokos has to be 
understood, not rejected. We can stay in our Eastern contell.i for solving the issues, 
i.e. without the Anglicans. 

Mar Aprem adds that by his blunt statements he aims at trading concessions. 

Prof Samir: In the same line, regarding Theotokos, one could quote Safi Ibn Assal: 
in 1239, as a Copt answering the Muslims, he defends or ell.1Jlains the fact that 
Nestorians do not like the terrn Theotokos, even if he maintains Theotokos to be the 
best one. I do not think that we should try to make a point by attacking someone 
eise, as is done in the paper regarding development in Mariology. We should try to 
find the common roots in Theotokos and these texts seem to exist. 

Prof Davids: To my knowledge, the Creed of Constantinople is not found in Chabot 
(Synodicon Orientale). Ifit is, I would like to have the reference. 
The term Theotokos has become a shibboleth these last years. Besides, the Muslims 
will be opposed to us when we use the term Mother of God. 

Mar Aprem: I was not able to consult the Synodicon myself. The question of 
Theotokos seems an important print to us in India: without this term we feel that 
relations with Muslims are easier. 

Dr. Haintha/er: The insistance ofthe paper on the humanity ofNestorius is positive, 
but some of the expressions may be questioned. I cannot subscribe to the position 
that Chalcedon is a victory ofNestorian theology. 

Mar Bawai: The issue of Theotokos in a certain sense has more politics in it than 
theology. Babai the Great is not entirely opposed to it, since the Church of the East 
confesses the union. But the expression is highly theological and could be misunder­
stood. Babai accepts to say that Mary is the Mother of God "economically", but not 
"naturally". I think that no Apostolic Church would say that Mary is "naturally" the 
Mother of God. 
The relationship of the Assyrians with the Anglicans is a difficult and emotional 
one. At the time we Assyrians in the mountains had difficult times with the 
Anglican British. lt could be interesting to study this in future. The succession in 
the Apostolic way is of prime importance and should be kept in mind in connection 
with the relations with the Anglicans. 

Dr. Hainthaler: The paper affirms (p.150) that the union is only on the level ofthe 
prosopon. The ultimate subject of the union is the Logos and it is important that this 
is lacking in the paper. 
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Archbishop Emmanuel Delly 

COMMENT EXPRESSING THE VIEW OF THE CHALDEAN CHURCH 
TODAY ON THE CHRISTOLOGICAL CONTROVERSY 

For many centuries the Assyro-Chaldean Church, that is to say the Church of 
the East, was considered a hereti~al church because many judged her christology as 
contrary to the traditional teachings of the Apostles and the Fathers of the Church 
Universal. The Church of tJ_ie East protested strongly through her authors and sy­
nods and declared her teachmgs as being true and in line with the teachings of the 
Apostles and the Church Universal. But in order to convince her opponents and to 
make them accept ~is fact ~nd reality, many pages have still got to be written. My 
own book and prev1ous stud1es of many courageous theologians and historians (like 
Fran9ois Nau and Andre de Halleux, Luigi Scipioni, Samir Khalil and Louis Sako) 
are but a draft and an indication of the main outlines. We should expect more wide­
ranging and in-depth research into the history of councils from this point of view 
and into the great influence which different philosophical, theological and political 
currents and persons - through their writings - had when it came to take positions in 
the formulation of doctrines and the anathematization of innocent people. 

The different philosophical currents that found their way into the schools of 
the Orient are well-known, most importantly the Hellenic current, as weil as the 
Semitic, Alexandrian and Antiochian ones, and the Platonic and Aristotelian ones· 
the latter current travelled through the Schools of Nisibis, Edessa, Gundisabur and 
Baghdad to Spain/ Andalusia and to the European universities. 

Two different currents, which used the same terminology albeit with different 
meanings caused many centuries of misunderstandings in a number of fields, diver­
ted the minds from profound research and created tensions between the members of 
this family, which is the Church. 

In order to calm down the minds and to open up a path to a fratemal and true 
ecumenical dialogue between our ancient Churches, we have to put ourselves into 
the context of that time and must not judge such pioneers like Narsai, the Synods of 
th~ .c.hurch of the .East, Ifo'yahb II, go'yahb III, Timotheos I, Elia Bar Senaya of 
N1s1b1s etc. accordmg to the mentality of our time and the philosphical and theo­
logical terminology used by us today. We have to understand the contents and the 
true meaning of the terminology adopted by the Alexandrian School on the one 
hand and the Antiochian and Nisibis Schools on the other. 

Fourty years ago, when I was a young man and wrote my first theological paper 
on an ~uthor of the Ch~rch of the East (La Theologie d'Elie bar-Senaya, Etude et 
traduction de ses Entre~1ens, Rome 1957), I judged him - unjustly so, as I would say 
today - as a true Nestonan. If I had to do the same work today, I would write it in a 
different way. The teachings of Elia Bar Senaya are those of his Fathers and of the 
Apostles and basically those of the Church Universal. The principal reason for this 
severe and unjust judgement levelled against the authors of the Church of the East 
in general is the lack of understanding of the way they conceived and interpreted the 
terrninology which they adopted for theological issues and for the christological 
question in particular. 
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Today, I would say that the christological faith of the Church of the East al­
ways remained. that of the Apostles and the Church Universal. The teachings of the 
Church of the East on the matter are those stated by her synods, that "Christ is 
perfect God and perfect man. Perfect God in his divine nature and perfect man in 
his human nature, two natures, divine and human united in a true union of a single 
parsopa (person) of the son"1 (Synodicon Orientale ou receuil des synodes 
nestoriens, publie, traduit et annote par J. B. Chabot, Paris 1902, pp.210, 565) This 
is also the teaching of Babai, ISo'yahb III, Timotheos 1, Elia Bar Senaya and many 
others, as it is that of Cyril of Alexandria and of the synods of the Church, but with 
a different way of understanding the tcrminology . 

. For this reason allow me to make the following short comment on a number of 
terms often used by our authors at that time, which might be useful in paving the 
way for a fratemal and ecumenical dialogue today. According to the authors of the 
Church of the East, KY ANA in Syriac, T ABI'A in Arabic, PHYSIS in Greek, 
NATURA in Latin can be considered in two different senses: 

l. in an abstract, universal and general sens~ embracing all the elements of the 
members of a certain species, and called Kyana Gawanaya. 

2. in a real, concrete and individual sense, called Kyana I~idaya or Qnoma, 
which is the same as concrete Kyana. 

KYANA in the first sense is called in Arabic al-Gawhar al-'Am, in Syriac ltuta 
Gawanaya, whereas in the second sense it is called al:Gawhar al-Has in Arabic and 
Ituta Ihidaita in Syriac, which equals Kyana Ihidaya or Qnoma. · 
· · QNOMA therefore is not person or hypostasis as some translated it (cf. Chabot, 

op.cit. pp.564-580, 580-598 passim) but concrete and real Kyana and not a general 
and abstract one. lt is called Ousia Ihidaita, in Arabic al-Qawhar al-ljas and in Sy­
riac ltuta Ihidaita. According to Babai in his book on the union, it is distinguished 
from the other Qnome because of the individual property possessed by the parsopa, 
through which Gabriel is not Michel and Paul not Peter (cf. Babai, Liber de Unione, 
ed. A.Vaschalde, in CSCO (79-80), pp. 299-300). 

P ARSOPA, in Syriac also - however rarely - called APPE, means FACE, which 
in Arabic later came tobe called SAHS or W AGH or W AGHIA, and is PROSOPON 
in Greek and PERSONA in Latin. The Parsopa, says IS<>'yahb III, is that which 
distinguishes Qnome. The Qnoma has no other meaning or quality than the Kyana 
and is individualized by means of the Parsopa or by force of the Parsopa (cf. 
IS<>'yahb III, Patriarcha Liber Epistularum, Ed. and Trans!. by R. Duval, in CSCO 
11-12) Louvain 1904-1905, (11), pp. 129, 131, 135). 

The christological teachings of the Church of the East are therefore the same as 
those of the Church Universal: two real Kyana united in a single Parsopa, in a sub­
lime and indefectable union without confusion or change (cf. the letter of IS<>'yahb II 
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of Gdala in the excellent study of Louis R.M. Sako, Lettre christologique du Patri­
arche Syro-Oriental go'yahb II ot' Qdäla, Rome 1983, pp.151/175-176, 153/177). 

In_conclusion ofwhat we have briefly said, we may state that in the question of 
the chnstology ofthe Church of_the East, we are actually not to do with an error but 
w~th a ~ifferent way of conceiving and understanding the meaning of terms, i.e. 
wtth a different language and expression in a terminology with different meaning. 
In order to solve this question and Jo rehabilitate the christological teachings of the 
Churc~ of the East, we must study this terminology, which is the key of the pro­
blem, m greater depth, thus preparing a fruitful ecumenical dialogue leading to 
complcte unity in faith. 

Geevarghese Chediath 

THE THEOLOGICAL CONTRIBUTION OF 
MAR BABAI THE GREAT 

Mar Babai the Great (551/2-628) had contributed substantially to the 
Christological development in Persia and bad clarified the Nestorian Christology in 
a way acceptable to the non-Nestorians also. He contributed also to the monastic and 
liturgical literature. He was a hagiographer, especially of the Persian monks. 
Among the 5th/6th century Christian Writers, Mar Babai could be considered as one 
of-the great ecclesiastical leaders and theologians. 

Life 

Mar Babai was born in 551/2 in Bet 'Ainata' in Bet Zabdai. 1 He had his 
education in the School ofNisibis, under Mar Abraham ofBet-Rabban.2 Afterwards 
he entered the Monastery of Izla of Mar Abraham of Kashkar in 571, where the 
Nestorian convictions were defended, developed and propagated. Later he left the 
monastery to found a monastery and school in bis own home country of Bet­
Zabdai. 3 But he was called back to the Great Monastery of Izla to be its third head. 
And from 608/9 onwards, in the absence of a Catholicos in the Persian Church Mar 
Bab~i was depu~ed t~ be the visitor of the monasteries· .of the Northern regi~ns of 
Pers1a. He remamed m that office till his death in 628. 

Works 

Thomas of Marga in his monastic history and the Seert Chronicle speak of the 
writings ofMar Babai. Thomas says,4 „And you may learn conceming all his varied 
leaming 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." 

1 Bet-Zabdai was a district on the westem or right bank of the Tigris adjacent to Gaziret Ibn Omar. G. 
2 Levenq, Beth-Zabdai, in DHGE t 8. Paris 1935, col. 1.241-1.244. 

3 Abraham was the head ofthe School ofNisibis from 527 to 569. Cf. F. Nau, in PO. IX, 5. p. 128-143 
Isodenah, Livre de la Chastete. n. 14. p. 8 -

4 Thomas ofMarga, Historia Monastica, 2, p. 93 
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The Seert Chronicle speak of „many books" and mentions some of them. 5 AbdiSü in 
his Catalogue counts eighty three. 6 

Christological Works 

Although eight Christological works are known, only three are extant and all 
the three are being published: 

l. The Book ofUnion (=LU). 
2. Tractatus Vaticanus (=TV). 
3. The Small Extract transmitted in the „Nestorian Collection of Christological 

Texts" ( =X). 
The first two are contained in the edition of A. Vaschalde (Babai Magni Liber 

de Unione, ed. & tr. by A. Vaschalde, csco 79/80, Louvain 1915). And the third one 
in the Collection ed. & tr. by L. Abramowski & A. Goodmann (2 vols. Cambridge, 
1972, p. 207-210/123-125). 

The Book ofUnion is the most important Christological writing. lt is published 
in the Syriac original with Latin translation by A. Vaschalde. An English trans­
lation is recently prepared by Michael J. Birnie Corepiscopa in the USA. lt exists 
still in the MS. form. Book of Union is generally known as Liber de Unione (LU) or 
the Book of Union. Its füll title, however, is „Memre dmar Babai 'al alahuta u'al' 
nasuta u'al parsopa dahdayuta (Tractatus Mar Babai de divinitate et de humanitate 
et de Persona unionis)."7 This work consists of seven „membre" (treatises) and each 
„mernra" is subdivided into reshe (chapters) and the numeration of chapters one to 
twenty one.goes on to the end of Memra Vl, but Memra VII has no such division.8 

Memra I deals with the Trinity and develops the Infinite Transcendence of God. The 
nature of the Supreme Godhead in Himself is very well discussed here. The Second 
Memra speaks of the Incamation of the Second Person of the Trinity. In the third 
Mernra, Mar Babai explains the nature of the union. Mernra IV & V deal with the 
two natures in Christ. Memra Vl has two chapters: eh. 20 deals with the narnes of 
Christ, the Son of God. Chapter 21 is the clirnax of the whole treatise. Mernra VII 
starts with a separate heading and it rnay be originally an independent treatise, but 
later added to the main work. 

Mar Babai - a believing Christian 

As a believing Christian Mar Babai speaks of the need of faith in discussing 
matters pertaining to God. He demands faith from his readers for the understanding 
of the Divinity and Incarnation.9 The mystery of the Divinity is beyond all human 
comprehension and it has tobe accepted by the faithful by faith. 10 

Without any qualification whatsoever, he accepts the fact of the union of the 
two natures. 11 He believes firmly that it is the Word, the Second qnoma of the 

s Histoire nestorienne, II, p. 212 
6 Abdiso, Catalogus libronnn, p. 94. 
7 Babai, LU. p. l/ 1. 
8 Ibid. 252/205 
9 Ibid. 3-6/2-5; 20/16 
10 Ibid. 7, 31, 8, 1/6, 24-26 
11 Ibid. 36, 25-28/30, 9-13; 166, 16-22/134, 24-30 

156 

T~n~ty, who is united to our hurnanity. That at the angelic salutation to the Blessed 
V~rg~n Mary, there effected a perfect and everlasting union in the wornb of the 
Vtrgm, 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 ac­
cepted.by Babai as dogma. Babai has absolutely no doubt regarding the intirnacy of 
the ~mon. J_Ie s~ak~ about the union of Christ as most intimate and inseparable as 
posstble. His ~a1th 1s above every rational argument and metaphysical principle. 
T~at the ~on is ?ne and unique änd that He has two perfect natures in the union 
w1thout m1xture 1s also an unquestioned fact for Babai. His concern was to explain 
the duality in the union. 

Mar Babai's Christ-picture 

Mar Babai's Christ-picture is biblical and in accordance with the Tradition. 
1:he very .fi~st c~;ipter of L~ begins with the basic Christian affirmation of the belie­
vm~ C~nsttan: Je1;us C~nst is head of our life, and our hope and our God. "12 Jesus 
C~st ~s our God. He is our Lord Jesus Christ, Head of our life, and our God14 . 

Chnst is our h~pe,who is present in our infirrnities, and our feebleness and deficien­
cy of our puenle knowledge, according to our faith in Hirn. He foreknows every­
~hing because He is God eternally. 15 Christ is our God and we are His servants. He 
ts to be adored and we with all the creatures are His adorers. He is the cause of our 
salvation and our life.16 Christ is the Principle of our Iife and our God and our 
Teacher. 17 ~e is our wisdorn, our hope and our power and our consolation. 18 The 
hope of all smcere adorers is strongly rooted in Hirn. All the treasures of wisdorn 
~nd ~nowledge. are .hidden in Hirn. He gives wisdom to the wise and intellect to the 
mtelhgent. He msptres and incites those who ask for the common good and teaches 
abundantly through the effusion of His Grace, those which are beneficial to the 
future l~fe. 19 Christ is the sublime Head of the Church. 20 - These and similar other 
express10ns show that he firmly believed in the historical and biblical Jesus Christ 
taught by the Apostolic Church. ' 

Mar Babai - a synthesizer 

. In Mar Ba~~i we find a synthesis of various traditions. As a follower of the 
~n~1~hene trad1t1on, he begins with the historical Jesus Christ and ascends to the 
d1vm1ty. On the other band, in certain parts He begins with the „Word of God" as 

12 Ibid. 2, 111, 25 
13 Ibid. 6, 2015, 18-19 
14 Ibid.27, 17/22, 23-24 
ll Ibid. 39, 28-31132, 28-30 
16 Ibid. 139, 30-31. 140, 1-3/112, 35-113, 3 
17 Ibid. 160, 17/130, 2-3 
18 lbid. 245, 18-19/199, 19-20 
19 lbid. 2, 2 ff.II, 26 f. 
20 Ibid. 51, 6/46, 33 
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the Alexandrians do, and comes down to the union. As a follower of Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, Babai uses concrete and abstract expressions side by side.21 

The „ Wor<I of God" 

lt is God the Word who assumed our humanity. Word is the second qnoma of 
the Trinity.The term „Word" is indicative 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 is distinct from the Father and 
the Holy Spirit and related to them. The Parsopa of Filiation is ontological and 
essential to the Word. The Word of God is perfect in everything as the Father and 
the Holy Spirit in nature, essence and substance.22 His divine 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, not to the other two qnome of the 
Trinity, but to the creatures. Although Babai a:ffirms that the Word ~ssumed our 
humanity „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 distinction between „Word" 
and „Son". „Word" is pointing to the common nature (divinity) and the qnoma, 
while Son" is indicative of the particular property of the nature, the Parsopa of 
Filiati;n which is incommunicable with the Father and the Holy Spirit while , 
communicable with the creatures. 

The Terms used 

Kyana, qnoma and Parsopa are the three Syriac words used by Mar Babai to 
explain the Christological mystery in a philosophical and technical way. He does not 
define the terms, but he explains them somewhat in the seventh chapter of LU. 
These terms were in current use already among the Syrians and Babai tried to 

clarify them to a certain degree. 
Kyana is the same as nature in thc abstract, designating the common elements 

found in all the members of the species. lt is the universal compared to the par­
ticular. qnoma is the concretisation of the abstract kyana. lt is incommunicable. 
Qnoma as qnoma cannot be dividcd. Once divided it ccases to be that qnoma. lt 
possesses all the properties of the common nature. But it cannot include all t~e 
members, coming under a common species. Since it is fixed and non-commum­
cable, it cannot be taken or added to another qnoma, so that it be with it one qnoma 
subsisting, which possesses everything of its nature, i.e. one complete or perfect 
qnoma cannot receive another perfect qnoma. Thercfore a union of two perfect 
qnome so as to form one qnoma is impossible. In short qnoma may be translated as 
„this or that substance", „subsistence", „reality opposed to the unreal or illusion". lt 
is prirnarily referring to concrete reality or actuality rather than. Pers?n. The qnorrl:a 
in Babai is not the Chalcedonian hypostasis.Chalcedon in fact ident1fied hypostas1s 

21 Ibid. 54, 29-31/44, 25-27 
22 Ibid. 39-40/32-33 
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with prosopon. While in the Persian church one finds a differentiation between 
them.23 • 

Parsopa ist ~he pr~perty which distinguishes one qnoma from another qnoma 
of t~e same spec1es: I~ 1s the sum total of the accidents, and properties, giving the 
part1cul~r ~haractenstic to the qnoma. The indivisible and singular property of the 
qnoma is g1ven by the parsopa. Although parsopa is also fixid, it could be communi­
cated and assumed by another qnoma. Fixed because it is the distinguishing pro­
perty of a qnoma from other qnonle of the same specias and it shows that this is not 
that. lt could be ~ss~me? ?Y ~nother qnoma and can indicate everything that the 
qnoma possesses m its d1stmct1on from other qnome. When applied to men, qnoma 
and parsopa are one and the same thing, and there is identity between qnoma and 
pars~p~. _\Vhen we s~y Paul, we mean the qnoma of Paul and the parsopa of Paul. In 
the d1v1mty, qnoma 1s not the same as parsopa. 

. Pars~pa ~istinguishes one qnoma of the divinity from the other and there is no 
acc1~e~t hke m t~1e creatures. The distinguishing property of the Word is Filiation 
and it is ontolo~1~al .and essential, proper to the Son. In other words, the second 
qnoma ofthe T~m1ty is the „Word" and His parsopa is „Sonship". This Sonship can­
not be commumcated to the Father and the Holy Spirit, but could be communicated 
to the creatures. 24 

Oneness ofChrist 

. . ?od the Word, the Sec?nd qn~ma of the Trinity, having the Parsopa of 
F1hat10~, assumed our humamty to His Parsopa and gave His Parsopa to the man 
formed m thc womb of the Blessed Virgin Mary. Thus the Parsopa of Filiation of 
the Word became the parsopa of that which is formed in her. The Word is a perfect 
qnoma and the humanity is a perfect qnoma as any other man.25 

. Jesus .of Nazareth possesses a fixed qnoma with bis natural parsopa, such as 
he1g~t, we1ght, colour etc., but he has no human filiation and independent existence. 
By h1s natural parsopa he is Jesus of Nazarcth and not Peter nor John. 26 God the 
Word assumed the man Jesus and gave him His glorious Parsopa of Filiation at the 
moment ofhis formation in the womb. At the same time God the Word received the 
humble parsopa of the human nature and revealed Himsclf through it. The man 
ap~rt from the Word an~ indepcndent of Hirn and without union with Hirn, neve; 
ex1ste~ and can n~ver ex1st, not even for a moment. The human nature is formed to 
be um~ed: formahon and union were simultaneous.27 At the very moment of its 
format10n, the human nature or man received the Parsopa of Filiation and thus he 
becamc the Son of the Most High, because of the Parsopa of the Word. But the 
human ~ature remained a perfect man, endowed with a rational soul and body. The 
Word d1d not take the place of the soul. He, in fact, was united to both body and 
soul.28 

23 lbid. 159, 16-160, 1/129, 4-20 
24 lbid. 160, 2-16/129, 21-34 
25 Tex1us Vaticanus, 300, 14 f/242, l 7f 
26 lbid. 300, 31/242 32-33 
27 LU.59, 13 ff./47, J2ff; 95/88; 133/107 
28 lbid. 58, 29 !I/47, l 8!I 
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Repeatedly, all through the LU Babai teaches that Christ is one, and the Son is 
one. In his divinity, Christ is Son by nature; in his humanity he is Son by union and 
assumption. lt is the same Son. One and the same is the Son of the Most High in 
heaven and in the womb of the Blessed Virgin Mary. The one who is formed from 
her is called Son of the Most High by union with the Etemal Son of the Most High. 
Christ is Son in his humanity, not by adoption, but by union. One is Christ in His 
human nature and in His divine nature. One is Son in His human nature and in His 
divine nature. One is Christ the Son of God and the Son of man. 29 

The principle of union in Christ is the Parsopa of Filiation. The Parsopa of 
Filiation of the Eternal Son became the parsopa of the man formed in the womb. 
The Son of God assumed the man to His Parsopa of Filiation and gave His glorious 
Parsopa to the man formed in her. Thus the Parsopa ofFiliation ofthe Word became 
the parsopa ofthe man. Except the very divine nature ofthe Word, which cannot be 
imparted to anyone, all what the Word has or is, are of the man, formed in the 
womb by union with the Word. The union did not take away the distinction of 
natures - God and man - but remaining what He is, God the Word united the man to 
His Parsopa ofFiliation. At the same time, the Word assumed the lowly state ofthe 
man and it became His own, not by nature but by union. All what the man has or is, 
are of the Word by union. So everything can be spoken of the one Son, both the 
glorious ones ofthe Word and the humble ones ofthe man.30 

Christ is one in His Filiation; the Son is one in His anointing. There is only one 
honour and adoration to Christ. The double qnoma 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 another. Christ is the Son and the 
Son is Christ. 

This Parsopa of Filiation, by which Christ is one unique Son, is called by 
several names: lt is called „parsopa of union" (parsopa dahdayuta) indicating the 
uniting element, namely the Sonship which is one. lt is ontological, because it is the 
very property of the Word. lt is called „common parsopa" (parsopa gawanaia), 
because it belongs to both the qnome, to the one by nature and to the other by union 
and assumption. The common parsopa is not the result of a fusion of the two natural 
parsope.31 lt is also called „parsopa of economy'' (parsopa damdabranuta). The 
Parsopa which is natural to the Word becomes the parsopa of economy, because it is 
the Son who became man. lt is through His adorable Parsopa that He undertook all 
the salvific economy for our renovation and Salvation. 

Christological Union compared with the Trinitarian Union 

Just as the three divine qnome are one eternal nature and essence and exi-.. s 32 stence, the two natures and two qnome (etemal and temporal) constttute one on. 
The two natures of Christ are preserved in the one Parsopa of the Son of God with 
the properties of each qnoma preserved without confusion, and each qnoma is 

29 lbid. 2231181; 105n4; 62150; 61149; 1311105 
30 lbid. 162, 13-163, 13/131, 20-132, 10 
31 Ibid. 162/131; 163/132; 164/132 
32 lbid. 29, 21-23/24, 18-19 
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acknowledged in the same parsopa, not separately.33 The three Divine qnome in the 
Trinity are entirely one without any limitation (bad enun kul bkul). In the same way 
the two natures in Christ constitute an absolute oneness (bad medem).34 Babai has 
taken the comparison from Gregol')' Nazianzen through Nestorius.35 This analogy is 
made use of to show the most fotimate unity existing between the two natures and 
the inco~sed e.xistence of the two natures in the one parso~a of Filiation. In both 
cases, „wh1le u111ted, they are distinct, while distinct, united". 6 

Union of the Natures - not a mixture 

<:Iod the. Word a~sumcd t~e form of servant and dwelt in it unitively in one 
adhes1on, „w1thout m1xture, w1thout admixture, without commixture and without 
confusion" and made him one Son with Hirn for ever. 37 Even in the absolute union 
the properties of the natures subsist in the union without any confusion. 

Union expressed in various Wt{VS 

C~apter 21 ~f the LU dcals with the question of the different ways of 
express~ng the u111on ~f the _two natures in Christ. Babai makes an a11alysis and 
companso11 of the bas1c Ant1ochcne Christological terms a11d evaluates them. He 
sa~s that theologians use d!fferent terms to express the „adorable economy'', ie. the 
umon o~ the_ two n~tures 111 the lncarnate Son. He uses six basic terms, namely 
assumpt10n, 111dwelh11g, temple, vcstment, adhesion and union. The adorable union 
is all these and above all thcse. All these terms have their limitations but the union 
is an ine:-.'Plicablc mystery. lt is ineffablc, unspeakable, inscrutable ~nd indivisible 
and unmixed, and theologians use different e:-..'J>ressions to denote this union. Each 
of these expresses a part of thc truth which the other terms may not be able to 
express. All these terms have thcir limitations, but the union is an inexplicable 
mystecy. 

The most commonly uscd expression is Union. This union is callcd 
assumption. Assumption alone, according to him, indicates „the diverse natures in 
thcir properties" and thc Assumer and the assumed in the one Parsopa of Filiation 
~nd D~mination. 3~ Tl~is ~nion. is mo~e than as~umption: not all assuming is 
mdwelh~g. But th1s u111on 1s an md,~ellmg. There 1s diJiercnce bctween indwclling 
and puttmg on the vestments and umon. We put 011 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 11obody says that thcy put on water. 39 

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 huma11ity is called dress. lt 
does not mcan that thcre was 110 u11ion as the dress of a man and that it was exterior 

33 LU 71, l ff./57, 25 fI; 168/136; 162/131; 166/134; 168/135 
34 lbid. 245, 16/199, 14; 228/185; 247/201 
35 Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 101 to Cledonius, PG. 37, 180; Nestorius, .!J!, p. 20 (Driver) 
36 LU. 59, 18-24/48, 2-7; 245/199; 248/201 
37 lbid. 56, 26-27/45, 32-33; 57, 14-18/46, 11-14; 230, 20-21/187, 18-19 
38 lbid. 231/187; 232/188 
39 lbid. 228/185 
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to him as the dress of a man.4° Christ's dress - humanity - is ever united and never 
separated, and belongs to Hirn for ever. The dress and the one who dresses it : 1re not 
one and the same and they do not constitute one nature and one qnoma. The 
example of dress helps to show the distinction of the natures. Just as .the d~ess h.id~s 
the members of the body, the divinity was hidden in the humamty. Smce it is 
assumption, it is not a simple putting on. The Word of God put it on by assuming. lt 
is His dress, belonging to Hirn in the union for ever.42 

This union is called adhesion or conjunction. Man and woman adhere to each 
other; fish adhere to water; our dress adheres to our skin, but they do not constitute 
a union. So there is a difference between adhesion and union. In the union of 
humanity and divinity „had medem" is constituted in the one Parsopa of Filiation. 43 

But neither bctwecn 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 adhered. Adhesion makes clcar the distinction 

of the propcrties. 
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 adhercd to one another; wc do not dwcll in one another nor are we 
temples of one another. Thc parts of a house adhere one another, but they do not 
indwell mutually.The adhesion of husband and wife is no indwelling, nor do they 
mutually put on, nor are they temple of one another; nor do they have parsop~c 
union through assumption.44 When it is said that God dwells in heaven and m 
Jerusalem, it is no dwelling conjunctively, unitively and parsopically, „so that they 
be gods and God may be they assumptively through the union ofthe „parsopa":45 

Indwelling shows, that one is in another and that God the Word has not 
adhered extrinsically and finitely to the 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. Word of God did not become the qnoma of man and 
the man did not becomc the qnoma of Filiation. But both are united in the one 
parsopa of the Word. But the union is not an extrinsic adhesion nor an intrin~ic 
limitation or inclusion, nor is made parsopically „in distance" nor voluntary „w1th 
separation". The Infinite is in the finite without any confusion or mixture or 
admixture, composition or parts. 

This ineffable union is more than all these terms pul together can express. 
Bccause 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 all the terms are put together, thcy in some way express the ineffable mystery. 
The different tenns together show that thc divinity is not distant from the humanity; 
the humanity assumed the parsopa of Filiation of the Divinity adhesively; the 
properties of each nature exist without any confusion; the union is non-composite 

40 lbid. 233/189 
41 lbid. 2411195; 242/197 
42 Ibid. 2421197 
43 LU. 228/185 
44 Ibid. 230/ l 86 
45 Ibid. 230, 9-10/187, 7-8 
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an~ free unlike the union ofbody and soul. Babai is trying to give a synthesis ofthe 
vanous terms in use and explain the union in a possible way. 

The Duality in Christ 

Babai held firmly that Christ is God and man; the two natures subsist in Hirn 
without any mi>..iure 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" is an ever recurring expression in Babai. 46 His whole concern was the 
question of explaining the duality in Christ. According to him, in order to keep the 
properties ofthe two natures intact, it was necessary to admit two qnome. 

Babai finds the duality of Christ on the side of natures as the Scriptures teach. 
Christ is God and man. The Son of 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 mcans one visible human qnoma 
as of any other man, one of the qnome of men. The eternal divine qnoma became 
man, not by changing to the human qnoma. On the contrary, preserving the 
properties ofthe divine qnoma, the Word ofGod assumed to its parsopa ofFiliation 
the human qnoma with its humble parsopa. The human propcrties subsisted in the 
human qnoma. Hcnce two qnome and two natures. If thcre is only one qnoma after 
the lncarnation, namely the Eternal Invisible qnoma, 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.47 

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 sufTered and died in His human nature; in His divinity, He did 
not suffer nor die.48 As „principium quod" Babai attributes all the actions to the Son 
and to Christ; as „principium quo" the humiliations are attributcd to the human 
nature and to thc human qnoma. lt is the Son who undcrwent all humiliations in His 
human nature; it is Christ who dicd for us in His humanity.49 

Babai finds the duality on the sidc of nature and qnoma. But there is no 
indepen_denc: for the human qnoma. Even though, according to the definition, 
qnoma ts a smgular substance, cxisting by itself50 etc., the human qnoma of Christ 
has no separate existence, of its own, not even for a moment. lt is a complcte human 
qnoma, 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 existence and independence. lt 
exists, united with the Word in the one parsopa ofFiliation. 

46 Ibid. 62, 15-16/50, 18-19; 62, 21-22/50, 24-25; 64152; 68155; 70179; 131/105 
47 T. VII, 254/206; 274 ff./221 ff.; TV, 291/235 
48 LU. 67, 20-23/54, 28-31 -
49 lbid. 60, 23-25/49, 1-3 
50 lbid. 159, 1 ff./129, 4 ff. 
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Even in the union, which is everlasting and ineffable and never breaking, the 
natures do not come into any kind of mingling. Each nature keeps the properties 
proper to it. When they are united, they are distinct, when they are distinct, 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 independe~t. 51 

Babai speaks of the „Son" as the subject of attribution of all the pred1cates. He 
accepts all the biblical statements and he can see them all being attributed to the one 
Son. There are biblical statements speaking about the divinity of the Son, and there 
arc 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 man, all are spoken of the one subject. However, 
Babai makes a distinction: by nature and by union. That which by nature pertains to 
the divinity (e.g. parsopa of Filiation) pertains to the humanity by union. In the 
same way, that which pertains to the humanity by nature is of the Word by union. 
„The Son of the Most High is the son of man and the son of man is the Son of the 
Most High". He is God Incarnate and man deified. As the natures are united in the 
one parsopa, the names also are unitcd 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. 
Because Babai speaks of two qnome, it does not follow that he teaches a theory 

of two sons. 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 qnome. There is only one 
Son, and he is God and man, having perfect Godhead and perfect manhood. 

Here are three passages from Mar Babai wherein he describes the unity and 
duality:52 „Just as the humanity of Our Lord assumed the parsopa of divinity, the 
divinity assumed the parsopa of humanity in one adhesion. This mystery is great, 
stupendous, and admirabk For, indeed, God the Word assumed the form of a 
servant, i.e„ a complete man to His parsopa, and dwelt in it unitively and infinitely. 
He appeared in the flesh; and His humanity, through the union with Hirn received a 
name, more excellent than all namcs, i.e„ Son and Lord, in one power and 
dominion. And He is made this in the union and not in the nature: „Son of man who 
is in heaven (Jn 3: 13); and this is made He in the union and not in the nature, i.e„ 
Son and Lord of Glory. And in this one parsopa are recognized the two natures with 
their propcrties, without separation; and one is the L<?rd Jesus Christ yesterday and 
today and for ever. To Hirn and to His Father and to the Holy Spirit be honour, 
adoration and exaltation for ever and ever. Amen." (LU, eh. 21) 

Second passage (Ch.17)53 : „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 Begatten, the first born, thc 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 qnome, which while distinct, are united 
without confusion, and while united without confusion, are distinct, in their proper­
ties in the one union of one parsopa of Christ, the Son of God for ever... From thc 
union and after words, the divinity is not Son without the humanity, nor the huma-

51 Ibid. 245, 13-17/199, 13-16; 248/201-202 
52 Ibid. 2511204 
SJ Jbid. 172/138-139 
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nity is a mere man, separately, without the divinity, and not united and called 
Christ. But in this one parsopa ihey 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 ador­
able union of one parsopa of Christ, the Son of God. Therefore, if you say Son, He is 
this one parso?a;_ if you say man, He is; if you say firstborn, He is; if you say Only 
Begatten, He is; if you say the Lord of Glory, He is; if you say son of David and of 
Abra~am, He is; ifyou ~Y Son offüe Most Hight, He is; truly, not in the same way. 
And m short, Jesus Chnst, Son of God, yesterday and today He is for ever''. 

S~ng about the Risen Lord Babai says that one cannot speak of duality. 
There is only oneness after the resurrection: „After the resurrection, already one is 
the ~eatitude; again, there is not 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 ofChrist, in one parsopa ofFiliation, united."54 

Evaluation 

Memre I and II of LU represent one of the most beautiful pieces of Christian 
literature. 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 Begatten 
Son of God. This piece can compete with any other Christian literature in its beauty, 
excellence and clarity of presentation. This part was influenced 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. 

With regard to the Diophysite Church of Persia, Babai was the first one to write 
a major Christological work. No author from among them dealt with the Christo­
logical questions so extensively as he did. For the Persians Babai's Christology was 
the Christology of their Church. Babai was influenced by several previous Christian 
authors. He clarified portions of his sources that were obscure, confusing of liable to 
misinterpretation by opponents. He tried to refute the accusations launched against 
the „Nestorian" Christological tradition. His Christology is less dualistic than that of 
Nestorius. Babai's synthesis revitalised the Syrian heritage. Babai made a synthesis 
of the „rationalism" of Theodore and the mystical traditions of others, making the 
Persian Christological system deeper and more solid. 

Babai's Christology is Parsopic Christology. He presents a Christology which is 
as orthodox as the Christology of the Alexandrian tradition. His stress is on the 
parsopa ofFiliation ofthe Word; till the Incarnation he speaks in terms ofthe Word 
and after the Incarnation, he speaks in terms of „Parsopa" (Sonor Christ). The con­
crete expression „man" for the humanity does not mean a duality of Filiation, but 
actuality and reality of the humanity assumed. The two qnome are indicative of the 
reality of the duality in Christ without confusion. The „homo assumptus" was in the 
tradition of the Church. When there are two independent qnome, then it becomes 
heretical. But as long as the two exist in the one parsopa, the one having dependen­
ce on the other, it is orthodox. 

With the help of Babai's Christology, we are in a better position to understand 
Nestorius, Theodore and even Diodore. Babai had at his disposal almost all the 

54 lbid. 122, 13-17/98, 31-35 
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works of these authors and his 5ynthesis enables us to make a reevaluation of their 
positions regarding the union of the natures in Christ. Babai's Christology can be 
considered as the best interpretation of the Antiochene position. He avoids 'Nesto­
rianism' (teaching of two sons, one natural and another adoptive son, joined to­
gether only extemally and morally). He continued the Antiochene insistence of the 
perfectness of the human nature of Christ and the assumption of the form of servant 
by the Word of God. 

He calls the Blessed Virgin Mary „Mother of God" (Yaldat Alaha dahwat /eh 
men gaw marba': LU. 100, 4-5; Yaldat Alaha den metul hdayuta dahwat /eh 'am 
'nasuteh: T. VII, 264, 27-28; Yaldat Alaha den metul damhayed lbarnaseh: T. VII, 
271, 28-29). According to Babai, if any one says that Mary gave birth to a mere man 
only, the Blessed Virgin, is deprived of the honour given to her, „Blessed are you 
among women". If any one says „mother of God" in the sense that she did not take 
anything from our nature, our salvation will become meaningless. 

In the One Universal Church of Christ, Babai's Christology 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 considers it as a 
particular Christology of a particular church, contributing to the richness of the one 
Catholic and Apostolic Church of Christ, then one would happily accept it as a 
particular 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 
contex1 they are correct and the words must be accepted in the particular sense of 
each. Each one has to be taken in his own contex1, certainly after accepting the basic 
belief in Christ as God and man. 

A deeper study of Babai can lead us to a better understanding of Diodore, 
Theodore and Nestorius. We hope that one day the injustice and dishonour done to 
them will be rectified and they will be reinstated in the one true Catholic and 
Apostolic Church of Christ for the glory of God the Father. 

Discussion 

Prof Samir: lt is interesting to point out how important Theodore of Mopsuestia is 
in the East in medieval times. He could be a person of reconciliation, like Babai. He 
entered also the Coptic Church as the greatest exegete. 

Prof Koodapuzha to Mar Aprem: Mar Babai, who is a Father of the Church of the 
East, calls Mary Mother of God. Consequently, one cannot say that this ex'])ression 
is alien to your tradition. 

Prof Jammo: 1 find the analysis of "qnoma" very enriching, but a kind of difficulty 
remains with "parsopa". Especially when there is mention of two ''parsopa" a 
question arises. 

Prof Davids: The conclusions at the end of this paper were very illuminating. 1 
leamed a great deal about the background of the Antiochene tradition. However, 
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there was only one reference to Theodore of Mopsuestia (who in official statements 
is almost put into heaven). Perhäps we need more studies on their relationship. 

Fr. Dupuy: The paper is impressive by showing the serenity of the Christology of 
Babai. 

Mar B_awai thanks Prof. Chediat!,1 for his paper which is füll of serenity without 
polem1cs. 

Mar Severios: Is it possible to use the same theology of "qnoma" in Trinity and in 
Christology? How can the qnoma be concretized without being independent? The 
paper says that Babai avoided Nestorianism by not teaching two sons, but Nestorius 
never taught this. How does it go together? 

Prof Chediath: lt would be useful to know the exact influence of Theodore of 
Mopsuestia on Babai. - Concerning the union of Christ, strictly speaking it remains 
difficult to apply the same notions in in Trinity and Incarnation. In Christ there is a 
giving and taking between the human parsopa, which is accidental "as he 
appeared", and the parsopa ofthe Son.In Trinity they are "allos kai allos".- There is 
a difference in Christology between Nestorius and Babai. 

Mar Bawai: This is an extremely expressive paper about how Babai is received. In 
response to the question of Mar Severios, 1 can say that normally two "qnoma" 
would lead to two "parsopa". But we have to distinguish individuation and inde­
pendence. Abstract natures are individuated. The human qnoma is individuated but 
never independent, personalized, individualized. lt is entirely given to the parsopa 
ofthe Son. 

Sevcnth working session: Tucsday June 28, morning 

Chairman: Mar Aprem G. Mooken 

Sarhad Jammo 

THE QUDDASHA OF THE APOSTLES ADDAI AND MARI AND THE 
NARRATIVE OF THE EUCHARISTIC INSTITUTION 

The Anaphora of the Apostles Addai and Mari has received from the scholars 
in the last decades distinguished attention and special treatment. In fact, the 
bi~liography dealing with the many aspects of its puzzling text is impressive. Why? 
Is 1t the hunt for a treasure that may be hidden inside? lt just may be! 

My doctoral thesis, „La structure de la messe chaldeenne", defended in 1968, 
stops at the threshold of the Anaphora. 1 am fortunate to be able, after so many 
years, to apply myself to the completion of my previous work on the structure of the 
Chaldean mass, and to begin my actual research with the anaphora itself. My 
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participation in the search for the hidden treasure is in order. However, my essay 
here intends to deal with a specific topic: the presence or absence of the eucharistic 
Institution Narrative in the anaphora of Addai and Mari, and the meaning of that 
factor for the history of eucharistic prayer. 

Historie data 

There are three anaphoras in use by the Church of the East. The ljudhra of Mar 
Esha'ya, seemingly of the tenth century, is the oldest known liturgical manuscript 
that contain the text of the three anaphoras. Their titles in it run respectively as 
follows: Quddasha Da-Shlihe, Quddasha Da-Mpashqana, and Quddasha D-Mar 
Nestoris. Brevity is a constant feature of the Hudhra. Most of the later manuscript 
formularies containing the Takhsa d-Raze have the following standard titles as 
presented by J. Kelaita (The Liturgy ofthe Church ofthe East, Mossoul 1928): 

The Quddasha of the Apostles, composed by Mar Addai and Mar Mari the 
blessed apostles. 

The Quddasha of Mar Theodore - the Interpreter of the divine Books, Bishop of 
Mopsuestia - that was translated and rendered from the Greek language into Syriac 
by Mar Abba the Catholicos when he went up into the region of the Romans. 
Morever, he produced it with the help ofMar Thomas, the Doctor, ofEdessa. 

The Quddasha of Mar Nestorius, Patriarch of Byzantium - i. e. the city of 
Constantinopole - martyr, without blood, and persecuted for the sake of the orthodox 
faith. The Catholicos Mar Abba the Great, ofblessed memory, when he went up into 
the region of the Romans, translated the Anaphora of Mar Nestorius and all his 
works from the Greek language into Syriac, as the Catholicos Mar John (Bar Abgar 
900-905) indicates in the poem which he made on the Fathers. 

The three anaphoras seem to be only a remnant of a richer collection that 
seems to have been in use in the domain of the Church of the East. Let us first 
review the known historic references (cfr. I.M. Hanssens, lnstitutiones Liturgicae de 
Ritibus Orientalibus, III, n. 1.533--37, pp. 622-24): 

The Anaphora of Diodore of Tarsus (391/3) as being used by the Chaldeo­
Malabareses, according to the testimony ofthe actes ofthe Synod ofDiamper (1599 
A.D.) (Decretum II, Mansi 35, p. 1250 CD): 

„ CXXI. Cum in missalibus huius episcopatus nonnullae existent missae, 
quae Nestorium, a/iae quae Theodorum, a/iae vero quae Diodorum, ipsius 
(seu Nestorii} magistros, authores habent, quas cassanarii certis diebus 
recitare iubentur „. praecipit synodus ut omnes, prout iacent, integrae 
proscindantur e missa/ibus et comburantur„. " 

The Chronicle ofSeert states that Saint Ephrem (t373) 
„composed a liturgy which the Melchites have used until the present 

time. The Nestorians also celebrated it until the days of Metropo/itan 
lsho 'yahb who, when he arranged the order of the prayers, chose three 
Anaphoras and forbade the use of the rest" (ed A. Scher, in Patrologia. 
Orientalis, IV, p.295). 

'Abdiso' ofNisibis, the author ofthe Catalogue of Authors, states from his side 
that: Nestorius „wrote a prolix liturgy, which was translated by Thomas and Mar 
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Abba" J.S. Assemani, Bibliothaeca Orientalis, III, 1, PP. 139-). He enlists also a 
liturgy (Quddasha) under the 'name of Barsauma, Bishop of Nisibis (435-489) 
(Assemani, Bibliotaeca, III, Catalogue, c. 54, p. 66), and a „Qurrab Qurbana" under 
the name ofNarsai the Teacher and Head ofthe School ofNisibis (437-502) (Ibid„ 
c. 53; p. 65). 

Narsai, in bis Memra on the Mysteries of the Church, refers bis comment to an 
anaphora or treatise of Theod9re (Mingana, 1, p. 284; Connolly, Liturgical 
Home/ies; pp. 16-17; cfr. also Cyrus of Edessa, Six Explanations, pp. 49-50). 
However, commenting on the intercessions, he mentions the anaphora of Nestorius 
by name. (Mingana, 1, p. 288; Connolly, Liturgical Homilies, p. 20, n. 4). 

A fragment of a lost anaphora of the Church of the East has been published 
first by G. Bickell, then by R.H. Connolly (in Oriens Christianus XII-XIV, 1923-4, 
pp. 99-128.). lt is remarkable for having the narrative of the institution without 
reporting the words of Christ. 

The only mention of the anaphoras of the Church of the East by a Greek 
orthodox author is the one made by Leontius of Byzantium about the year 531, in 
the context of his polemic with Theodore of Mopsuestia: 

„He also had the ejfronte1y to perpetrate another evil, not second to 
those we have mentioned. For he concocted another anaphora besides that 
which had been handed down from the Fathers to the churches. He had 
respect neither for that of the Apostles, nor for that which was composed by 
Basi/ the Great in the very Spirit, thinking that would be worth something, in 
which anaphora he jilled up the service with blasphemies one cannot cal/ 
them prayers." (Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos, III, XIX; P.G. LXXXVI, 
c. 1.368). 

We may conclude from this text that at the time ofLeontius: 
1. There was an anaphora with the title of The Apostles. 
2. There was also another anaphora known under the name of Theodore of 

Mopsuestia. 
3. The perception was that the Anaphora of the Apostles „has been handed 

down from the Fathers to the churches". 
The fact of the residency of Mar Abba and his compagnon, Thomas, in 

Constantinopole at that time is confirmed by the information given to us in Chri­
stiana Topographia, II, of Cosmas Indicopleustes (c. 547-9) (Patr. Gr. 88, 73 A. 
Note that the Latin translation is erroneous here; ed. also Wolska-Conus W„ tom l 
Paris 1968, p. 306). ' 

Of all of these anaphoras, why is it that only three are left for us today? 
The answer has been given to us by the Chronicle of Seert: „(lt was) go'yahb 

who, when he arranged the order of the prayers, chose three Anaphoras and forbade 
the use of the rest" (ed. A. Scher, in Patrologia Orientalis, IV, p. 295). Among the 
tluee anaphoras, the Quddasha of Addai and Mari is doubtless the main liturgy of 
the Church of the East. lt is the most venerable and the most discussed. One of its 
major features is the absence of the narrative of the eucharistic institution. On this 
feature we shall focus our research. 
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The Quddasha of Addai and Mari 
The Narrative of the Eucharistie Institution, the Crux of the Matter 

The Commentators 

Theodore of Mopsuestia: 

Eventhough he is not a member of the hierarchy of the Church of the East, 
Theodore held a prominent position among her theologians and exegets. He is the 
Interpreter par excellence. After having explained the Sanctus and the christological 
prayer of the anaphora that he exposes in bis last Catechesis (Raymond Tonneau­
Robert Devreese, Studi e Testi, Vatican 1949, Homelie XVI, p. 541-5), Theodore 
goes on with the following, unclear description: 

„We make a remembrance of the death of our Lord in this awesome service, 
and we receive the inunortal and spiritual food: the body and blood of Christ. 
(We) to whom our Lord, when he approached suffering, delivered the (myste­
ries) to his disciples, so that through them all of us who believe in Christ will 
receive them and beneflt from them ... Successively, we do the memory of the 
death of Christ our Lord, from which we accept the undescribable food. Thus, 
hope is given for us able to attract us toward the futur (goods). 
The priest utters these and /ike these in this holy service. In the commemora­
tion of those things that happened, he prepares us all to see, through these 
offerings, the gift of Christ. 
Now Christ, our Lord, must rise from the dead through what is being per­
formed. He shall pour in all of us bis grace, which cannot happen but through 
the advent of the grace of the Holy Spirit, who has already raised him". 

As general and vaguc that the text might seem, it has nevertheless established a 
pattem of interpretation for the Assyro-Chaldean commentators. The general lines 
of that pattem are: 

a) In the offertory and the sections that follows the liturgy expresses the image 
of the death of Christ; in the anaphora the image expressed is that of the 
resurrection. 

b) The priest, through the euchologic form that he uses, makes a commemora­
tion of those things that happened as Christ did them. 

c) The liturgical resurrection ofChrist is done through the grace ofthe Holy 
Spirit that is invoked. 

d) The phrase: „When he approached suffering", rings well as a reference to a 
liturgical text. 

Narsai (t502) is the most ancient Mesopotamian commentator of the liturgy of 
bis church. His XVII Memra, when it comes to the anapbora, does not relate to the 
text of Addai and Mari but to that ofNestorius. 
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• Lord Jesus departed from us to the upper country, so that by bis coming he 
will lift us with him to the upper kingdom. 

• Because be went to a country beyond our knowledge, be wanted to console us 
witb bis body and blood until bis retum. 

• Giving his church his own body and blood was impossible, thus he 
commanded us to do this rhystery in the bread and wine. 

• Wh~t a blessing for the Christian people to possess, and what a hope without 
end 1s reserved to them in heaven. 

•So when the time arrived ofthe suffering of the Savior, he ate the legal Pes­
ha with his disciples. 

•He took bread and blessed,.lle broke and gave to his disciples, and said: this 
is my body, truly without doubt. · 

• He took the cup, gave thanks and blessed and gave to his apostles, saying: 
this truly is my blood for your sake. 

• He ordered them all to take and drink from so it will forgive their faults for 
ever. 

• That he gave thanks and blessed, it is so written in the living Gospel, as to 
what he said, we were not talled by the chosen apostles. 

• The prominent among teachers and exegets, Theodore, delivered unto us 
what the Lord would hm1e said when he took the bread:.„ 

• In this fashion, the Son of the most high raised thanks to bis father, and he 
uttered these words when he gave bis body and blood: 

• This is my body that 1 have given for the life of the world, and this is my 
blood also that 1 have wanted to be shed in ransom for the sins. 

• Whoever eat~ with love from my body and drinks from my blood, will live 
forever and wtll remain in me and I in him. 

• You shall do so in your churches for my commemoration, and shall take my 
body and blood in faith. 

• Y ou shall offer bread and wine as 1 taught you, 1 will complete them and 
make them body and blood. 

• 1 will make the bread and wine body und blood, through the descent and the 
efficacy ofthe Holy Spirit. 

• In that fashion spoke the savior ofthe universe with bis disciples calling the 
bread and wine bis body and blood. ' 

• He did not call them „type" or resemblance, but definitely body and truly 
blood. 

• Eventhough . their nature is immeasurably distant from him, through the 
power and umty (ofGod) one is the body ... 

• ~y the Power (of God) one is the body that the priests break in the church 
w1th that body which is sitting in glory to the right band (ofthe Father). 

• As the God of the universe is united to the head of our race so is Christ 
united with the body and blood that are on the altar... ' 

• The apostles have received the command of their master carefully, then they 
passed it diligently to their posterity. 

• lt is kept until this moment in the church, and shall be kept, until the mystery 
will be dissolved in bis apparition and epiphany. 

• In this fashion the priest confesses in front of God, raising his voice at the 
end ofthe prayer so that the people could hear. 
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• He raises his voice signing with his hand the Raze layed there, the peop/e 
follow up answering with Amen as a conclusion. (}vfingana, /, pp. 283-5). 

Narsai e>.'Pands on the Theodorian pattem, making it more concise and more 
inclusive. We underline here the following features in his comrnent: 

1) Tue author certainly comments on the narrative of the eucharistic institu­
tion as part of the second Gehantha or section of the anaphora, giving us a para­
phrase ofits incipit and text: „When the time arrived ofthe suffering ofthe Savior, 
he ate the legal easter with his disciples ... " etc. which is quite similar to the parallel 
section of the Anaphora of Nestorius. 

2) Also, the intercession before the epiclesis is certainly not that of Addai and 
Mari, but that of Mar Nestorius. 

3) Narsai mentions that at the end of the anaphora the priest raises his voice 
and makes the sign of the cross over the offerings. 

4) The mysteries are sanctified through the descent and efficacy of the Holy 
Spirit. 

5) There is unity between the body of Christ that the priests break in liturgy 
with the one which is in heaven. 

'ISo'yahb I (c. 587), in his response to the Bishop ofDarai, describes a common 
feature of the Mesopotamian anaphora: „(The priest) at the end of each sequential 
section, duly glorifying with his tongue, draws with his hand over the divine 
mysteries - according to the norm - the sign of the lordly cross. When he finishes 
the three sections he draws near to sign ... " (Synodicon, text, p. 169) 

Gabriel Oatraya (c. 615) makes this comment in his introduction to the 
anaphora: 

Up to this point, the church expresses with its images (typoi) the rnystery of the 
death and burial of Christ. Thence, the priest approaches to express the image of 
resurrection, by the recitation of the holy words by his mouth and through the 
signing of the cross with his hand. For just as our Lord Jesus Christ, when he 
handed over these mysteries blessed, gave thanks and spoke, so likewise the church, 
according to his command, designates one priest to bless and give thanks in the 
likeness of Christ our Lord, through the recitation making known that he says the 
words of our Lord, namely: this is my body which is broken for you for the 
remission of sins. 

As soon as the priest recites and blesses the bread and wine, by the grace of the 
Holy Spirit that comes down, thereupon they become the body and blood of Christ, 
not according to nature but according to faith and efficacy. Not that Christ would 
have two bodies: one in heaven and another on earth. Rather, just as a king and bis 
image do not constitute two kings - neither does the manhood taken from us con­
stitute two sons, but one son of God who has taken our manhood - similarly this 
body with that which is in heaven are one body of Christ. 

Therefore the priest should fulfill this dreadful service rightly with awe and 
guard, knowing that in that moment he stands in the place of Christ, blessing and 
giving thanks. (f. l 99r-200r). 

Expanding on the commentary of Theodore and Narsai and articulating with 
more concision, G. Qatraya formulates his theory with patent clarity: 

a) Until this moment, i.e. until the placement of the offrands on the altar, the 
ceremonial has expressed or enacted the mystery of the death and burial of Christ. 

172 

Froi:n now on, the priest will approach the altar to express the mystery of the resur-
rection of the Lord. · 

b) This mystery of resurrection is manifested through two acts: 
1) the recitation by the priest of specific holy words, and 
2) the execution ofthe ·sign ofthe cross with his band. 

c) The holy words are those related to the Last Supper. The Church, in fact, in 
fulfillment. of the comm~nd of C~ist, appoints a priest in order to do what Christ 
has. done, 1.e.: to bless, give thanks, and show in the formula that he uses that he is 
saymg the very wor~s that the ~ord said: this is my body which is broken for your 
ransom for the forgiveness of sms. Moreover, the priest stands at the altar in the 
place of Christ. 

d) When the priest blesses the. ~read and wine with the sign of the cross, they 
become, by the grace of ~he f!oly Spmt, the body and blood of Christ, not according 
to the law of nature, but m fa1th, according to the power of God. 

e) The transformation of bread and wine into the body and blood of the Lord 
doesn't mean a multiplication of bodies of Christ. Therefore, we have on the altar 
the very body of Christ which is in heaven. 

E .. K!lmartin (Jo~n Chrysosto~1 's injluence on Gabriel Qatraya 's theology of 
euchar1st1c conse~rat10n, Theol.og1cal . ~tudies, 1981 pp. 444-457) has presented 
parallel passages m Chrysostom s hom1hes, thus establishing a link of dependency 
between G. Qatraya and Chrysostom. 

Abraham Oatraya: 

A text par~llel to that of Gabriel is found in the Interpretation of Offices of 
Abraham Bar Li~(h)ah (Cormolly, p. 162 trans„ text:). This text is identical with 
the text of Gabnel, except on one addition and two omissions. The addition is 
rel~t~ to the command of the Lord to repeat what he has done in his memory. The 
OffilSSlOns are: 

a) ~t the beginning, where he omites to say that the priest represents the 
resu~rection of Christ through the recitation of the holy word and the gesturing of 
the s1gn of the cross; 

. b) ~n the middle, where after stating that the priest with his words shows that 
he 1s saymg the words of the Lord, does not quote those very words as does Gabriel. 

!he above-mentioned omissions make the text less clear in regard to the text of 
Gabnel but they do not alter its basic meaning. 

T~e Anonymus. author of t~e Expositio Officiorum quotes the final doxology of 
Nestonus and ment1ons once h1~ ~naphora explicitly, calling it by name (pp. 56-
64). H~ paraphrases the thanksg1vmg for the redemption with clear parallels with 
Nestoi:~s. He quotes. Theodore one time too. lt is to be noted that the Author of the 
Expos1tto does not g1ve any specific theological reflection on the consecration of the 
offerings, but only a description of the content of the anaphora. 

lt is us~~l t? a~d to .the !ist of ancient authors later theologians that would 
reflect a pos1tton m lme w1th that of Gabriel. One of them is Yohannan Bar Zo 'bi 
(~~I.century, cfr. Baumstark, Geschichte ... , pp. 310-11), the other is 'Abdi$o' of 
N1s1b1s <t 1318). 
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Yohannan Bar Zo'bi has a commentary on the divine Razeh, contained in the 
Vatican Library manuscript Borgia Syriac 90, and after examination results to be a 
reproduction in poetry of G. Qatraya's commentary. Without missing any of the 
elements of the te>..1 of Gabriel, Bar Zo'bi includes the addition of Abraham 
regarding the command ofthe Lord. (ff. 48r.-49r). 

Mar 'Abdgo of Nisibis in his book: Ecclesiastic Judgments (cfr. Jacobus-M. 
Voste, Ordo Judiciorum Ecclesiasticorum, Vatican 1940, p. 97) interprets the 
anaphora and the action of the celebrant executing it as follows: 

„ The priest does three prosternations in front of the altar, then he approaches 
to consecrate. This is an image of the fact that our Lord rose from the dead 
the third day and had announced salvation to our race. Then the priest, 
through the invocation ofthe Holy Spirit, makes the body arise mystically. 
His standing in front of the altar, reciting the prayers of the consecration of 
the mysteries, (expresses) the image of our Lord, who gave thanks and blessed, 
broke and gave to his disciples, saying: 'This is my body which is broken for 
you ', and: 'This is my blood of the new testament which is shed for many for 
the forgiveness of sins. Thus, receive it all of you, eat of this bread and drink 
from this chalice; do like this whenever you gather together in my 
commemoration '. " 

Thus, Mar 'Abdi5o' knows clearly that: 
a) the priest comes to the altar to consecrate and by so doing he expresses, „in 

mystery", the resurrection of Christ; 
b) this resurrection is effected by the invocation to the Holy Spirit; 
c) the priest stands to consecrate in representation of Christ himself; therefore 

he recites the narrative of the Last Supper and Jesus' own words over the bread and 
wine. 

Moreover, Mar 'Abdi5o' in a successive text seems to attribute to the words of 
Christ a consecratory role,. without specifiy.ing.. to wbich. words. be. is. referring... The 
passage comments on why the celebrant receives holy communion first: 

The celebrating priest first takes the Eucharist himself. Thus he shows that he 
has need of sharing in these holy mysteries more than the· others; although· he· was, 

. in bis service, the mediator. But the one (Christ) who has sanctified is greaterthan 
all. Namely, he lives always and offers prayers for them. By his word and the power 
ofthe Spirit, whom he sent, they (the mysteries) have become sanctified. (p. 101). 

Mar Timotheus II (1318-32) is the last of the classic Assyro-Chaldean 
commentators. His treaty on the Seven Issues of the Sacraments of the Church, a 
manuscript yet to be explored, provides us with an account of the Institution 
Narrative, including the dorninical words, but without any comment in regard to 
their role in the consecration. (Vat. Syr. 151: IV, ff. 115r--115v). 

Three conclusions should be drawn from this exposition of commentators: 
1) Either explicitly or implicitly, all Assyro-Chaldean commentators refer to 

the Institution Narrative as part of the anaphora they comment. 
2) One line of authors focus more on the epiclesis and in the advent of the 

Holy Spirit as the divine power effecting consecration. 
3) Another line of commentators, headed by Gabriel Qatraya, attribute to the 

narrative of the Last Supper and to the words of the Lord an importance, if not a 
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value, equal to the one attributed to the epiclesis; both form together cardinal parts 
of the consecratory rite. · 

Addai and Mari compared to Sharrar 

. The Quddasha of A&M as edited first by Macomber, and in more finished 
vers1on by Gelston (Tue Eucharistie Prayer of Addai and Mari, Oxford 1992) 
presents to us the following structure: ' 

Introductory dialogue 
rt Ghanta: Praise and Thanksgiving for creation and redemption; Sanctus. 
Ii: Ghanta: Thanksgiving. for salvation plan and Doxology. 
II ~hanta: Commemoration of Fathers, Prayer for peace, the Purpose of our 

p1ety, Reference to the Last Supper. 
Epiclesis and Doxology. 

This structure stands in net distinction from the Antiochean type of anaphoras 
(C~~stome, Basil'. and Jacob), having the following structure: Thanksgiving, 
Institution, Anamnesis, Epiclesis, Intercessions. 

Theodore and Nestorius present the following structure: 
Ist Ghanta: Thanksgiving; Sanctus. 
Ilnd Ghanta: Salvation Plan, Eucharistie Institution, Anamnesis and Doxology. 
Illrd Ghanta: Intercessions. 
Epiclesis, Doxology. 

Peter III or Sharar Stmcture: 
According to the text edited by Sauget: 
Praise for creation and redemption; Sanctus. 
Thanksgiving for salvation plan, Doxology. 
Commemoration ofFathers, Institution, Commemoration ofFathers. 
Epiclesis. 

Principal Ouestion 

Since „the possibility remains„. that the Anaphora of Addai and Mari is the 
earliest actual anaphora extant, and it is almost certainly the earliest still in regular 
use" (Gelston, 1992, p. 76), the text of A&M remains worthy of great veneration 
and of serious consideration for the history of primordial eucharistic prayer. 
However our main subject in this presentation, which is at the same time the crux 
matter of A&M, is the absence of the institution narrative in all the formulary 
manus~ripts. How is it to be explained? Was it absent from the beginning of the 
formauon of the anaphora? Was the anaphora abridged at some later time and the 
narrative removed from it? A convincing answer to this question may well be the 
secret route to the hidden treasure! 

The hypothesis of the existence of the narrative in the original text of A&M: 
The fact that A&M and Peter III Sharrar exhibit a major textual similarity 

between them induce us to date those similar segments to a time that should preceed 
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the drifting of the church of Mesopotamia away from her westem, mainly Antio­
chian and bordering Syriac brothers, either for political or doctrinal reasons, that is 
prior to A.D. 431, as correctly indicated by Macomber (The Maronite and Chaldean 
Versions, 1971, p. 79). Since this anaphora, even in its common core, exhibits a 
structure different from the Antiochian and Syrian structure, 1 don 't see why it 
should originate in the „Aramaic-speaking regions of Syria" (ibid.). For that very 
reason it is more coherent to adscribe it to the Aramaic-speaking regions of 
Mesopotamia adjacent to the Syrian borders. Since the narrative of institution is a 
major differential segment between the two similar anaphoras, the question arises: 
has a Mesopotamian or Persian reviser abridged the original anaphora, removing 
from it the last supper narrative, or has an Antiochian reviser of Peter III added the 
narrative, inserting it between the commemoration of upright fathers? 

The Nomocanon of Abulfaraj lbn-at-Tayyib (tl043) says of the Anaphora of 
the Apostles: „The Quddasha ofthe Apostles was composed by Addai and Mari; the 
Catholicos 'ISo'yahb of Adiabene abridged it" (W. Hoenerbach und 0. Spies, Ibn 
At-Tayib, Fiqh An-Nasraniya, CSCO, vol 168, Arabici, tom. 19, Louvain 1956, p. 
93). 

The Chronicle of the Jacobite Patriarch Michael the Great ( 1166-1199) says of 
'ISo'yahb: „And he reduced the liturgy of Nestorius to an abridgment; for it was 
exceedingly prolix" (Michael 1, Chronic/e, IV, 776 A (text, III, 521 (tr.) 

Rahmani remarks that no trace can be found of the original text contemplated 
by Ibn-at-Tayyib (Les Liturgies, pp. 338, 352). While Baumstark comments on the 
statement of the Michael 1 that „this, in view of the already considerable prolixity of 
this formulary, can only rest upon a misunderstanding ; and it must rather be 
attributed to the anaphora of the Apostles, whose text as it has come to us actually 
makes an impression of decided abbreviation" (Geshishte, p. 199). 

Among several Scholars, such as Raes, Dalmais, Bouyer, and Spinks, who 
argued in different ways in favor of the original existence of Institution Narrative in 
the A&M, 1 would give a special mention to B. Bott and W. Macomber. 

Botte, in a serie of articles (L' Anaphore Chaldeenne des Apötres, OCP 15, 
1949, pp. 259-276; Problemes de !'Anamnese, JEH 5, 1954, pp. 16-24; Problemes 
de l' Anaphore Syrienne des Apötres Addai et Mari, Or. Syr 10, 1965, pp. 89-106) 
has studied the paragraph of the anaphora: „And we also, o Lord, your lowly, weak 
and miserable servants who are gathered together 'in your name' and stand before 
you at this time, etc." identifiying it as anamnesis of particular type and concludes 
from this fact that it is an indication of the original existence of an Institution 
Narrative. 

Macomber, also, has argued for it, following Ibn At-Tayyib in attributing the 
abridgment to 'ISo'yahb. (The Maronite and Chaldean Versions of the Anaphora of 
the Apostles, OCP 37, 1971, pp. 55-84; The ancient form of the Anaphora of the 
Apostles, Dumbarton Oaks Symposium, May 1980). 

1 too in 1966 have entertained that approach (Gabriel Qatraya et son 
commentaire sur la liturgie chalcteenne, OCP, vol XXXII, 1966, p. 52). Peche. de 
jeunesse! At the present time 1 have to discart it decisively, for the following 
reasons: 

1) The manuscriptic tradition, as weil as Leontius ofByzantium, indicates that 
the Anaphora of the Apostles was recognized as belonging to the apostolic era and 
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have been linked to the apostles of the east Addai and Mari. I don't see how a 
Catholicos, or any other reviser from the Church of the East, would permit himself 
to modify it in such an abnormal way. Leontius considered the addition of the 
Anaphora of Theodore to the existing Anaphora of the Apostles a lack of respect 
toward the latter. How much rnore would be the same if the text of the anaphora 
itself has been touched and excised. 

2) The eucharistic theology of the Church of the East has developed between 
the fourth and seventh centuries, fo line with its development west of Euphrates, to 
point out the importance of the Institution Narrative as an integral part of the ana­
phora, leave aside viewing it as a part of consecration ceremonial. We should be 
lookfng for a call to add the narrative to the anaphora, not vice versa. 

3) 'ISo'yahb is truly the great reformer of the Assyro-Chaldean liturgy. If the 
Church of the East has three anaphoras today, this is very likely the result of his 
regulation. However, it does not make sense to cut off the last supper narrative from 
A&M and leave it untouched in Theodore and Nestorius. If there was a reason to do 
it, the same reason would have been applied to all of the three anaphoras. 

4) If 'ISo'yahb, or any other reviser, has intended to „abridge" A&M, there 
was no sufficient length of text to abridge. A&M, especially if compared to Theo­
dore and Nestorius, is already remarkably short. If an abridging is called for, this 
should be in regard to Theodore and even more of Nestorius. Engberding, since 
1932 (Urgestalt, Eigenart und Entwicklung eines altantiochenischen eucharistischen 
Hochgebetes, Or. Ch. 7, p. 4 7) questioned the accuracy of the tradition reported by 
Ibn-at-Tayyib and suggests that it may mean no more than the fact that 'ISo'yahb 
has been a „liturgical reformer". 1 would add: and that A&M is shorter than 
Theodore and Nestorius. 

5) The presence of Mar Abba and Thomas of Edessa in Constantinople around 
531 AD is reported not only in the manuscriptical introduction to the anaphoras, but 
it is also attested by Leontius and Cosmas. To them - i.e. Abba and Thomas _ 
attributed is the work of translation, and most probably of redaction of the two 
anaphoras of Theodore and Nestorius. In those turbulent times, when the Church of 
the East was pressured to withdraw within her borders, what was the reason for her 
to send two of her theologians to Byzantium in order to provide her with two more 
Quddashe? For what compelling reason, was the Church of the East not content 
with her venerated Anaphora of the Apostles? 

6) How come no Assyro-Chaldean commentator ever mentions the Quddasha 
of the Apostles? As early as Narsai in the fifth century and as Iate as the fourteenth 
century, 'Abdiso' ofNisibis, the text they comment is not the known text of A&M. 

1 can see only one satisfactory answer to both questions: the A&M was not 
anymore in pace with the theological and liturgical developments that occured in 
Christendom. Instead of introducing such a major change into the text of the Ana­
phora already burdened with earlier accomodations, the Assyro-Chaldean fathers 
preferred to formulate new Quddashe for their congregations, taking the theological 
material from the western fathers and casting it in Mesopotamian structure. 

The Church of the East, even though isolated, administratively, from the 
westem christianity since 424, wanted to celebrate her liturgy in unison with the 
„westem fathers", as it was the case all the way throughout her past history. In fact, 
the trisagion, the Ba'utha and Karozutha, the Unus Sanctus before the communion 
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are but a sample of the euchological communion that the Church of the East wanted 
to have with the westem fathers despite her administrative independance. The 
anaphoras of Theodore and Nestorius are in fact another expression of liturgical and 
theological communion with the western fathcrs. 

The Institution Narrative in Peter III Sharrar 
Evidentely, if A&M was originally without the Institution Narrative, then the 

redactor of Sharrar should have added it to the original common core of both. Here 
is a comparative table that shows both: (l am using here Spinks' comparison table 
given in Addai and Mari - the Anaphora of the Apostles: A Text for Students, 1980) 

Addai and Mari (III Ghanta): 
You, 0 Lord, in your unspeakable mercies make a gracious remembrance 

for all the upright and just fathers who have been pleasing before you, in the 
commemoration of the body and blood of your Christ, which we offer to you 
upon the pure and holy altar as you taught us. 

And grant us your tranquillity and your peace for all the days of the 
world, that all the inhabitants of the earth may know that you alone are God, 
the true Father, and you have sent our Lord Jesus Christ, your Son and your 
beloved, and he, our Lord and our God, taught us in his Jife giving gospel all 
the purity and holiness of the prophets, apostles, martyrs, confessors, and 
bishops and priests and deacons, and of all the children of the holy catholic 
church who have been marked with the mark of holy baptism. 

St. Peter III or Sharrar: 
You, 0 Lord, therefore, in your many mercies, make a gracious 

remembrance for all the upright and just in the commemoration of your body 
and your blood which we offer to you upon your Jiving and holy altar, as you, 
our hope, taught us in your holy gospel and have said: I am the bread of life 
which came down from heaven so that mortals may have life in me. 

We make, 0 Lord, the memorial of your Passion as you have taught us: 
who, in the night that you were delivered up to the crucifiers, you took, o Lord, 
brcad into your pure and holy hands and you looked towards your glorious 
Father in heaven. Y ou blesscd, and signed, hallowed, o Lord, and broke and 
gave to your disciples, the blessed apostles, and said to them: this bread is my 
body which is broken and given for the life of the world. And for those who 
receive it, is for the forgiveness of debts and remission of sins. Take and eat 
from it and it will be to you for eternal life. 

And likewise over the cup you gave thanks and glorified and said, 0 
Lord: This cup is my blood of the New Testament which is shed for many for 
the remission of sins. Take and drink from it all of you. And it will be to you 
for the pardon of debts and forgiveness of sins and eternal life. Amen. 

For whenever you eat from this holy body and drink from this cup of life 
and salvation, you are calling to remembrance the death and resurrection of 
your Lord until the great day of coming„. 
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We offer before you, 0 Lord, this oblation in memory of all upright and 
just fathers: prophets, apostles, martyrs and confessors; and all „. bishops „. 
priests and deacons „. and all of the children of the holy Church who are 
marked with the mark of saving baptism, and whom you have made to 
participate in your holy body. 

On one camp, A. Raes, in his article of 1944 (Le Recit de l'institution 
eucharistique dans l'anaphore chaldeenne et malabare des Apötres, OCP 10, pp. 
216-226) has concluded that the Sharrar Institution Narrative shows signs of 
decadence and could not be original. On the other camp, Macomber in 1971 (The 
Maronite and Chaldean Versions„.) thought that Sharrar preserves both the text and 
the position of the Narrative of the original common source. 

Bryan Spinks in 1977 thinks that Raes is on more solid ground (The Original 
Form of the Anaphora of the Apostles, Ephemerides Liturgica). He notes, arguing, 
that the introduction of the narrative in Sharrar comes abruptly with a quotation 
from John's Gospel 6 „1 am the bread of life„.", while there is no other direct quo­
tation from the New Testament in the whole anaphora. Most seriously this form of 
Sharrar does not connect with the anamnesis of A&M. Therefore, Spinks concludes: 

„ Every paragraph in the Afar Efa 'ya text has a parallel in the Maronite 
anaphora with the sole exception of the Anamnesis. Jf .„ the text of Sharrar 
must be taken seriously, then why is the Anamnesis missing? Jts absence 
suggests the possibi/ity that the anamnesis is a /ater East Syrian addition to 
the original form of the anaphora. "(p. 160). 

As for Sharrar, my conclusion is that the rnaronite reviser has feit the sarne 
liturgical problem: the Anaphora of the Apostles was out of pace with the current 
liturgical developrnent of his time and it needed updating. 

Raes (1944, p. 224) analyzes the fragment of a Mesopotamian anaphora of 
sixth century which presents a peculiar form of Institution Narrative. We give here 
the English translation ofthe fragment as rendered by Gelston (1992, pp. 74-75): 

„And because he was about to be taken up from our place and exalted to the 
place of the spiritual beings from which he had come down, he left in our 
hands a pledge of his holy body, that through his body he might be near to us 
and at all times be united to us through his power. 
For before the time of his cruciflxion and the hour in which he was about tobe 
glorifled, he took bread and wine which his will had made, (and) made it holy 
with a spiritual blessing. 
And he left this awesome mystery to us, and allowed us a good likeness, that 
we should continually do as he did, and live through his mysteries. " 

lt is patent that, even though the dorninical words are not included here, the 
anaphora refers to the Lord as taking bread and wine, sanctifying them with a 
blessing, and directing us to do the same in his likeness. We agree with Raes that 
this is not an Institution Narritive, we agree rnore with Gelston that „it seems to 
stand half-way between a füll Institution Narrative of the normal kind, in which the 
dominical words are quoted, and the kind of allusion to the Last Supper that is to be 
found in (the passages) of Addai and Mari" (o.c„ p. 75). 
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In fact two passages of A&M make a clear and concise reference to what the 
Lord did in the Last Supper and connects to it the liturgical act of the church: 

„ .. .in the commemoiation of the body and blood of thy Christ, which we 
offer to thee upon the pure and holy altar, as thou hast taught us ... " 

„And we also ... 0 my Lord, thy unworthy, frail, and miserable servants, 
who are gathered and stand before thee, and have received by tradition the 
ritual example (Tupsa) which is from thee.„" 

Addai and Mari as a valid Quddasha 

The study of prominent contemporary liturgists such as Ligier, Dix, Bouyer, 
Giraudo, not to mention but a few, has shown that the classic form of the preserved 
anaphoras is the result of a historic process of development. Giraudo hypothesizes 
the stages of this process according to the following lines: 

a) The euchological formulary should be considered anterior to the Institution 
Narrative in the anaphora. 
b) The origin of the Institution Narrative in the anaphora should be under­
stood in light of the dynamic of embolistic form of prayer. 
c) The primitive church, even though she has inherited from the OT and from 
Judaism the embolistic dynamic, had necessarily need of some length of time 
to become aware of the actual possibility of putting it in action, namely linking 
it to the scriptural theological spot of the eucharist, i.e. „ipsissima verba" 
uttered by Lord Jesus „the night before He suffered." (C. Giraudo, Eucharistia 
per la Chiesa, Roma 1989, pp. 358-35) 

As this study has shown, in agreement with most scholars, A&M as presented 
in the l}udhra of Mar 'Efa'ya text, witnesses to the early stages of that process, 
somewhere between the second century and early third. Different studies have tried 
to distinguish various strata in the actual texture of its text, especially through 
comparison with Peter III. The most recent of such studies that 1 would like to 
mention is done by Jean Magne (L 'anaphore nestorienne dite d'Addee et Mari et 
l'anaphore maronite dite de Pierre III, Etude comparative, OCP 53, 1987, pp. 107-
158). 

Even though the intention of the fathers of the Church of the East was to 
celebrate their liturgy in unison with the theological and liturgical developments 
taking place among the Western Fathers, they preferred to maintain the souvenir of · 
early apostles and primordial euchological compositions without further modifica­
tion. lt was this attitude of veneration toward the Quddasha Da-Shlihe that prom­
pted the representatives of the Church of the East to seek the west for an updated 
material to redact two additional anaphoras rather than introduce a major modifica­
tion to the text she was using for centuries. 

Conclusion 

Today it is still the case with the Church of the East. A&M is a precious, 
venerated, and quite valid consecratory form of eucharistic prayer, because: 
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a) lt is an euchological authentic witness and remnant of primordial Christia-
nity and apostolic era. · 

b) Eventhough the Institution Narrative is not included within the text of the 
anaphora, the connection between the celebration of the church and Last Supper is 
clearly and concisely established. 

c) The Church ofthe East has adopted two other Quddashe containing the In­
stitution Narrative, declaring by t9is her intention of relating to the scriptural insti­
tutional rite of eucharist, accepting, as well, the theological and liturgical develop­
ments in Western Christianity. With that very intention the Church ofthe East cele­
brates the Quddasha of Addai and Mari until today. 

Discussion 

Prof Davids: Is the approach ofthis paper specifically Oriental Catholic or Oriental 
in the general sense? 

Prof Jammo: This paper does not represent a controversy, but a new line of 
thought. There is not controversy in the East about the consecration of the 
Eucharistie elements. 

P~of: Sam!r: 1 w?uld li~e to ask a questi?n about the comparison with "a king and 
bis 1mage . Patnarch Timotheos 1 uses 1t one century later in Trinity. Is it a tra­
ditional image in the Fathers? 

Prof Brock: lt is traditional in the controversy around iconoclasm. but not so much 
in Christology, although it is used by Ephrem. 

Dr. George: The paper says that the Church of the East was "isolated, adrnini­
stratively" from Western Christianity. When that Church turns to the West, what is 
it looking for? A Complement? Or is it aware of a defect? 

Prof Jammo: 1 wanted to show that the Church of the East always wanted to live 
and act as an integral pa:i of the Universal Church. lt had no problems to adopt 
elements from the West, m the 6th century for instance the Trisagion. lt never feit 
separated, like having its own border, but in the same faith with the Universal 
Church. 

Mar Gregorios: The term "Jacobite" is not used any longer, so it is better to avoid it 
and replace it by "Syrian". Is it really necessary and exact to make that distinction 
between the region of Antioch and Mesopotamia, when the anaphoras are 
concerned? Are the roots not common? 

Prof Jamm.o: The pla~e of the intercessions before the Epiclesis is proper to the 
Mesopotamian type. lt 1s not a question of dividing but of distinguishing. 
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Mar Severios: The paper puts the stress on the difference of the pla~e o~ ~e 
intercessions: after the Epiclesis, in the Antiochian type, and before the Ep1cles1s, m 
the Mesopotamian type. Why and how did this difference corne about? 

Prof Jammo: Recent liturgical studies on the differentiation of the anaphoras give 
great irnportance to the place of the interces.sions. In the .2nd century there ~as 
probably a common core. Later the Ant1ochian, Alexandnan and Mesopotam1an 
types of anaphora developed. 

Mar Severios: Is there a theological background for this differentiation? 

Prof Jammo: No, it is a purely liturgical question. 

Prof Samir: The Alexandrian tradition of anaphora, only preserved in sorne papyri, 
has the intercessions before the Epiclesis. Since the Copts are now a~customed to 
use the (Antiochian) liturgy of Basil rnost of the time, the Alexandnan type has 
become strange to them. As a consequence, the few days they .celebrat~ the anaphora 
of Alexandrian origin, they tend to change the place of the mtercess1ons a~d have 
them after the Epiclesis. I could be interesting to compare the Alexandnan and 
Mesopotamian traditions. 

Prof Jammo: At present, Jitugical research tends to. go back .t~ th~ "birket .ha­
mazon" in the Jewish tradition. The anaphora of Addm and Man 1s w1dely stud1ed, 
because it seems to reflect the tradition of the Apostles to a greater extent. 

Peter Hofrichter 

THE ANAPHORA OF ADDAI AND MARI IN THE CHURCH OF THE EAST 
- EUCHARIST WITHOUT INSTITUTION NARRATIVE? 

J. The Anaphoras in Use in the East Syrian Tradition 

Unlike the West Syrian tradition of the Jacobites and Maronites that shows a 
great variety of anaphoras the East Syrian tradition knows and uses only three 
anaphoras: 

a) the Anaphora of the Apostles Addai and Mari, 
b) the Anaphora of Theodore of Mopsuestia, 
c) the Anaphora of Nestorius. 

These three anaphoras were selected and brought into definite form as early as 
in the seventh century by the Catholicos 'ISo'yahb III of Adiabene, who at the same 
time banned all other Anaphoras. 1 

1 According to the Chronicle of Seert, in: J. M. Hanssens, Institutiones liturgicae de ritibus orientalibus II, 
Roma 1930, 467. Only by name (and by only one fragment) three other East Syri~n anaphoras_are ~own: 
those ofBarsauma, ofNarsai and ofDiodore ofTarsus. Cf A A King, Liturgie d Anlloche. Rite Synen et 
rite Chaldeen, Paris 1967, 206f 
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The anaphora of the oldest tradition, which is still perdominantly used in 
eucharistic celebrations is that of the Apostles Addai and Mari. This anaphora is 
used from the day after Palm-Sunday till the end of the liturgical year, except on 
feasts of the day. The other two anaphoras are not only of later origin but also Iess 
used: The Anaphora of Theodore of Mopsuestia is celebrated from the beginning of 
the liturgical year - we would say from Advent - till Palrn-Sunday and on feasts of 
the day. The Anaphora ofNestori9's is reserved to only five feasts before Easter: Epi­
phany, John the Baptist, the Greek Teachers of the Church, Wednesday of the 
Fasting ofthe Ninivites and Tuesday ofthe Holy Week. 

But the Anaphoras of Theodore of Mopsuestia and of Nestorius have their ori­
gin in Asia Minor. They belong to the Byzantine tradition and were translated from 
Greek into Syriac only in the middle the 6th century. We even know the persons 
responsible. Both anaphoras have been brought back frorn a visit to the Byzantine 
Empire and translated into Syriac by Catholicos Mar Abba, who was in office from 
540 to 552. And this Mar Abba was assisted in his work by Mar Thoma, the "Tea­
cher of Edessa."2 On the other band the Anaphora of Addai and Mari must have 
originated in Syria itself at a very early time, probably in Edessa in the 3rd or 2nd 
century. 

2. The Question of the Missing Institution Narrative 

The anaphoras used by the Assyrian Church feature ·two issues of dogmatic 
interest. One of them, which I am not going to treat here, is that of the christological 
background and the understanding of the Eucharist in the texts under the name of 
Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius. The other one is that of the missing institu­
tion narrative in the Anaphora of the Apostles. 

Whereas the Anaphora of Theodore of Mopsuestia and the Anaphora of 
Nestorius do contain the words of eucharistic institution, as do other Western and 
Oriental liturgies, the old Anaphora of the Apostles or of Addai and Mari does not. 
Since the 16th century, when the Church of the East and the Thomas-Christians in 
India came into close contact with the Roman Catholic Church, Catholic theolo­
gians became aware of the fact that the holy mass as it is rnost frequently celebrated 
in this tradition did not contain an institution narrative, which was considered by 
the Latins the most essential part of the eucharistic high prayer. 

The Latin concept of the consecration and transsubstantiation by and at the 
moment of the words of the institution dates back to the 12th century and at that 
time was not yet commonly accepted even among Western theologia!ls. 3 The deve­
lopment of this view was obviously supported by the fact that in Latin tradition the 
epiclesis is prayed before and not after the institution narrative. 

The Council of Florence imposed on the Armenians the theory of St. Thomas 
Aquinas that in terms of Aristotelian philosophy the "forma" of the Eucharist is the 

2 J. Vadakkel, l11e East Syrian Anaphora ofMar Theodore ofMopsuestia, Kottayam 1989, 221. According 
to S. Jammo and his paper "Tue Quddasia of the Apostles Addai and Mari" read in Vienna 1994, these 
i11fom1ations are found in the titles of liturgical manuscripts presented by J. E. Y. Kelaita, Tue Liturgy of 
the Church ofthe East, Mossul 1928. 

3 J. Betz, Eucharistie und Patristik (Schmaus-Grillmaicr, Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte, IV, 4a ), Freiburg­
Basel-Wien 1979, 27. 
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words of institution spoken by the priest "in persona Christi. "4 Although this doct­
rine had never before been explicitely dogrnatized nor was repeated at the Council 
ofTrent,5 it has always been considered tobe a Catholic dogrna. 

Western theologians in their rnajority were and still are convinced that the 
institution narrative was ornitted in the rnanuscripts only because of respect and ori­
ginally was and should be spoken by heart. Therefore also those East Syrian Chri­
stians who since the 16th century carne into Union with Rorne, narnely the Chal­
deans and Malabars in India, had to insert the institution narrative into their liturgi­
cal books. For the sarne reason the Anglicans in the last century also printed 
liturgical books for the Assyrians with the institution narrative added.6 Whether or 
not these additions were right must be questioned. 

All old manuscripts of this anaphora are without an institution narrative, the 
oldest of them - as already mentioned - dating back to the lOth or l lth century.7 

The older Catholic Chaldean and Malabar missals show the institution narrative as 
an addition only at the end of the anaphora. Only the more recent ones have it as an 
insertion within the anaphora itself after the Sanctus.8 Obviously there existed no 
authentic oral tradition of an institution narrative in this anaphora and where it 
should be spoken. Moreover there is no space for it unless the coherence of the text 
is interrupted. Since the Maronite anaphora called "Sharar" has much in cornmon 
with that of the Apostles it was supposed to have preserved the original institution 
narrative of the Apostles Anaphora.9 But there are still good reasons to maintain 
that the ante-Nicene Anaphora never contained an institution narrative and that this 
East Syrain tradition is justified.10 

3. Can Eucharist without Institution Narrative be Authentie? 

3.1. Other Anaphoras o/Syrian Origin without the Words of Institution 

First, there are the partial parallels of other liturgies of Syrian origin without 
the words of institution. There is a fragrnent of an East Syrian anaphora of the 6th 
century out of use that does contain an institution narrative but without the words of 
institution.11 Other paralles of this kind have their origin in the West Syrian tradi­
tion. Also the Ethiopian Anaphora of Jacob of Sarug, unlike from the Anaphora of 

4 Denzinger-Schönmetzer 1321. 
5 Cf. Denzinger-Schömnetzer 1640. 
6 King, Liturgie d' Antioche 203: "„. en 1890 les Anglicans publierent une edition de la liturgie a l'usage des 

dissidents. Les Paroles de l'institution furent inserrees dans la liturgie des Apötres „." 
7 W. F. Macomber, The Oldest Known Text ofthe Anaphora ofthe Apostles Addai and Mari, OCP 32 (1966) 

335-371. J. Betz, Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte, IV, 4a, 6lf. 
8 Vadakkel, Anaphora ofMar Theodore ofMopsuestia 215, footn. 35: "Surprisingly enough, the Chaldeans 

and the Syro-Malabarians had it in the post-anaphora just before the fraction. See Ms. Vatican Syriac 43 & 
44 for the Chaldean evidence and the Taksas of 1774 and 1844 for the Syro-Malabar evidence. But at 
present both of them have joined it to the post-sanctus prayer." 

• W. F. Macomber, The Maronite and Chaldean Versions ofthe Anaphora ofthe Apostles, OCO 37 (1971) 
55-84. To the whole discussion cf. B. D. Spinks, Addai and Mari - TI1e Anaphora ofthe Apostles. A Text 
for Students, Bramcote Notts 1980. 

10 TI1us at last: A Geison, The Eucharistie Prayerof Addai and Mari, Oxford 1992, and S. Janimo in his paper 
"The Quddasia ofthe Apostles Addai and Mari" (1994). 

11 MS. Brit Mus. Add. 14669 ff. 20 sqq: F. E. Brigl1tman, Liturgies Eastern and Western, Vol. 1. Eastern 
Liturgies, Oxford 1967 = 1886, 511-518: 515, 1. 27-35. 
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the Apostles, does relate the fact that Jesus celebrated the Eucharist with his disci­
ples but does not quote or mention any words he spoke on that occasion. The priest 
says in this anaphora: 

"Thou hast taken bread in thy holy hands to give it to thy pure apostles. 
Thou who then hast blessed also now bless this bread. And again (thou wast) 
mixing a cup ofwine with water to give it to the disciples. Thou who then hast 
sanctified also now, o Lord, sanctify this chalice. Thou who then hast distri­
buted distribute also now this-cup. Who then hast united unite also now this 
chalice with this bread that it may be thy jlesh and thy blood. " 12 

Instead of quotating the words which according to Paul and the Synoptics Jesus 
spoke, this anaphora shows only an anamnesis of the eucharistic meal Jesus had 
with his disciples and a prayer that the holy elements may be his flesh and blood. Of 
course, this is not an institution narrative in the füll sense and in line with the 
traditional Catholic requirement oftranssubstantiation through Jesus' words spoken 
by the priest. 

This absence of the words of institution being absolutely unique arnong the 
Ethiopian anaphoras is not unnormal in the West Syrian tradition frorn where this 
anaphora must have its origin. Arnong the Anaphoras used by the Syrian Orthodox 
Church there are three where the words of institution are missing: the Anaphora of 
St. Peter, the Anaphora of Xystus of Rome and the Anaphora of Dionysius Jacob 
Barsalibi. 13 In this the priest says: 

"When he prepared for the redemptive passion, he took bread and bles­
sed, sanctified and broke, and called it His Holy Body for eternal life for tho­
se who receive it. Amen. And also the cup blended with wine and water, He 
blessed and sanctified and completed as His Precious Blood of eternal life for 
those who receive it. "14 

Even ihe Anaphora of John Chrysosornus according to the Syrian tradition 
contains the words of signification only for the bread but not for the cup: 

"Likewise he took the cup, blessed, sanctified and gave His disciples, 
saying: Take, drink of it all of you for the remission of debts, the forgiveness 
of sins andfor everlasting /ife. "15 

While the institution in these cases is at least recorded as a fact it is not even 
mentioned in the Anaphora of the Apostles Addai and Mari. 

12 S. Euringer, Die äthiopischen Anaphoren des hl Evangelisten Johannes des Donnersohnes und des hl. 
Jacobus von Sarug (Orientalia ·christiana 33,1), Roma 1934, 

u Anaphoras. The Book of the Divine Liturgies According to the Rite of the Syrian Orthodox Church of 
Antioch. Translated from the original Syriac by Achdeacon Murad Saliba Barsom, edited and published by 
Metropolitan Mar Athanasius Yeshue Samuel, Lodi (N. J.) 1991, 190. 256. 442. 

14 Anaphoras 442, vgl. Euringer, Anaphoren 82 and 1 lOf. He refers to Pierre Dib, Etude sur la Liturgie 
Maronite, Paris 1919, 59, Separatum out of the review "Le canoniste contemporain". 

15 Anaphoras 300 
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3.2. Witnesses ofthe Second Century 

Nontheless, it is exacÜy this tradition of total absence of any reference to the 
institution which can be traced back as early as to the second century. In the 
apocryphal Acts of Thomas and of John we find at least six eucharistic liturgies all 
of which are not related to the institution.16 Four of them consist of a more or less 
extended prayer which is immediately followed by the breaking of the eucharistic 
bread and its distribution. Two of those liturgies are found in the Acts of John. in 
the chapters 85f and 106-110,17 Another one of the same kind is reported in the 
Acts of Thomas in chapter 133.18 All these celebrations of eucharist are performed 
with bread alone, moreover they don't speak of the body or flesh of Jesus and they 
do not refer to bis death. One celebration in chapter 4 9f of the Acts of Thomas while 
equally using bread alone does speak ofbody and blood of Jesus.19 Only two other 
reports in the Acts of Thomas, in the chapters 120 and 158, where the eucharist 
comes immediately after a baptism, show celebrations with both bread and cup. But 
again only one of these refers to the body and blood of Jesus and to the salvation by 
bis death on the cross. The Apostle Thomas takes here, in chapter 158, bread and 
cup, blesses and speaks: 

"Thy holy body that was crucified for us we eat, and thy blood that was 
shed for our sa/vation we drink. May thy body become for us sa/vation and 
may thy blood serve for forgiving of sins. " 

Thereupon follows the memory of single details of the passion with prayers 
resulting from them. The last part of this anamnesis is that of the resurrection: 

"Therefore that thou hast risen and hast come to life again /et also us 
come to life again and live and and stand before thee in just judgement. "20 

Theo Thomas breaks the bread and distributes the Eucharist. But even here the 
event of the institution according to Paul and the synoptic Gospels is not at all men­
tioned. Instead of Christ's death bis resurrection is commemorated and Eucharist is 
understood as a promise of life. 

We may object that the orthodo""Y of the Acts of John and of Thomas can be 
doubted. At least the Acts of John teach a dualistic Christology in which the god­
hood of Christ is not affected by the dead of bis body. This may also have influenced 
the understanding of Eucharist. But on the other band, as we shall see, the breaking 
of the eucharistic bread without the interpretation as the body of Christ and without 
reference to bis salutary death has its basis already in the New Testament. 

16 cf. C. Vogel, Anaphores eucharistiques preconstantiniennes, Augustinianum 20 (1980) 401-410. 
17 Vogel, 404f. W. Schneemelcher, Neutestamentliche Apokryphen II. Apostolisches, Apokalypsen und 

Verwandtes, Tübingen (5. Auflage) 1989,186f. 
18 Vogel, 406-409. Sclmeemelcher, Apokryphen II, 354. 
19 Schneemelcher, Apokryphen II, 323f. 
20 Schneemelcher, Apokryphen II, 363. 
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3.3. The Doctrine ofthe Tw~/ve Apostles or Didache 

Of course, more relevant than the witness of two apocryphal Acts of Apostles is 
that of the "Doctrine of the Twelve Apostles" or Didache the orthodoxy of which 
has never been doubted. The Didache teaches and explicitely decrees a eucharistic 
prayer21 which in no way refers to the institution nor to the passion and which does 
not even interpret bread and cup ~ body and blood of Christ: 

"As to the eucharist: Thus you shall say thank: First as to the cup: We 
thank thee, our father for the ho/y vine of David, thy servant, whom thou hast 
revealed to us through Jesus, thy servant. Unto thee be the glory in eternity. 
As to the bread: We thank thee, our father for the /ife that thou hast revealed 
to us through Jesus thy sevant. Unto thee be the g/ory in eternity. As this was 
spread on the mountains and gathered became one bread, so thy church shall 
be gatheredfrom the ends ofthe earth into thy kingdom! For thine is the glory 
and the power in eternity. - But nobody shal/ eat nor drink of your Eucharist 
except those baptised in the name of the Lord. For also about this has the 
Lord said: Don 't give the holy to the dogs!" 

This liturgical text is followed by a second example of a Eucharist Prayer for 
the case that eucharist is celebrated after a meal. 22 Here the holy elements are called 
spiritual food and spiritual drink. 

The Didache dates from between 80 and 130 AD and according to common 
conviction originated in Syria. lt deals with the doctrine of the two ways, with the 
sacraments of baptism and the Eucharist, with the ministers of the church and with 
eschatology. Mainly because of the lack of an institution narrative some scholars de­
ny that the Didache teaches the celebration of Eucharist. 23 But the evidence is that 
this document treats the most important matters of church life. lt would make little 
sense to speak about baptisrn. fasting, daily prayer and then go on and elaborate on 
some opening prayer for an ordinary meal with bread and wine called eucharist but 
not on Eucharist in the proper sense. However, the parallel introductions: "As to the 
baptism thus shall you baptize" and "As to the eucharist thus shall you thank" and 
the fact that only the baptized are allowed to receive this eucharist prove that we are 
really dealing with the sacrament.24 Evidently and exactly in line with the apocry­
phal apostle acts, the Didache bears witness to the early celebration of the Eucharist 
without an institution narrative and in distance to the Pauline and Synoptic tradi­
tions. A similar witness also is found in Justin Martyr 1Apol67: 

21 Cf. B. Kollmann, Ursprung und Gestalten der frühchristlichen Mahlfeier (Göttinger Theologische Arbeiten 
43) Göttingen 1990, 94-101. Thus also Vogel and Betz. 

22 Zwölf-Apostel-Lehre, Apostolische Überlieferung (Fontes Christiani 1), Freiburg-Basel-Wien 1991, 120-
123. 

23 At last again: K. Niederwimmer, Die Didache (KAV), Göttingen 1975, 172-209, and G. Schöllgen, in: 
Zwölf-Apostel-Lehre, Apostolische Überlieferung (Fontes Christiani l), Freiburg-Basel-Wien 1991, 50-54. 

24 A certain difficulty ofthe text is tbe sequence ofthe chapters 9 and 10, tbat is ofthe prayer over bread and 
wine and the prayer after the meal of saturation. Commonly they are supposed to represent a unity and to 
belong to one and the san1e celebration which indeed is difficult because the second one ends with an 
invitation to communion. Obviously the two prayers show two different possibilties to celebrate eucharist: 
one absolute fonn and one altemative fom1 following a meal (cf. Paul in lCor 11,20.33-34 and Lc 22,19-
20) ending with an invitation to the "holy ones". This makes sense only in a meeting offaithful. 
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" . . . The leader of the, congregation thanks as weil as possible and the 
people say- Amen. Then the eucharist is distributed. " 

3.4. Bib/ical evidence 

As commonly known, the Gospel of John contrary to the Gospels of Mark, 
Matthew and Luke does not mention the institution of the Eucharist at the last 
supper. According to the Fourth Gospel the basis of the celebration of the Eucharist 
is the marvelous feeding or the multiplication of bread. The origin of the Fourth 
Gospel may again be found in Syria, at least that of its pre-redactional layer, which 
did not yet speak of flesh and blood of Jesus, but only of Jesus himself as the living 
bread coming down from heaven (Jn 6,32-41). lt is noteworthy that also the 
Synoptic Gospels equally use eucharistic terminology and motives in their reports of 
the multiplication ofbread. 

The earliest witness of the institution of the Eucharist at the Last Supper is St. 
Paul. He already quotes the institution narrative as a firm tradition (lCor 11, 23) 
and he can be assumed to already refer to the common use of this text in the 
eucharistic celebrations. Also the synoptic Gospels are considered to implicitely pro­
ve this liturgical practice. On the other hand, this conclusion of the form criticism 
does not necessarily imply a general practice. Neither in the Gospels nor in the Acts 
of the Apostles we find any hint that the words of institution "This is my body ... " 
were ever again used in the context of "breaking the bread", not in the mouth of the 
risen Christ himself (Emmaus: Lc 24,30; Galilee: Jn 21,13) and not in the commu­
nity of Jerusalem. And ü we accept that Paul and the synoptics by their quotations 
already give witness to a certain liturgical practice, we consequently must also admit 
that the Gospel of John and the church behind it either do not know this practice or 
even are opposed to it by their omission. 

Finally, and this is decisive, even the institution narrative itself according to 
Paul and the Synoptic Gospels25 does not claim that Jesus ordered this very action 
to be commemorated or the words he used to be repeated. According to Paul, 1 Cor 
11,23, Jesus ordered an action, not a wording: He said: "Do this ... " And he con­
tinued: "in my memory. " That means that he ordered the Eucharist to be celebrated 
in memory of his person in respect of his entire salvation work. Neither did he say: 
"Do this in memory of what I am doing now," nor did he add: "and speak these my 
words. " As to the proper words of signification, according to the Gospels they can­
not have been the words of transsubstantiation but obviously an interpretation after 
the disciples had already received the sacrament: " ... then he broke the bread, gave 
it to them and said: This is my body ... " Then he took the cup, thanked, gave it to the 
disciples and they all drank of it. And he said to them "This is my blood ... " (Mc 
14,22-24). 

Altogether, there are several serious reasons to acknowledge that the ce­
lebration of the Eucharist without the narrative or the words of the institution may 
also be considered to be authentic traditions dating back to the very beginnings of 
the church. They are primarily preserved in Syria and still found in the Didache, in 
the apocryphal Acts of John and of Thomas in the Anaphora of Addai and Mari and 

25 lCor 11,23; Mc 14,22-25; Mt 26,26-30; Lc 22,19-20. 
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in other anaphoras of Syrian origin like those of Jacob of Sarug Peter Xystus or 
Barsalibi. · ' ' 

Recent research came to the result that the tradition of the Eucharist without 
reference to the. i~stit~~ion, _compared with that of Paul and the synoptics, may even 
be the more ongmal. lt 1s attached to the multiplication of bread to the under­
standing of the Eucharist as bread from heaven and bread of life and' to the Old Te­
stament motive of the manna in the desert. Similar concepts we find in Philo of 
Alexandria andin the book on Joseph and Aseneth.27 In any case the New Testa­
ment and ~specially ~e Synoptic Gospels show us two different interpretations of 
~e ~u~hanst one bes1de the other, that of the multiplication of bread and that of the 
mstitution at the Last Supper. 

4. Can the Catholic Church Agree to the Anaphora of Addai and Mari in its 
Original Form? 

The new "Catechism ofthe Catholic Church" speaks in its number 1412 in the 
traditional manner of "the words of consecration, spoken by Jesus himself at the 
last supp,e_r: , Thi~ i~ my body that was surrendered for you ... This is the cup of my 
blood .... And m 1ts next number (1413) it says: "By the consecration the trans­
substa~tiation is performed. " This is what Catholics are taught. But it is necessary 
to reahze, that even conservative Catholic theology does not consider the doctrine 
that the Words of Institution are the "forma sacramenti" tobe a doctrine "de fide" 
but only a "sententia certa". 28 That means that this doctrine is taken for sure but 
that ~t ~s not bee~ definitely dogmatized. Therefore there is enough space left for 
new ms1~ts. And mdeed, the theological approach to this question has significantly 
changed. 

According to the common conviction of the Old Church as weil as of contem­
porary Catholic theologians the presence of Christ in the eucharistic elements is due 
to the whole eucharistic celebration and not to any single formula. Therefore also 
the validity of t~e celebration cannot depend on one decisive text only. Basil the 
Great extends th1s power of consecration to whatever is spoken in the eucharistic 
liturgy.30 

But even seen from a traditional Western standpoint the Anaphora of the 
Apostles Addai and Mari proves all intentions of a eucharistic celebration. In spite 
of t~e ~b~ence of. an institution narrative it speaks of the body and the blood of 
Chnst, 1t is essentially related to the Easter events and is understood as a sacrifice. 

26 Kollmann, Frühchristliche Mahlfeier. To a similar result comes the thesis on the concept of eucharist in the 

27 Gospel of John by my student Franz Halbmayr. 

28 Philo, e.g. Le~m allegoria .m. 175-178; J~As 1.6. 1 Sf.: "bread oflife" and "cup of immortality". 

29 L Ott, Grundriß der: k~thobschen ?~ginatik, Freiburg-Basel-Wien (8. Auflage) 1970, 468. 
cf. J. Beiz, Euchanst1e und Patnst1k (Sclunaus-Grillmaier Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte IV 4a) 
Freiburg-Basel-Wien 1979. ' ' ' ' 

30 1;lasili~ ofCesarea, De Spirit~ Sancto 27, 66 (PG 32, 188B; SC 17, 233f): Which ofthe saints has left us 
tn wntmg the words ofthe ep1clesis at the displaying ofthe bread ofthe Eucharist and the cup ofblessing? 
For we. don 't limit ourselves to what' the apostle or the Gospel has recorded, but both in preface and 
concl~s1on we add other words as having the power for the mystery, and these we derive from unwritten 
teachmg. 
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A prayer says: " ... in commemoration ofthe body and blood of thy Christ which we 
o.ffer unto thee on thy pure and ho/y altar as thou hast taught us ... "31 

Moreover, there is also an explicit anamnesis of the Easter events: The priest 
speaks: 

"And we also, o my Lord, thy weak and frail and miserable servants who 
are gathered together in thy name, both stand before thee at this time and 
have received the example which is de/ivered unto us, rejoicing and praising 
and exalting and commemorating and celebrating this great and /ifegiving 
and divine mystery of the passion and the death and the burial and the 
resurrection of our Lord our Saviour Jesus Christ." 

Last not least, the Catholic Church already did officially agree to sacramental 
communion with the Syrian Orthodox Church. 32 which of course implies that her 
Eucharist is acknoledged to be valid, although - as we have seen - some anaphoras 
do not contain the words of institution or signification. Therefore the same may also 
be possible in the case of the Church of the East. 

5. Ecumenical Relevance of the East Syrian Tradition 

Catholic and Orthodox Christians should be e>..1remely thankful to the "Church 
of the East" for having saved an original and authentic tradition totally displaced 
and forgotten in all other branches of Christianity. 

The existence of Anaphoras without the Words of institution or even without 
any reference to the institution like that of Addai and Mari must essentially change 
the traditional Catholic concept of the Holy Mass. But likewise also the traditional 
orthodox doctrine that the consecration is performed by the epiclesis is concemed by 
the Anaphora of the Apostles Addai and Mari because of the unusual character 
which this prayer here shows. For the Holy Spirit is called down here onto the eu­
charistic elements without any reference to the body and the blood of Christ: 

"And may there come, 0 my Lord, thine Holy Spirit and rest upon this 
ojfering of thy servants and bless it and and hallow it that it be to us, o my 
Lord, for the pardon of o.ffences and the remission of sins and for the great 
hope of the resurrection from the death and for new life in the kingdom of 
heaven with all those who hm1e been wellpassing in thy sight. "33 

In accordance with the common conviction of the Orthodox Churches the 
Church of the East considers this epiclesis of the Anaphora of Addai and Mari to be 
the prayer of consacration.34 However, also the orthodox concept of consacration 
does not properly correspond to the texts of this old liturgy. The Holy Spirit here is 
called down not in order to make bread and wine body and blood of Christ but to 
make the offerings a means of forgiveness and eternal life for us. Obviously the 

31 Brightman, Liturgies 1, 286, 1. 13 - 287, 1. 3. 
32 Common Declaration of H. H. John Paul II and H. H. Mar lgnatius Zakka 1 !was of June 23rd 1984, 

published in: Wort und Wahrheit, Revue for Religion and Culture, Supplementary Issue Number 5 (Fifth 
Ecumenical Consultation ... ), Vienna 1989, 166-168. 

33 Brightman 287, 1. 20-36 
34 W. de Vries, Sakrarnententheologie bei den Nestorianern (Orientalia Christiana Analecta 133), Roma 1947, 

233. 
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Anaphora of the Apostles givcs support neither to the Catholic nor to the Orthodox 
traditional positions. · · 

The evidence of the Anaphora of the Apostles Addai and Mari can lead us to 
the insight that the old controversy between Catholics and Orthodox whether the 
pres.en~e of Christ in t~e ~ctament of the Eucharist is effected by the Words of 
In~tltut1on or by the Ep1cles1s of the Holy Spirit indeed is meaningless. lt is not by 
th1s or by that f~rmula but by „ the whole celebration with its High Prayer or 
anaphora that Chnst becomes present in the eucharistic gifts of bread and wine not 
least according to his promise: "Where there are two or three gathered in my na~e 1 
am inmidst ofthem" (Mt 18,20). 

Som~ time ag? the Church of the East decided to print the Anaphora of the 
Apostles m her m1ssals with the institution narrative inserted on a page without 
nu~~r35 and ~any priests indeed use this te>..1 in order to prevent all doubts on the 
vahd1ty of the1r Eucharist. One can understand that. lt would hardly make a 
problem for the Church of the East to also make this addition obligatory as Chal­
dean and Malabar Catholics have done long ago on dogmatical reasons. But this 
would dcprive us definitely of an important and compulsive motive for the deve­
lopment of a more comprehensive and more ecumenical concept of the Eucharist in 
our own Church . 

. When the Conference on Faith and Order of the World Council of Churches 
publ~shed 1982 in Lima the "Declarations of Convergence" on the sacraments of 
baptlsm, eucharist and ordination this was a great progress in the ecumenical efforts 
for unity. In accordance to the Western tradition this declaration confirmed the 
~en~ral _importance of the words of institution: "The words and acts of Christ at the 
mst!t!'twn of the eucharist stand at the heart ofthe ce/ebration. "36 To meet also the 
~os1t1on of the Orthodox churches this statement was balanced out by a stress on the 
tmportance of the epiclesis and the epicletic character of the whole celebration. 37 

~ut the commentary on this point seems to be open also for the East Syrian tradi­
tton, although it is not explicitely taken into account: 

"In the early liturgies the who/e 'prayer action' was thought as bringing 
about the reality promised by Christ. The invocation of the Spirit was made 
both on the community and on the elements of bread and wine. Recovery of 
such. an understanding may help us overcome our difficulties concerning a 
specw/ moment of consecration. "38 

~he witne~s of the .~hurch .of the East through its Anaphora of the Apostles 
Addai and ~an can fac1htate th1s recovery and promote the theological awareness 
of the Cathohc and the Orthodox Churches in this hopefull direction. 

33 According to Mar B.awai, the ~nd holy synod in the patriarchate of Mar Dinkha IV (Baghdad/Iraq, 1978) 
decre~d to allow pnests and b1shop celebrants ofthe Holy Conununion to recite the words ofthe institution 
narrative during their Eucharistie celebration. 
According to Mar .Aprem, the decisio? to print missals with the institution narrative on a page without 
num~ was taken m 1957 ~nder .Patn3:fch D~rmo. This was then first realized in 1964. Originally the 
~~hcans were t~e first _to.pnnt nussals mcludmg the narrative institution for the Church ofthe East. One 
ed1hon carne out m Unma m 1890, another in Mosul in 1927. 

36 Eucharist, 13, in: Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry. Faith and Order Paper No. lI I, World Council of 
Churches, Geneva 1982, 12. 

37 Eucharist, 14, in: Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry 13 
38 ' • 

Eucharist, Commentary (14), in: Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry, 13. 
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Discussion 

Prof Koodapuzha: Tue paper says (p.184) "when the Tho~as Christians in India 
were supposed to join the Catholic Church ... " The formulation has to be changed. 
We do not accept the statement that the three ce~turies ofLati~ rule and t~e process 
of Latinization in India should have been a s1gn of becommg Cathohc. In our 
Church there was no tendency to join. There was no document of joining. The union 
was imposed by Rome. lt has tobe seen as a process ofLatinization. 

Prof Hofrichter: lt is a question offinding the right formulation. 

Mar Gregorios: Don't you think that the word of the institution were omitted with 
the aim to shorten the anaphora? There are other anaphoras without the institution 
narrative. In our tradition the Epiclesis is most important. So the words of the 
institution could be left out. 

Prof Hofrichter: The reason for the absence of the words of the institu~ion are not 
so important here, but the question of the validity of the anaphora w1thout the_se 
words, especially in Western Latin theology. 1 want~ to prov~ tha~ a Eucha?st 
without the words of institution is legitimate and poss1ble, especially m the Synan 
tradition. We know that the Epiclesis is more important for the Orthodox Churches. 

Mar Bawai: Do you perceive any di:fficulties in the field of Christology because two 
anaphoras bear the name of Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius? Or because of 
their content? 

Prof Hofrichter: Some fonnulations may present certain difficulties. 

Mar Bawai: During the conversations organized by the Middle East Council of 
Churches, papers on liturgical texts were submitted. Far from presenting diffi~ulties, 
the contrary is true. In the liturgical texts some affirmations of Cat~ol~c and 
Orthodox tradition are strongly confirmed, for instance the commumcatlon of 
idiorns. 

Prof Hofrichter: Some expressions on the Eucharistie presen~e may present some 
difficulties, concerning presence in the elements or the assumptlon of the elements. 

Mar Bawai: Transsubstantiation as a Latin dogma means: the presence of Christ is 
through uniting with the elements. The absence of "transs~bstantiati~~" can ~ 
verified not only in the Assyrian Church but also in other Onental trad1tlons. lt is 
interesting to note that the "forma sacramenti" is not a dogma, a doctrine "de fide", 
as the paper says. This fact helps and makes the dialogue easier. 

Prof Davids: Speaking about transsubstantiation here is not to the point. One 
should be careful to distinguish the periods before and after Nicea. They are two 
different worlds. Before Nicea there was the "disciplina arcani": some essential 
things were not given to the public, were not written down. 
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Prof Hofrichter: 1 doubt that the "disciplina arcani" ever existed. The Iiterature of 
pre-Nicene times may be very liinited but every topic is covered, nothing is left out. 

Mar Severios: In our tradition the Epiclesis asks the Holy Spirit to come down on 
the gifts to make them the Body and Blood of Christ. The paper says that the 
Epiclesis had a different aim. Why? 

P~of Hofrichter: In the anapho;a of Mari and Addai the text of the epiclesis is 
different. lt does not ask to change the bread and wine into the Body and Blood, but 
to make the offering a means of forgiveness and eternal life. 

Mar Eustathios: In the anaphora of Barsalibi (p.185), the words of institution are 
not missing to me. 1 see them present, although perhaps not with the exact wording 
not in the same order, but used freely. ' 

Prof Hofrichter: 1 distinguish between the exact word of the institution, the words 
spoken by Christ, and the institution narrative, the sentences that recall, describe the 
facts. In the anaphora of Marsalibi the very words "this is my body, ( ... ) this is my 
blood" are missing. In a Catholic understanding this affects the transsubstantiation. 
There are other anaphora that do not fit into our Latin concept. 

Prof Samir: In the Ethiopian liturgy the anaphora of Jacob of Sarug seems to come 
from Syria via Wadi Natron in Egypt and came from there to Ethiopia. lt is found 
among the ancient documents discovered at the White Monastery in Sahidic 
languages, and all these documents are of Syrian origin. Anaphoras in Coptic 
language but Syriac origin is all we use. 

Abuna Gabriel: The anaphora of Jacob of Sarug came directly from Syria. There 
were contacts between Syria and Ethiopia in the l lth to 12th centuries documented 
by many writings. Out of 16 anaphoras only three come from the Coptic Church. 

Dr. Hainthaler also underlines the existence of a number of contacts, connections 
and translations directly from Syria to Ethiopia. 
Prof Samir: Has the absence of the words of the Institution in the Syrian tradition 
something to do with the fact that in the Syrian tradition the last supper was located 
on Tuesday and not Thursday? 

Prof Hofrichter: 1 have not studied that question in itself. There are four anaphoras 
not so much liked to the the commemoration of the sufferings and the death of 
Christ but to his resurrection, immortality and eternal life. Sometimes Body and 
Blood of Christ are not even mentioned. 
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PROPOSALS FOR DISCUSSION 

(co/leeted before or du ring the consultation from the participants) 

Samir Khalil Samir, Paris 

1. The name of the so-called „pre-Ephesinians" in the Arabic documents from the 
Middle Ages (8th-14th Cent.): How did they call themselves & How were they 
called by the others? . . 

2. Do the „pre-Ephesinians" confess two Christs, one human and ~ne ~vme? 
What is the opinion of Catholicos Thimothee 1 (780-823) on th1s subject? 

3. What is the opinion ofsome Syrian Orthodox Theologians, such as Ali Ibn 
Dawud al-Arfadi (9th Cent.) and Bar Hebraeus (13th Cent.), regarding the „pre-

Ephesinians"? • . 
4. What is the opinion of some Mclkite Orthodox Thcolog1ans, such as Abu Ah 

Naziflbn Yumn (9th Cent.), regarding the „pre-Ephesinians"? 
5. What is the opinion ofsome Coptic Orthodox Thcologians, such as Al-Safi Ibn 

al-Assal (13th Cent.), regarding the „pre-Ephesinians"? 
6. While refusing to call Mary Thcotokos, do they deny the divinity of Christ? 

Metropolitan Eustasthios Matta Roham, Hassake 

1. Who are the sons and daughters ofthe Covenant in the Persian Church? 
2. :How the teachings ofNestorians happened to spread in the Persian Church? 
3. How the Christians were seen and treated by the Persian Empire? 
4. In what aspect the Christology ofthe Nestorians differs from the teaching ofthe 

Church at large? · 
5. What was the background ofthe Syrian Christianity in the Persian Empire? 
6. What was the status of Christianity among other religions in the Persian 

Empire? . . 
7. What was the attitude of the Syrian Christians towards the Pers1an Empue after 

the conversion of Constantine the Great to Christianity? 

Prof Sebastian Brack 

1. (Frl) From the perspective of the Church of the East is Nestorius of importance 
qua theologian, or is he more primarily to be seen as a symbolic figure of a 
martyr for the Antiochene Christological cause? . 

2. (Sat/Mon) How far are the Christological disputes of the 5th/6th centunes due to 
different understandings by the different parties of the key technical terms (esp. 
kyana, qnoma)? 

3. Need a satisfactory Christology necessarily be confined to using these terms? 
4. When and why was the two qnome formulation introduced in the Church of the 

East? Was it always subsequently regarded as normative? 
5. What is the extent of variety in Christological statements in the Church of the 

East (e.g. in the different 5th-7th century synods)? Who are regarded as the 
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authoritative Syriac Fathers in the Church Qf the East? What is the standing of 
(e.g.) Narsai, 'Bo'yahb IT, or"George I, alongside Babai the Great? 

6. What are the underlying reasons that led to a strict dyophysite position in the 
Church of the East? 
• need seen to maintain transcendance ofthe Divinity, and the ontological gap 

between Creator and creation; 
• different conceptions of the~nature of the Fall; 
• different understandings of what is involved by the terms pathoslha~~ 

(„suffering'' and „corruption"); 
• soteriological concerns. 

7. Differing exegetical traditions of certain key biblical passages upon which 
Christological doctrines have been basecf\e&g. John 1:14; John 2:21 etc). 
Variety of analogies and images used (e.g. body/soul; clothing metaphors etc.) 

8. (Tues)Christology of liturgical texts for the main dominical feasts in the Ifudra. 

Delegation ofthe Assyrian Church ofthe East 

1. Do we recognize that we can express the same Apostolic Faith with different 
words? What would this mean for our dialogue on Christology? ls the essence of 
our faith in the mystery of the Incarnation bound to any particular vocabulary 
like „Nature" and „Hypostasis"? Do these Philosophical terms belong to the 
Apostolic Tradition as expressed in the Nicene Creed? 

2. In this question the following Statement bears a certain difficulty for aus: ·„ the 
distinction of natures of Christ are in contemplation (theory) a/one ". In the 
1989 agreement on Christology between the Orthodox and the Oriental Ortho­
dox, the lauer rnaintained that they do not object against the formula of „two 
natures" as long as the Orthodox assume that the natures are distinct by mere 
thought. According to Chalcedon, the term „natures", as distinct from the term 
,,hypostasis" (that is, from ,,person"), means that the divinity and the humanity 
of Christ are different from each other and that each of the two natures is being 
preserved with its own properties after the union. So, asserting that the two 
natures are distinct by mere thought implies that the humanity of Christ is no 
more considered as an objective reality. What are the soteriological implications 
of such Statement? Do the Orthodox mean this as Chalcedonian? In that case, 
are they being fair with Chalcedon? 

Suggestions collectedfrom the minutes 

1. Prof Hofrichter: Future dialogue should study more directly the question of the 
„Three Chapters", because oftheir importance. 

2. Prof Samir: We need to study the trends ofNestorianism in later times, from the 
5th to the l lth century. During this period the Churches meet again in the atti­
tudes they bad to adopt in the front of Islam. 

3. Prof Davids: Studies should not be restricted to christology, but also on history; 
how did successive periods of polemics influence the image of the Church of the 
East? 
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4. Mar Timotheos: The studies· should not take place only on international level 
between the families of Churches. If possible also on the local level, for instance. 

5. Prof Koodapuzha: Why each Church presents its christology, the focus should 
be on what distinquishes it from the others and explain why. There it would be 
possible to answer. Not sufficient attention was given to the condemnation ofthe 
„Three Brothers." The context and reasons have not sufficiently been analysed. 

6. Erich Renhart: lt is necessary to study the liturgical texts. Before dealing with 
liturgical details, would it not be necessary to clearify the contributions of litur­
gical studies to the dialogue. 

7. Mar Bawai: 1 propose to bring the understanding reached now to the grassroot 
level. However this could be problematic for the Assyrians, because they are 
scattered around the world. 

8. President Alfred Stirnemann: First, we have to look into the participation of 
members of the Assyrian Church in the present regional symposia with the 
Oriental Orthodox. Later, if there are results, one could think of special meeting 
with the Assyrians. 

9. A way ofreconciliation: the formula ofthe union of 433 
10. 431 Ephesus and 1556 until today: the influences upon the creation ofthe Chal­

dean Church. 
11. Exploit national and regional levels in special dialogues. 
12. Focus on those areas of differences between the churches in order to be able to 

explain why they disagree. 
13. Establishing of a multilateral, unofficial dialogue between the three farnilies. 

Catholic, Oriental Orthodox, Chaldeo-Assyrian. Make the first one on Christolo­
gy to break the ice. 

14. PRO ORIENTE should include the Eastern Churches in the consultations and 
distribution of publications. 
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JOINT COMMUNIQUE 
of the PRO ORIENTE non-official Consultation on the Theology of the 

Churches of the Syriac tradition 

In the last working session of the non-official Consultation organized by the 
foun~tion P~O ORIE~ of V!enna on "Orthodoxy and Catholicity in the Syriac 
Trad1t1on, with the Special Attention to the Theology of the Church of the East in 
the Sasanian Empire" on June 28, 1994, this Communique has been worked out in 
mutual agreement by all participants of the Consultation, which reads as follows: 

In her quest to promote theological understanding and ecumenical relations 
among the apostolic Churches, PRO ORIENTE Foundation has invited to Vienna 
fro~ June 24-2.9, 1994, participants from the Oriental Catholic churches (Chaldean, 
Synan, Marorute, Malabar and Maiankara), from the Oriental Orthodox churches 
(~yrian Orthodox from Antioch and Maiankara Orthodox from India) and the Assy­
nan Church, na~ely all . w~o share a common ecclesial heritage in the Syriac lan­
guag~ and trad1bon. This 1s the first conference to include all the Syriac Churches 
ment1oned. 

. Participants . coming from twelve different church backgrounds and twelve 
natlons, twelve b1shops and a number of theologians, have come together for this 
purpose. Present t~ere were also staff of PRO ORIENTE, expert scholars on the 
theolo~ and the h1story of these Churches, a representative of the Middle East 
Councll of Churches and an observer from the Pontifical Council for Promoting 
Christian Unity. 

This historic ecumenical initiative of PRO ORIENTE was most warmly 
welcom~d by all participants who gratefully accepted the fraternal hospitality of the 
foundabon. 

T~e prese~ce ofH. Ern. Hans Hermann Cardinal Groer, Archbishop ofVienna, 
underhned t~e 1mportance of the event and was met with respect and enthusiasm. 

The. subJects th~t were t~eated, were Christology, the history of the Church of 
the East m the ~asaruan Empire and the Eucharistie Anaphoras of the Church of the 
East. These top1cs were treated by Assyrian and Chaldean participants and a num­
ber of international renowned experts. 

The theological papers dealt with the main topics: 
.1. The Christology of the Synods of the Church of the East under the Sasanian 

Empire, a.nd ofBawai th~ Great's "Book on the Union", with special attention paid 
to the v~nous understandmgs. of the key Christological terms ( in particular qnoma) 
current m the 5th-6th centunes. Here it was made very clear how different under­
sta~dings of the meanings of these terms had led to verbally conflicting Christo­
log1cal statements. 

2. The context and the different stages by which the Church of the East came to 
adopt a distinctive qnomic terminology. 

3. The Christology ofNestorius and the problems ofits interpretation. 
4. The Vienna Christological Statement from the point ofview ofthe Assyrian 

Church of the East. 

197 



Finally, there was a call för the further and common exploration of the dif­
ferent Christological traditions, especially the traditions of Theodore of Mopsuestia 
and Nestorius of Constantinople. 

In the historical papers special attention was paid to two specific areas: 
(1) the early history ofthe Assyro-Chaldean Church ofthe East, from the Ist to 

the 7th centuries; and 
(2) the expansion of this church across Asia, as far as China, in Late Antiquity 

and the Middle Ages. Of particular relevance to the theme of the Consultation is the 
fact that the Assyro-Chaldean Church of the East was located to the east of and so 
outside the Roman Empire, with the important consequence that it was never direct­
ly involved in the Church Councils convened by the Roman Emperor within the 
Roman Empire. In the case ofthe Council ofNicea (325), however its creed and ca­
nons were subsequently officially accepted at the synod of Seleucia-Ktesiphon ( 410). 

Two papers, on the anaphoras used by the Church of the East have been pre­
sented to the Consultation. Both focused on the issue of the absence of the Institu­
tion Narrative in the extant manuscripts containing the text of the anaphora of 
Addai and Mari. One paper dealt with the subject matter from the standpoint of the 
history of liturgy, the other from the biblical and patristic point of view. 

Sirnilar conclusions were reached; that the anaphora of Addai and Mari, as it 
stands in the manuscripts is an authentic anaphora of early christianity, close to the 
primordial pattems of the Eucharistie prayer, and therefore quite valid as a con­
secrative liturgy, even in the context of Catholic theology. 

We, as Christians, seek tobe united in a spirit ofbrotherhood in our faith in the 
one Lord Jesus Christ, God and Savior. Thus, we recognize our christian duty to 
strive through prayer and dialogue towards reconciliation until Christ's wish that his 
church may be one One (John 17,21) is brought to a perfect and complete 
realization. 

We have all endeavoured for a deeper understanding of the pre-Ephesian, non­
Chalcedonian, and Chalcedonian Christologies which have separated us until now. 

Although we see that there are differences in the theological interpretation of 
the mystery of the Incarnation of Christ because of our different theological tradi­
tions, we were able to recognize the fact that we, in our common faith in the one 
Lord Jesus Christ, regard his mystery to be inexhaustible and ineffable, and for the 
human mind never fully comprehensible or exlJressible. For this reason, we, at this 
consultation have started to discuss and further explore the principle of various 
theological expressions in the one Faith. 

But realizing that there are still different emphases in the theological and dog­
matic elaboration of Christ's mystery, we wish to encourage common efforts for a 
deeper and more comprehensive understanding of our different Christologies in 
harmony with our different theological traditions. We are convinced, however, that 
these different Christological formulations on all sides need to be discussed in order 
to clarify further the teaching ofthe Council ofEphesus (431) and Chalcedon (451). 

To continue this understanding, participants in the consultation have agreed to 
form a Follow-up Commission consisting of one representative from each church 
tradition. The task of this commission will be to plan future consultations, symposia, 
publications, etc., and to develop the appropriate procedures and methods. 
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We recommend that PRO ORIENTE invites members of the Assyrian Church 
of the East to attend the forthcoming PRO ORIENTE regional symposia, as part of 
the effort to promote further contacts and collaboration with the Assyrian Church of 
the East. 

The participants have also decided that an unofficial tri- lateral dialogue of 
PRO ORIENTE on issues of common concem for the three ecclesial traditions of the 
Oriental Catholic, Oriental Orthodox and Assyrian Church of the East should be 
organized. For the first dialogue round the topic will be on Christology. 

In conclusion, we commonly submit ourselves to the witness of the Holy 
Scriptures and thus to the Apostolic Kerygma and express our intention not to be­
come weary in the search for a common language concerning the mystery of 
salvation in our Lord in a fratemal spirit " ... until we attain to the unity offaith and 
to the knowledge of God's Son ... " (Eph 4,13). We wish to see the mystery of the 
compassion of God reflected in our enhanced life of Christian compassion. 

All ofus have experienced how fruitful this Consultation has been, and we pray 
that God who brought us together may bless us and guide our future efforts in such a 
way that one day we are all united in one communion of faith and love. 
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ANNEX 

Andre de Ha/leux OFM 

NESTORIUS: HISTORY AND DOCTRINE 

Nestorius has been considered, historically, a heretic who denied that the 
Blessed Virgin was the Mother of God, because he failed to confess that Emmanuel 
is truly God (V 6, 12,1). „A teacher ofthe impious heresy ofthe 'man-worshippers"' 
(V 94, 2), he divided Christ into two Sons and revived the old adoptionism. (V l~). 
Accordingly, the council of Ephesus proclaimed bis condemnation by calhng him 
„the new Judas" (V 63), and subsequently the law of the empire denied to the 
Nestorians even the very name of Christians (V 111). 

Nestorius himself always protested against these charges and denounced bis 
excommunication as an injustice. Today, the Assyrian Church of the East counts 
him among her saints (without, however, reserving to him a particular liturgical 
commemoration), and it considers him an orthodox doctor. The dialogue which is 
opening with this church invites us to re-evaluate the past, recalling that personal 
anathemas have often resulted from a lack of mutual understanding. lf the other 
churches revise the official history of the events of the years 428-433, they will 
purify their memory of this dross without conceding anything to a Christological 
heresy which remains justly condemned. 

lt is easier now than it has been heretofore to re-examine without prejudice the 
history and doctrine of Nestorius. We have for that purpose the critical edition of 
what is called „the Acts of the Council of Ephesus" in their diverse ancient collec­
tions. And we have, above all, evidence of the last defense of Nestorius himself, 
through the restorations of the Book of Herac/ides, which has been preserved in a 
Syriac version. Four approaches will be drawn here from a group of very com­
plicated ideas: 

!. From the historica/ point of view: 

1. the trial and deposition of Nestorius at Ephesus and 
2. the condemnation of his heresy by the Antiochene episcopate 

II. From the doctrinal point of view: 

3. the faith in Christ confessed by Nestorius and 
4. the technical formulation that he gave to bis Christology. 

L The Historical Perspective 

The trial of Nestorius at Ephesus was surrounded with intrigues that today we 
consider regrettable, but which were natural under the rule of the Christian empire. 
lt was the emperor who held supreme responsibility for religious unity and good 
ecclesiastical order. Not only did the archbishop of Constantinople have to be 
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approved by the Palace, but the council ofbishops itselfwas also „the council ofthe 
Prince". That is why adversaries and partisans ofNestorius alike endeavored to win 
the favors of the Court and high imperial administration in the interest of what they 
thought tobe the cause of orthodoxy. One must recognize, however, that Cyril of 
Alex-andria was less scrupuloüs in this matter than the Antiochenes (C 293-294; C 
130). 

Tue council of Ephesus itself was a theater of mean. bickering. and unworthy 
violence. The two parties blamecf each other, but the blame could not be attributed 
either to the Cyrillians (V 151) or to the Nestorians (V 83, 2-4; V 101, etc.). At the 
time of their reconciliation, both John of Antioch and Cyril of Alexandria thought it 
unnecessary to recall these scandals (V 123; V 127, 2). While leaving to God the 
burden of judging the actions and intentions of individuals, it is a pity that the 
Nestorian controversy unfolded in an atmosphere foreign to the spirit of dialogue 
and mutual respect. 

1. A questionable trial 

The hostility between Cyril and Nestorius broke out on the occasion of a 
disciplinary question (some clerics from Alexandria had come to Constantinople to 
bring a complaint against their archbishop), but it immediately took a doctrinal 
turn. One of Nestorius' priests had scandalized a number of the faithful by criti­
cizing the venerable title „Mother of God" (V 22, 1), and the archbishop, all the 
while claiming to arbitrate the controversy, bad in his turn shocked his own 
congregation by his offensive Christological expressions; in addition, he had 
received into bis fellowship a bishop who had openly declared, „lf anyone says 
'Mary, Mother ofGod', let him be anathema!" (V 16; V 21; V 144). 

Cyril believed himself called to renew the offensive for the term, for the sake of 
which his uncle, the archbishop Theophilus, thirty years earlier, bad caused another 
orator tobe condemned by a synod at which Cyril himselfhad been present (A 107, 
4), an orator also called from Antioch to the see of Constantinople - John 
Chrysostom. Like John, Nestorius had provoked the hatred of an empress (LH 89; 
Suidas, art I100A.x11pw.), and Chrysostqm before him had been accused of 
blasphemy in the church on the subject of Christ (Photius, cod. 59, 7). 

But unlike bis predecessor, Nestorius did not find support from the archbishop 
ofRome, whom he bad disaffected by protecting Pelagian refugees in the East (Vr 2, 
15-16). On the contrary, it was Cyril who succeeded in convincing Pope Celestine 
and the Roman synod ofhis adversary's heresy, to the point ofreceiving from them 
the unheard-of mission of executing their own canonical judgment: Nestorius, under 
pain of excommunication, must retract bis heresy in ten days by a written profession 
conforming to the faith ofthe churches ofRome and Alexandria (Vr 1, 7). 

Cyril would condense this faith into some very Alexandrian terms in a letter for 
the Egyptian synod, summed up in twelve anathemas, to which the accused was 
called upon to subscribe (V 6, 12). But by the time Nestorius bad received this 
injunction, the emperor, perhaps warned of the singular Roman procedure, bad 
already decided to submit the controversy to an ecumenical council, which he 
convoked at Ephesus for Pentecost of the following year. The decree of convocation 
insisted, not without a barb at Cyril (V 8, 2 and 4), that not a single innovation 
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would be made in private by certain people before the convocation of the very holy 
council and the judgment which must be brought by it in all things by a common 
vote (V 25, 3). 

By June 22, 431, sixteen days after the date chosen, neither the Roman 
delegates nor the Eastem bishops had yet arrived at Ephesus, but John of Antioch 
had sent word of his imminent arrival (V, 30). lt was then that Cyril took the 
initiative of opening the councjl with 153 bishops (V 33; V 157, 2), ignoring a 
protest signed by 68 other bishops (C 82). Moreover, the day before, the official in 
charge of the good order of the assembly had pointed out that they must wait for the 
Antiochenes, who were not more than four days' joumey away; when he came the 
ne,,.1 day to protest against the „special council", they expelled him without notice 
(C 84; V 31). 

In this manner, then, the ecumenical council of Ephesus began illegally. 
Although it is true that the Church has repudiated as anticanoncial many a universal 
synod legally assembled, there are no other examples of an ecumenical council 
opening aginst imperial orders. Cyril must have been aware that he was taking a 
great risk (cf. his apology to thc emperor, V 81). Perhaps he should have waited in 
the hope that the Roman delegates would outstrip the Oriental bishops. The latter 
were coming to the council to see that the „12 heretical chapers" [of Cyril] were 
condemned (V 151, 15; LH 97-116). lt was the announcement oftheir approaching 
arrival that provoked the Alexandrian to hasten the trial ofNestorius. 

For Cyril, the unique object of the council of Ephesus, in effect, consisted of 
confirming the judgment of the Roman and Egyptian synods against the heretic (V 
6, 2). The writs present the „archbishop of Alexandria" as „holding also the place" 
of „the archbishop of the church of Rome" (V 33, l; V 106, 1). After he had 
consulted Celestine on the authority of the conciliar tribunal (Vr 10, 2), Cyril 
considered himself the appointed judge of this tribunal, and it is under this title that 
he assumed the chaim1anship. Both the order of the day, presented by the 
Alexandrian secretary ofthe assembly (V 34), and the effective unfolding ofthe first 
session of the council, and evcn the preamble to the condemnation which concluded 
it (V 61), point to the evidence that it was indeed a judiciary procedure in 
application of the Roman judgment. 

The trial opened with the triple canoncial summons of the accused (cf. Apo­
stolic Canons, 74); the first summons had taken place the day before. The second 
summons invited the archbishop of Constantinople to attend the assembly „so that 
religious matters would be decided by common decision and assent" (V 35 f„ V 39, 
3). One cannot blame Nestorius for his response to this convocation. „Wben all tbe 
bisbops bave convened, we will all spcak together." (V 40, 1) Tbe third summons 
unveils the true judicial nature of tbe council: Nestorius was tben asked to come to 
give an account „of tbe heretical doctrines that, it is said, you bave pronounced to 
the church" (V 41, 3). 

After refusing to appear as a defendant, the accused man was to be judged and 
condemned by default tbrougb a suit tbat his adversary completely controlled. „Who 
was the judge? Cyril! And who was tbe accuser? Cyril! Wbo was tbe bishop of 
Rome? Cyril! Cyril was everytbing!" (LH 117) The ecclesiastical tribunal that 
judged Nestorius tried to compensate for tbe juridical irregularity of its assembly by 
tbe observation of canonical forms of procedure (V 43); it did, nonetheless, violate 
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a~ elementa~ rule of natural rigbt. A century before, Athanasius had argued against 
h1s adversanes at the council of Tyre that divine law would not allow an enemy of 
the a~~sed tobe ~t the same time his judge (II V apology, 77, 2-3 and 79, 2-3). 
And it i~ also on t?1s same grounds that. Chrysostom had cballenged the competency 
of tbe tnbunal wh1ch was to condemn h1m (cf. Photius, cod. 59, 29). 

Tbe trial of Nestorius unfolded in two stages. Tbe assembly would first have to 
verify the accusation of heresy. The canoncial norm of the orthodox faith being the 
creed ofNicea, they began, tben, by reading tbe creed (in its pure form and with the 
anathema which follows it [V 43]). On this basis, Cyril had the orthodoxy confirmed 
which had already been established by tbe Roman and Egyptian synods (V 6, 2) and 
by his second letter to Nestorius (V 44); tben be bad Nestorius' heterodoxy declared 
by virtue of Nestorius' reply (V 47, 1). Following the text of eacb of these two 
letters, 125 sentences are preserved (wbicb are unanimously laudatory) conceming 
the first (V 45), and 34 otbers (unanimously condemnatory), concerning the second. 
Tbere is no indication bere of any explanation or synodical discussion. The 
sentences, as well as the acceptances wbicb follow (V 48), merely condemn a beresy 
wbose supposedly obvious content is in no way specified. (Cf. bowever V 48 8: Cyril 
bad been able to instruct bis partisans the days preceding.) 

The second part of tbe trial consisted in having tbe tribunal of the council 
execute tbe judgment of Celestine and Cyril as soon as it was establisbed that the 
heretic persisted in bis error. After reading tbe synodical letters of tbe two popes to 
Nestorius (V 49), tbe bisbops wbo had carried tbe sentence to tbe accused six 
montbs before were asked bow tbe sentence had been received at that time. 
According to one of the bearers, „He so little deferred to the writs that be repeated to 
tbe churcb the same doctrine and worse things!" (V 50) In reality, as will soon be 
shown, the reaction of the archbisbop of Constantinople had actually been 
conciliatory. 

In order to show, finally, that „Nestorius perseveres until this day in the same 
doctrines", the tribunal called on two witnesses (V 51) who reported some very 
recent remarks of the accused, presenting tbem as scandalous or absurd (V 53). This 
testimony was received by the tribunal witbout verification, and for this reason the 
condemned complained to Cyril: „He accepted it without examination, as an 
accuser-judge, without asking (of the witness) either 'What was he (Nestorius) 
telling you when he spoke thus to you?', or, 'How did you answer when you realized 
this was aimed at you? Wait! Say it before us „. so tbat we may not accept without 
cause the accusations against him in his absence, tbat we may not bring a judgment 
against him witbout examination and witbout investigation before those who need to 
understand exactly why he has been condemned! Tbis way the accused will not be 
able to plead „not guilty", and he will have no pretext for accusing me of being 
partial to anyone. "' (LH 121-122) 

A florilegium of patristic texts and excerpts from one of the „blasphemous 
books" of Nestorius (V 60) are inserted in the minutes, but it is not certain that the 
corpus was actually read at this moment of tbe trial. Like the two synodals of 
accusation, but unlike the second letter of Cyril and tbe response of his adversary, 
they are not followed by any judgment from tbe cburcbes, and nothing indicates that 
tbey were the object of a discussion. Under their sometimes disagreeable, 
provocative manner of expression, the excerpts of Nestorius correspond to an 
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Antiochene Christology which · is not incompatible with that of the patristic 
florilegium. lt would be easy for the condemned to protest that he never had wanted 
to say anything different from those texts of Athanasius, Ambrose, and Gregory the 
Theologian invoked against him {LH, 176-189; 194-205; 210-218). 

The sentence (ano~ms) which concluded the trial reduced the bishop of 
Constantinople to the lay estate (Kcx.0cx.tpscns = deposition, a judgment more severe 
than excommunication = a<j>opt:crµos). His writings confirm that the grounds of the 
accusation had not been submitted to impartial verification, which the absence of 
the accused made even more necessary. What the grounds adduced for the judgment 
style „an examination of the impieties" of Nestorius in effect amounts to the reading 
of his „letters and writings" and the public hearing of witnesses on „the homilies 
that he recently gave in this city". And here again the heresy which is imputed to 
him is not otherwise indicated than by the act „of thinking and preaching about 
impious things", or of „having committed blasphemy against Christ" (V 61-62). 

lt is astonishing that „the dogma of Ephesus" did not have as its object any 
formal „definition". What happened in reality is that Cyril had transformed a 
council at which the emperor wanted doctrine tobe defined „without any dissension 
born ofantipathy" (V 31). Held illegally by a tribunal where thejudge was also the 
accuser and where the charge was not made the object of scrupulous verification (V 
151, 7-8), this trial by default could only come to an end as a questionable 
deposition. And yet this deposition would soon be passed off as a doctrinal 
anathema, imposed on the oriental bishops by an emperor more and more hostile to 
the archbishop of his capital. 

2. An imposed anathema 

Before the calling of the council of Ephesus, archbishop John of Antioch, 
surrounded by several of his bishops, called upon Nestorius to yield to Celestine and 
to Cyril by agreeing to call the Blessed Virgin the Mother of God. In this appeal to 
moderation - what was intendcd by it will soon be clear - there was an amicable 
remonstrance to the imprudent one responsible for the „enormous tempest" now 
disturbing the faithful everywhere. „1 do not see why - pardon me! we have troubled 
ourselves with this unnecessary question, contrary to (our interests) and, as you 
yourself can see, contrary to the peace of the Church." (V 14, 3-4) 

After arriving in Ephesus four days after the trial, the oriental bishops declared 
that Nestorius had been deposed „without any sort of judgment, examination, or 
injury, contrary to the ecclesiastical canons and the imperial letter'' (V 151, 7-8). 
But they did not explicitly name the condemned, either in the sentence by which 
they deposed Cyril and the local bishop and excommunicated the other participants 
of the „special synod" (V 151, 15), or in their report of the affair to the emperor (V 
154, 1). 

This silence, if it admits any reserve toward Nestorius, perhaps revealed the 
presentiment that his cause was already compromised in high places. And in fact 
the emperor notified the two parties three days later that he disapproved of the 
irregularity of their procedures, specifically .that what mattered to him was true 
dogma and not „Nestorius or anyone eise" (V 83). Nestorius must have feit that his 
presence was an obstacle to a serene discussion of the doctrinal question. Leaving to 
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the o~ie~tal bis~ops the ~s~ of defending the faith, he would ask the emperor for 
pernuss1on (which was willmgly granted) to retum to his monastery in the area of 
Antioch (A 65; A 55-56). 

I~ the meantime the exco~munication of the oriental bishops by the partisans 
of Cyril (July 17; V 97-89) was a response to that of the Cyrillians by the oriental bi­
shops (June 26; V 151-153), dividing irremediably the ecumenical council ofEphe­
sus into two „special councils", each of which claimed henceforth to represent the 
holy council" by itselfalone (V 9S,l; V 96,1). The emperor at first thought to ~ttle 
the matter by approving the deposition of Nestorius and that of Cyril (V 93,2). Unli­
ke the Cyrillians, the oriental bishops welcomed without protest the sacrifice which 
was asked of them (C 104, 3), in exchange, perhaps, for the delay in the confir­
mation of their own excommunication. They would understand too late that to con­
sent to the deposition of Nestorius would amount to recognizing the „twelve chap­
ters" of Cyril's party to which they would attribute his condemnation (A 67, 3-4). 

In the hope of reconciling the two parties, the emperor invited them each to 
choose eight bishops who would discuss the faith in his presence (V 95, l; V 96, 1). 
Once they reached Chalcedon, the oriental bishops would leam there that bribes to 
the court had exiinguished the truth (C 130) and that the influential Archimandrite 
Dalmatius (V 66; V 84; LH 241-247) had persuaded the emperor to dismiss 
Nestorius: „His fate has been decided once and for all!" (A 69, 3) The delegation of 
the Cyrillian council had been invited to Constantinople to ordain a successor to the 
deposed archbishop (C 130; V 115), then a second decree dissolving the council of 
Ephesus would ensure the retum of Cyril to his episcopal see (A 97; cf. C 118). 

This same decree refused, however, to confirm the excommunication of the 
oriental bishops by the Cyrillians, since the latter had not consented to enter into a 
discussion with their adversaries (A 97; V 118, 22-23), and it invited them instead 
to make peace with them. Some months later, the emperor would impose by his own 
prerogative the beginning of talks between Antioch and Alexandria. The oriental 
synod began by bringing a motion hostile to the dogmas recently introduced by 
letters or by chapters (A 105). But Cyril, who could not thus deny the judgment of 
the Egyptian synod confirmed at Ephesus, instead wanted the oriental bishops „to 
consent to the deposition of Nestorius, by declaring his blasphemies and profane 
dogmas anathema" (A 107, 6). 

Still believing that he was able to avoid condemning an orthodox and unjustly 
maligned man, John of Antioch proposed, in the name of his synod, a Christological 
profession devoid of all personal allusions (V 123, 2-3). But Cyril, knowing that 
Nestorius' cause was lost, was intractable on this point: after he had exacted an 
anathema from the Antiochene ambassador (V 122), he made his own acceptance of 
the profession proposed by John conditional upon the oriental bishops all 
recognizing „the judgment of the holy council brought against Nestorius, held in 
order to depose and anathematize his impious teachings" (V 129; V 130). 

The archbishop of Antioch could not easily agree to so drastic a formula, if 
only because he knew it was unacceptable to many of his bishops. He asked Cyril to 
accept „a small change", which he presented as purely formal and as recommended 
by „economy" (A 118). The modification meant that Nestorius was to be considered 
deposed, „by submitting to anathema all that he had said or tbought in a manner 
hostile or foreign to apostolic teaching'' (A 120, 2; cf. A 121; A 123). 
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This „determination" (C 236) avoided the general and absolute terms of the 
anathema formulated by Cyril. John's intention would have been more clear if he 
had used the conditional in condemning all that Nestorius had been able to say or 
think against the apostolic tradition. But even though the indicative is a more timid 
manner of expression, it implied the same mental reservation - that for the oriental 
bishops Nestorius had never said or thought any such thing. The reconciliation 
desired by the emperor came at the cost of this humiliating but inevitable 
compromise, at least for the archbishop of Antioch. 

The „economy" of this compromise was denounced by the episcopate of several 
provinces of the Orient, including in particular Theodoret of Cyrrhus, an influential 
theologian and a friend of John. The oriental protesters did not perceive in the 
anathema that their archbishop had conceded to Cyril the „determination" that he 
claimed to have put into it (C 205). They denounced instead the murder of an 
innocent (C 205) and orthodox man „who had preached nothing outside of the 
apostolic doctrine, but had followed the footsteps of the Fathers" (C 217; C 229). 
They saw also the betrayal of all who had struggled for the faith at Ephesus and at 
Chalcedon (C 159) and the betrayal of the faith itself (C 188; C 256). John should 
only anathematize those who said that Christ is simply a man or who divide the 
unique Lord Jesus Christ in two and deny His divinity (C 150). 

The protesters were persecuted at the command of secular power, which rapidly 
made their resistance desperate. John exhorted Theodoret to put above everything -
above Nestorius and his intractable partisans - the faith alone, which he thought 
henceforth safeguarded in the Antiochene profession that Cyril had accepted (C 
138). In the course of a private interview (C 210), the archbishop assured his friend 
that he would remain faithful to his prior prornise never to force anyone to 
anathematize Nestorius (C 182; C 155), respecting the conscience of those who 
could not bring themselves tQdo it before God (C 248-250; C 254). 

lt is on this condition that Theodoret and those of the protesters whom he 
succeeded in persuading returned to communion with John of Antioch. After other 
trials, the bishop of Cyrrhus would have to anathematize Nestorius at the council of 
Chalcedon in 451. Even reduced to this extremity, he still had to add the personal 
condemnation of a doctrinal „determination": „Anathema to Nestorius and to 
whoever does not say that the Blessed Virgin Mary is Mother of God and to whoever 
divides the single only begotten Son into two Sons!" 

But had Nestorius really denied the divine motherhood of Mary and divided 
Christ into two Sons? Before determining this by a brief examination of his doct­
rine, the unselfishness with which the condemned man accepted his abandonment 
by nearly all his friends must be recognized. His deposition, first of all: „They have 
troubled themselves little with what has been done to me for the sake of correcting 
the confession of the faith .... What has been done to me does not concern me, only 
that peace is restored to the churches!" (LH 290) Next, his anathema: „Let Nestorius 
be declared anathema, but let (my adversaries) say what I ask them to say con­
cerning God! ... For 1 am prepared to endure and suffer everything for Hirn, so that 
if possible, by my being considered anathema, each might be reconciled to God (Rm 
9:3), because nothing is greater or more precious to me than that." (LH 323) 

After he had retired to his Antiochene monastery, Nestorius was still an obstac­
le to the imperial power, which was occupied with smashing the resistance of those 
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who refused to betray him. A series of more and more difficult exiles took him from 
P~tra to the oasis of Khargeh, where he died about 450 (Evagrius, h.e. 1, 7). How 
d1d the one whom the law now called a „traitor to the faith" and trammeled with 
a~minations", accept being „crushed under the feet of a calamiti''? (V 110) Hear 
bis last words: „I do not seek to obtain any help from men, for I am henceforth 
sacrificed and the time is come for me to be dissolved and be with Christ (2 Tim. 
4:6; Ph. 1:23), so that the people do not stray from the true faith." (LH 155; 227) 

Even if they had surely cd'me from a heretic, such words would command 
respect. They in any case preclude considering as a new Judas and blasphemer of 
Christ, the one who ended bis apology by the prayer here: „(As for me,) I have 
endured the ordeal of my life and all that is mine in this world as the ordeal of a 
single day. Lo, I have met even now (the hour of) my dissolution. Day after day, I 
pray that God bring about rny dissolution .... Rejoice for me, wildemess, my good 
friend, my father and my home: (Rejoice forme) exile, my mother, for after my 
death you will watch over my body until the resurrection, by the will of God." (LH 
331) 

IL Doctrine 

In order to evaluate the doctrine of Nestorius fairly, the accusations of bis 
adversaries must not be taken literally. In the fire of polemic, the doctrinal positions 
of each of the two parties appeared heretical to the other, because each judged them 
by its own presuppositions and its own logic. While Cyril thought he saw the 
adoptionism of Paul of Samosata in the homilies of Nestorius, the Antiochenes 
denounced in the Cyrillian „chapters" the monophysitism of Arius and Apollinarius. 
There was mutual misunderstanding, born of ignorance and of mutual mistrust. 

The spuriousness of these reductions to heresy is further exposed by the 
astonishing change shown by the reconciliation of 433. Cyril then recognized „the 
faith of the inspired Scriptures and of the tradition of the holy Fathers" in an 
Antiochene statement containing the phrases he had condemned regarding Nesto­
rius: „complete man", „two natures", „temple assumed" and „division of the names 
conceming the two natures" (V 127, 5-6). This recognition satisfied the majority of 
the oriental bishops, and they were henceforth united by it with Alexandria „in one 
single and unitary belief, according to the true standard of the Gospels" (A 119, 1-
3). But the Antiochene profession, henceforth recognized as orthodox by Cyril, also 
expressed the faith of Nestorius, even if all Nestorius' Christological formulas were 
not the equal of his fundamental faith. 

l. An orthodoxfaith 

First of all, let us consider again without prejudice the elements of the 
accusation. The response of Nestorius to the second letter of Cyril, a response that 
the judges of Ephesus thought opposed to the faith of Nicea (V 47), presents an 
Antiochene interpretation, philologically correct, of the second article of the creed: 
the common names „A single Lord Jesus Christ, the unique Son of God", precede 
the narnes which are suited to „theology or to econorny" (V 5, 3: the creed did not 
contain the Johannic and Alexandrian title of „the Word"!) That this interpretation 
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was not at all erroneous theologically Cyril himself shows by agreeing to complete 
bis fourth „chapter'' by a disti.nction between the Christological common names and 
those which are proper to each ofthe two natures (V 127, 5-6). 

The Ephesian excerpts of one of the „blasphemous books" of Nestorius 
contained some statements that are indeed disturbing. The Virgin Mother of Christ 
did not engender the Son of God, but she did engender bis humanity, which is the 
Son because of the joint Son (V 60, 1 ). „Because of the one who bears, I revere him 
who is bome .... I separate the natures, but I unite my adoration." (V 60, 8 and 15) 
Fairness always requires that one retum these divisive expressions to the context of 
Antiochene, pre-Chalcedonian Christology and to understand them in their anti­
Apollinarian, polemical context. In spite of the tendentious choice of words, the 
anti-Nestorian florilegium nevertheless shows that Nestorius refused „to dogmatize 
the two Sons" (V 60, 9). 

In another affirmation reported as scandalous by one of the two witnesses for 
the prosecution at the trial in Ephesus, Nestorius said: „One must not attribute to 
God suckling or birth from a Virgin .... One must not say that God was only two or 
three months old." (V 53) The accused explained himself and the meaning of his 
remark by having the judge ask the witness: „(Is it) like someone who says that 
Christ is not God that (Nestorius) told you that Christ was two or three months old? 
Or is it a confession that Christ is God, but that not as God was he bom and became 
aged two or three months ... as if bis very essence had been changed into the essence 
ofthe man?'' (LH 122) 

But what about the main accusation, the one that began the „ecumenical 
scandal" (V 2, 3) - the opposition of Nestorius to the name „Mother of God"? This 
„scarecrow" should be reduced to its just proportions (Socrates, h.e., 7, 32). Before 
the explosion of the dispute, this marian title virtually did not appear in the 
abundant Iiterary production· of Cyril, while it occurs at least once in a homily of 
Nestorius (LH 345, 7-8). And further, at the height of the controversy, the 
archbishop of Alexandria restricted bis use of the title to simply calling Mary the 
„Blessed Virgin". 

Nestorius only opposed the ex"Ploitation of the term ,,Mother of God" in a 
Manichean or Apollinarian sense, as it was thought (rightly or wrongly) the term 
was used by certain of the devotees of the expression at Constantinople (LH 91-92). 
Upon receiving the Roman and Alexandrian sentence, he yielded to the advice of 
moderation that John of Antioch himself bad cast away, declaring in a homily: „The 
Blessed Virgin is Mother of God ... because the Temple created in her by the Holy 
Spirit was united with divinity." (C 78) This explanation in actual fact retums to the 
Antiochene formula, the orthodox-y of which Cyril himself would recognize: The 
Blessed Virgin is Mother of God because God the Word ... from the moment of 
conception, united the Temple assumed from her." (V 127, 5) 

The obviously relative refusal of an ancient expression of the divine matemity 
did not derive under the circumstances from an adoptionist Christology. Far from 
claiming that Christ bad been begotten first as an ordinary man in whom the Word 
had later come to reside (V 4, 4), Nestorius started, like all the Christian tradition, 
with the creed of Nicea, according to which it is the Son, begotten of the Father 
before the beginning of time, who is incamate and made flesh for us and for our 
salvation (V 5, 3). lt would be erroneous to represent the Nestorian soteriology as if 
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image of God in Himself and for renewal in the very nature of His own humanity 
(LH 188). 

What Nestorius refuses, along with all Antiochene theologians, is that in Christ 
„the properties of the flesh are ascribed to the essence of God . . . in order that He 
might suffer ~as.sibly the sufferings ofthe body, without the bodily frame's fulfilling 
any purpose m its own nature ... and without its performing human actions, either 
by the will of the soul, or by human intelligence, .„ (but by performing them uni­
quely) by the intelligence and by t'he will of God." (LH 185) This is to take seriously 
the humanity of the incarnate Word, consubstantial with our own humanity and 
complete, which entails, according to Nestorius as according to the other Antioche­
nes, an insistence on the obedience of the second Adam, by which the victory over 
Satan atones for the disobedience of the first (LH 161-162). The human mediation 
of Christ is here comprised as active, but also as assumed in the divine person of the 
Son. 

With the Antiochene tradition, Nestorius interprets the „becoming flesh" of 
God the Word as his „indwelling" in „the Temple of his body" (Jn 1:14 and 2:19), 
or as „taking the form of a Servant" (Ph. 2:7), that is, of a man like us. In effect, the 
application of the term „becoming" to the nature of the Word, according to this 
tradition, would suggest also mutability and creatureliness in the Son, something 
also condemned by the anathema of Nicea (LH 214-215; 222). Nestorius also uses 
the Antiochene Christological image of a garment (conforming to a venerable 
Syriac tradition admirably used by Ephrem), which is present even in the old ver­
sion of the creed of Nicea, or the Greek „crapK©88'vm", rendered by ~ ~ ...x..:ll , 
that is to say, „he put on a body". · 

In disqualifying this vocabulary and these metaphors that some of the earlier 
Fathers also used without the least scruple, Cyril bad unfortunately impoverished 
the Christological patrimony of the universal Church. lt is true that he sincerely 
thought himself bound by some pseudoepigraphs presented under the authority of 
Athanasius or of Felix and Julius of Rome (A 24, 65-67; V 54, 7-8). In spite of all 
its grandeur, the Alexandrian Christology represents only a partial approach to the 
mystery of the incarnation. lt must not be confused, in its specificity, with the 
apostolic tradition itself, which the Antiochene Christology preserves, in spite of its 
shortcoming, in other authentic and complementary ways. 

For the same reason, one can equally regret that Cyril had cast suspicion on the 
Christological expression of the „conjunction" (cruva<j>Eia) by reducing it to the 
expression of a simple moral union (V 6, 12, 3 and 11), whereas the Cappadocian 
Fathers had used it in Trinitarian theology in order to signify the communion of the 
divine hypostases in the unique essence. Nestorius ex"Plains himself clearly on this 
point: „1 do not speak of a conjunction through love or through proximity, as though 
it were between those who are far apart and who are united by love and not at all in 
their essences. And it is neither by equality in honor nor in authority that I explain 
the union." (LH 277) If the union of the two natures is too narrow for him to show 
that by it „the flesh is the Son and God the Word is the flesh", he applies the type of 
the buming bush (Ex. 3:2). „The fire was in the bush, and the bush was fire, and the 
fire was bush, and each of them was bush and fire, and there were not two bushes or 
two fires, because the two were in the fire and the two in the bush." (LH 141; cf. 
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fire was bush, and each of them was bush and fire, and there were not two bushes or 
two fires, because the two were in the fire and the two in the bush." (LH 141; cf. 
138) Neither Cyril nor Severus of Antioch himself spoke otherwise of this „Kpacrts 
ou oA.ov"! 

Thus the inconsistency of the accusation that Nestorius divided Christ is 
shown. And Nestorius criticized Cyril for imputing this to him: „he slanders me 
dishonestly, as if I spoke of two Sons, and those things which he has brought against 
me, whether from my letters, or from such of my homilies as have been excerpted by 
him, proclaim it." (LH 280) „How can he who, with regard to the union, speaks of 
'one Son', 'one Christ', 'one Lord', by separating them, speak singularly of one 
Son, God, and of another (Son, the man), and thus of two Sons?" (LH 140) „The 
natures arc two, God and man ... but the Sons are not two. For those (natures) from 
which our Savior is (formed) are one and another, but He is not one and another." 
(LH 190) lt is not by chance that Nestorius thus quotes the celebrated distinction of 
Gregory the Thcologian. The first letter to Cledonius was at length cited in the 
patristic anthology of Ephesus (V 54, 14). Thus the condemned objected to his 
judges because they proved him right by the very words they intended to use to 
prove him wrong (LH 194-196; 213; 217). 

lt seems therefore that one cannot suspect the fundamentally orthodox intention 
of the Christological faith of Nestorius. lt corresponds in substance to the apostolic 
tradition, condensed in the crced of Nicea, of the unconfounded union of the divinity 
and humanity in the unique Son and Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God incarnate. 
Nestorius explained this faith with concepts and metaphors familiar to the 
Antiochene tradition (and in the writings of the other Fathers of the fourth century, 
among whom was Athanasius himself). His rational and apologetic approach to the 
mystery makes him avoid any paradoxical expression of the kenosis and of divine 
mcdiation. A probably excessivc fear of confusion and theopaschism made this 
dualist insistence rcadily take on an oratorical and polemical form of affirmations 
and negations apparantly „divisive". lt is then that more noteworthy non-theological 
factors intervened, transfonning into heresy some imprudent or provocative 
Statements, and later preventing the inclusion of the condemncd of Ephesus in the 
reconciliation of Cyril with John of Antioch. 

2. An insufficient Christology 

The manner in which Nestorius used the terms „nature", „hypostasis" and 
„person" in order to translate his faith in the unconfounded union of Christ into 
ontological language remains to be examined. There are some today who maintain 
that he shows himself in this matter to be the greatest thcologian of his times. He 
specially had presaged the Chalcedonian statement of Christology: „I confess the 
inseparable union of two natures in one person." (LH 142) Such an assessment is 
undoubtedly excessive, for the ideas are considcrably more complex. 

Nestorius opposes the „two natures" to the Cyrillian notion of the „natural 
union" (V 6, 12,3). Apollinarius, who is the creator of the formula „one nature of 
the incarnate Word", had established in principle that two complete beings could 
not become one. Consequently, he had chosen the composition of a human being as 
a Christological model: in the same way as human nature is made up of the 

210 

incomplete parts of the intellect, soul and body, so in the one nature of Christ there 
are both the divine Word and a human body, in which the divine Word is as the soul 
(or even as the intellect): thus He is able to bring about the „divinization" of our 
humanity by the instrument of His own flesh, by which He endured sufferings (LH 
162). 

Such is the Apollinarianism that Nestorius thought he saw, wrongly tobe sure, 
in Cyril of Alexandria, thus interpreting his theology according to his own 
Antiochene logic. „[A] natural union ... (comes about) by composition in one nature. 
In the same way as the soul and the body (form) one nature in man, so also God the 
Word (would be) united with His humanity." (LH 142) But „In a natural 
composition, it seems that neither of the natures from which it is (formed) is 
complete, but each needs the other in order to be and to subsist, even as the body 
needs the soul for it to live . . . and as the soul needs the body for it to have 
perception." (LH 268) 

According to Nestorius, a „natural union" of the incarnate Word would 
therefore be „necessary" and not „voluntary" - that is, the union would subject God 
to suffering as by a natural property (LH 158). „Things which are united in a natural 
union are united with the natural passibility of the other and do not receive the 
sufferings, cach of the other, voluntarily." (LH 142) If, then, Christ is in „natural 
composition", God „endures passibly the sufferings of the body without the body 
fulfilling any purpose in its own nature in the economy (which was) for our sake." 
(LH 185) lt is „like an instrument without soul, without reason, and without will" 
that God the Word uses the body and soul, „as for His own nature, acting and 
undergoing the sufferings of His body which has become consubstantial" with Hirn 
(LH 212). 

lt is confirmed here that in speaking of „voluntary union", Nestorius does not 
mean a purely moral union, but simply intends to safeguard the immutability and 
impassibility of the divinc nature in its ontological union with one complete 
humanity (LH 158). Like all the Antiochene tradition, he reverenced the infinite 
transcendence of God in relation to the creatcd flesh, the difference between which 
subsists in the union itself. To speak of a „natural composition", according to this 
tradition, amounts to finding the origin of the flesh in the Trinity, instead of 
confessing „that the flesh was created and that the second Adam is of our nature" 
(LH 208). 

In reality and contrary to Apollinarius, Nestorius does not ignore that Cyril 
recognized the humanity of the incarnate Word as complete - that is as a body 
animated by a rational soul, and he well noted that his adversary maintained „the 
difference bctween the natures" in the union (V 4, 3). This is precisely why he 
reproached him for his seeming illogic in speaking of natural union. „ Y ou have said 
that the differences subsist and are not nullified because of the union of the divine 
and human natures. Speak then of one person in two natures and two natures in one 
person, like Gregory, like Ambrose, like Athanasius, like all the Fathers, and as you 
yourself have spoken!" (LH 209; 148, 150 etc.) One person in two natures: here 
again is a formula evidently very Chalcedonian! 

But how did Nestorius understand „hypostasis" in Christology? He did not 
define this notion by an ontological standard other than that of „nature" any more 
than Cyril did. But while for Cyril this common standard is that of person, for 
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Nestorius it is that of essence. Thus, the „union according to hypostasis" professed 
by Cyril (V 6, 12, 2) became the object of the same critique by Nestorius· as did the 
„natural union" (V 6, 12, 3). Contrary to the Chalcedonian formula, which in 
distinguishing in principal the „nature of the hypostasis", affirms one hypostasis in 
two natures, Nestorius counts in Christ two hypostases as weil as two natures. 

Let us avoid condemning this dualism of hypostases, at first sight unacceptable 
for any Cyrillian, whether he be of the Chalcedonian tradition or not. The 
Christological notion of „hypostasis" had not taken shape before the sixth century, 
and further, the theologians of the period did not all give it the same definition. One 
cannot criticize Nestorius for his formula of two hypostases unless it proves to be, 
for him, part ofa general acceptance contrary to his faith in the personal unity ofthe 
Son of God made man. 

But the primary sense that Nestorius attributed to „hypostasis" corresponds to 
an ancient usage of this term, denoting objectively existing reality, in opposition to 
abstract thought. lt is not „simply in thought alone that (the Antiochenes perceive 
this difference) ... These are not natures devoid of hypostases and it is not by way of 
reflection, without the hypostases of the natures, that they constitute them 
intellectually through (descriptive) statements" (LH 283-284). Nestorius therefore 
rejected the Cyrillian distinction between the natures of the Word „by contemplation 
alone" (V 172, 5; LH 267-270). According to him, to maintain two hypostases in 
Christ amounts to affirming two objectively existing natures, dwelling 
unconfounded in the union itself, and not two natures „without hypostases, nor 
natures (constituted) in thought anhypostatically" (LH 284). 

To this denotation of objective reality, Nestorious sometimes adds that of 
concrete individuality. „1 distinguish the properties of the union that each nature has 
in such a way that each of them subsists in its hypostasis. 1 do not mean ... that (the 
properties) of the flesh were assumed by God without hypostasis, so that He only 
appeared in the likeness of the flesh . . . but that the two natures each exist with the 
properties and with the hypostases and with the essence." (LH 184-185) The 
hypostasis seems comprised here (in conformity with the ontology of the Cappa­
docian Fathers) of the common essence, or a general essence, concretized and 
individuated with the ensemble of qualities or natural properties of which it is the 
substratum. 

Understood in the Nestorian sense of objcctive and individuated nature, the 
notion of „hypostasis" is applicable to the humanity of Christ in a perfectly orthodox 
sense. Nestorius does not mean by „hypostasis" being subsisting in itself and by 
itself in the principle of the ultimate autonomy of a subject in intellectual conscience 
andin free will that we today call the „person". But this statement does not indicate 
what it is that is the ontological principal constitutive of the unity of Christ that he 
designated by the term „person". The matter is so uncertain that the translators of 
his apology (which is preserved in Syriac) usually simply give up, translating the 
word „npocrwnov/ /prosopon/parsopa"). 

Nestorius speaks more freely ofthe person ofthe union (LH 127-129 etc.) or of 
the common person (LH 152 etc.) of Christ. These two synonymous expressions 
undoubtedly correspond to the „common names" called to mind in rcgard to the 
creed of Nicea and thc Antiochcne profession of 433. „The common person of two 
natures is Christ." (LH 281-282) Since Nestorius considers Christ the Son of God 
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made man, the „common person" has for him a theandric meaning. lf he refuses to 
attribute it to the Word, as Cyril has it, it is solely because he, with the Antiochene 
tradition, considers the name „Word" as one ofthe appellations proper to the divine 
nature (LH 127). 

But Nestorius also seems to avoid identifying the „person of the union" with 
what we call today the hypostasis or the person of the Son, and this is more 
disturbing. One is amazed, in effect, to see him leave subsisting in the union itself 
what he calls the person „naturalct or „proper" to each of the two natures. Because of 
th~ principle acco~~ing to which „nature is not without the person, nor the person 
without the nature (LH 219), he must say of Christ that „there are two persons of 
the one who has assumed and of the one who has been assumed . . . lt is neither 
without the person nor without the hypostasis that (each nature) becomes known." 
(LH 193) 

Of what, then, could the „person of the union" be comprised? Nestorius seems 
to restore it to a simple „exchange" of two „natural persons" by their reciprocal 
„use". „The divinity uses the person of the humanity and the humanity uses the 
person of the divinity; and thus we speak of one person in the two." (LH 212-213· 
cf. 194, 266) „By receiving and by giving, and by use of the mutual union, th~ 
persons receive and give mutually." (LH 223) There is no other known patristic 
example of this curious conception of the Christological concept .of „person", 
conceived in the manner of an „a.vn8ocrts -rov t8ioµa.-rov". The permanence of two 
„actual" persons or „natural" persons even in the union itself seems necessarily to 
take from the „common person" or from the union, if not all ontological 
consistency, at least the meaning of the ultimate ontological principle, from 
hypostasis or from subsistence, that is to say, from „person" in the actual sense of 
the term. 

One must therefore recognize that the Christological system of Nestorius is not 
the equal of his faith in Christ. This fundamentally orthodox believer was not a 
good theologian. He did not succeed in expressing the unity of the Son of God made 
man in a satisfying ontological category, in the process bringing the major flaw of 
Antiochene Christology to its extreme. The irreplaceable function of the latter 
which is fundamentally apologetic and rational, is as a reminder that the Christia~ 
paradox of the God who was born, suffered, and died, cannot compromise either the 
immutability and impassibility of the divine nature, nor disfigure the humanity 
assumed in the exercise of his activity and his own will. 

Conclusion: A perspective for Dialogue 

After fifteen centuries of mutual lack of understanding, the dialogue of the 
Oriental Orthodox Churches with the Orthodox Churches and the Roman Catholic 
Church has permitted them at least to recognize in all the confession of the same 
Christological faith, beyond the divergences between formulations peculiar to each 
of their two traditions; and this recognition obligates them henceforth to forget the 
personal anathemas of the past. In the same manner, by the dissipation of another 
prejudice, also more than fifteen centuries old, all must recognize that as Nestorius 
never professed the hercsy called Nestorianism, the Assyrian Church of the East 
which like him has always condemned this heretical Nestorianism, professed th~ 
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common faith in the unconfounded unity of Christ throughout the formulation of its 
own tradition. 

Whatever the faults and wrongs ofNestorius may have been (a certain theologi­
cal arrogance and an intempcrate zeal contrary to popular piety), one cannot ignore 
the fact that he was condemned by an irregularly assembled tribunal where the 
judge was at the same time the accuser. The writings and the remarks of the accused 
were declared contrary to orthodox faith without any irenical discussion of them, 
without Nestorius, and without the other representatives of the Antiochene Christo­
logical tradition, who perceived their own thinking in this Christology even though 
they would not necessarily have approved of its polemical expression. The oriental 
episcopate was forced to declare the doctrine of Nestorius anathema under the 
compulsion of imperial power. The majority of those who yielded to this did so with 
a mental reservation which safeguarded their inward conviction of the orthodoxy of 
this doctrine. And the minority - those who steadfastly refused this anathema - were 
able to return to communion with the archbishop of Antioch without submitting to 
it, out of respect for their conscience before God. 

The Assyrian Church of the East, which was not directly represented at the 
council ofEphesus, was historically connected to this dissenting minority. The other 
Churches are fortunately free today from thc pressure of imperial power of former 
times. They should therefore accord to this Church the same „economy" that John of 
Antioch had promised to the dissenters of conscience of his patriarchate, by not 
requiring of this Church any anathema of Nestorius as a preliminary to dialogue. 
Cyril himself would have proved his magnanimity by no longer requiring this for 
reconciliation with the eastern bishops of his time. 

But the spirit of dialogue invites the Churches everywhere to cleanse their 
memory by examining the doctrinal justification for the personal anathemas of the 
past by an impartial reconsideration of history. Under the circumstances, the 
common task consists of testing the cogcncy of the condemnation brought by the 
tribunal of Ephesus. But whatever legitimate reservations there may be, based on 
some apparently divisive Christological expressions, it is incontestably proved that 
Nestorius professed in all sincerity the faith of the creed of Nicea in the unique Lord 
Jesus Christ, the unique Son of God, incarnate and made man for us of the Virgin 
Mary, and that he did not refuse to call her Mother of God as long as he knew that 
any velleity of monophysite distortion had been strippcd from this marian title. 

If Nestorius distinguishes two „hypostases" in the unconfounded union of the 
unique Christ, it is because he understood the „union according to hypostasis" as a 
„natural union" mingling the divinity and humanity of the incarnate Word in one 
„composition" of incomplete parts. These two „hypostases" are not at all compatible 
with the unity of the person of Christ since, contrary to Cyril and the council of 
Chalcedon, but confonnably to thc Antiochcne Christology of his time, Nestorius 
placed „hypostasis" on a level with „nature", by which he means „real and indivi­
dual character." To detect in this the germ of an objective error would be to return to 
judging this Christology in the context of a later development in terminology. The 
true heresy, justly condemned at Ephcsus, is the adoptionism imputed to Nestorius. 

In its first synodical confessions, the Assyrian Church of the East, which has 
never professed this Nestorianism, was willing to confess, with an antitheopaschite 
objective, the two unconfounded natures of Christ and the permanence of their 
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qualities. In the sixth and seventh century, some theologians were disposed to recei­
ve the fommla of the one hypostasis, conformably to the Cyrillian and Chaled · 
sen f th h ta · " B · oman . .se o e „ ypos s1s . ut m 553 the council of Constantinople had explained, 
lil ltS fo.u:th "~nathema,. the „Union. ac~ording to ?ypostasis" as „Union according tO 
compos1t~on , the A~ttochene ObJecttons to th1s last expression recovered their 
strength m the Assynan .Church, so. that the formula of two hypostases was canoni­
zed as early as the synod1cal profess1on of 612. And if its greatest theologians such 
as Babai, 'ISo'yahb III or Timothy 1, adopted the theory of Nestorius in' their 
writings, according to which two „natural persons" are exchanged in one common 
person", ~everthe~ess this theory never passed into the official Christological for­
mula, wh1ch remams thus: „two natures, two hypostases, one person." 

<?nce dialogue is allowed to dissipate misunderstandings of terminology, the 
Assynan Church of the East will be able to accept without difficulty a recognition of 
the orthodoxy of the Cyrillian and Chalcedonian formula of the unique hypostasis of 
the incamate Word, by placing the „hypostasis" on an ontological level with the per­
son. But the other Churches cannot require of her that she receive this formula in 
her own Christology, since her formula of t\vo hypostases, operating in the context 
of another definition of the word „hypostasis", assumes an entirely orthodox 
meaning. 

The Christological terms „nature", „hypostasis" and „person" form part of the 
particular traditions by which the three families of Churches Chalcedonian 
Oriental Orthodox and Assyrian, have endeavored to translate 'into ontological 
language something of the unfathomable mystery of unity without separation and 
without confusion. A profession of common faith respectful of these traditions must 
therefore be inspired by the terminology of the kerygma of the apostolic tradition, 
which is condensed in the creed of Nicea. A good example of this kind of profession 
may be found in the Christological accord signed in 1987 by the leaders of the 
Orthodox Churches of the Near East. The Assyrian Church undoubtedly would not 
have any objection to associating itself with this without reservation. 

(franslated from French by Annette Hedman) 

Abhreviations: 
LH = Nestorius, The Book of Heraclides of Damascus, trans. F. Nau, Paris 1910 
(reference to the page, verified by the Syriac edition of P. Bedjan). · 
All the other abbreviations refer to the Acta conciliorum ecumenicorum tomus I 
Concilium universale Ephesinum, ed. E. Schwartz, Berlin and Leipzig, i925-193J 
(refercnces to the collection and to the number of the piece, with its eventual sub­
division): A = Co/lectio Atheniensis (Vol. 1, part 7); C = Col/ectio Casinensis Vol. 
4); V= Co/lectio Vaticana (Vol. 1, parts 1-6); Vr = Co/lectio Veronensis (Vol. 2). 
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59th Ecumenical Symposium of PRO ORIENTE, 
Vienna, 18th June 1990: 

Metropolitan Mar Aprem G. Mooken 

WAS NESTORIUS A NESTORIAN? 

Professor Bethune Baker of Cambridge in the beginning of this century 
concluded that Nestorius was not a „Nestorian". Since then, theologians as well as 
Orientalists" interested in the Eastern Churches began to show interest to have a 

fresh look at the Baazar of Heraclidis written by Nestorius towards the end of his 
life which was in 451 A.D., probably soon after the 4th Ecumenical Council which 
met at Chalcedon. Although many theologians from both the East and the West 
have exonerated Nestorius who was condemned as a heretic in the Council of 
Ephesus in 431 A.D. for his refusal to call Virgin Mary, Mother of God, the doubts 
still remain in the minds of many whether Nestorius, patriarch of Constantinople 
(428 - 431 A.D.), was a heretic or a victim of the ecclestical politics between the 
patriarchs of Alexandria and Constantinople. There was also a rivalry between the 
thoughts of the School of Alexandria and the School of Antioch. Cyrill of Alexan­
dria and Nestorius (a monk of Antioch who became the Patriarch of Constantinople 
in 428 A.D.) were the key figures in this unfortunate Christological controversy of 
the 5th century. 

When we discuss the Christology of the Church of the East we are dealing with 
a very crucial controversy of the fifth century in which Nestorius of Constantinople 
representing the Antiochean thought on one hand and Cyrill of Alexandria repre­
senting the School of Alexandria on the other are involved. Though the Church of 
the East did not participate in this controversy, it is a historical fact that the Church 
in the Pcrsian Empire later defended the Christological utterances of Nestorius. 

The School of Alexandria, under the influence of the philosophy of Plato, 
developped Logos-Sarx Christology. On the other hand the School of Antioch, 
under the influence of the philosophy of Aristoteles, maintained that sin did not 
happen only in the body, but through the soul of man. Therefore Logos united not 
with sarx but with man. Hence the Antiochene Christology can be called the Logos­
Man Christology. 

The Greek doctors such as Diodoros, Theodoros and Nestorius were the fathers 
who initiated the discussion or the union of the natures of Christ which led to the 
formation of a Christological formula in the fifth century. The Christological discus­
sion began among the Syrian fathers only after the fifth century Christological 
controversy in the Greek speaking Christianity. Hence they are treated later in this 
chapter. 

1. The Greek Fathers 

While we examine the prayer books found in the Chaldean Syrian Church in 
Trichur, we come across references to three Greek Fathers, namely, Diodoros of 
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Tarsos, Theodoros of Mopsuestia and Nestorius of Antioch. To mention these three 
together is the common custom of the Church of the East. That is the reason why it 
is called the Ncstorian Church. lt is a Church that venerates Diodoros, Theodoros 
and Nestorius, but it is not a Church founded by any of the three. A Nestorian 
Father ofthe 13th century, Mar Abdiso, says: 

„As to the Eastems, however, because they never changed their faith, but 
kept it as they received it from the Apostles; they were unjustly styled 
'Nestorians', since Nestoriüs was not their Patriarch, neither did they 
understand his language; but when they heard that he taught the doctrine of 
two natures, two Qnome, one will, one Son of God, one Messiah, they testified 
about his that he confessed the faith as orthodox. Because they too held it 
likewise. Nestorius, then, followed them, and not they him, and that more 
especially in the matter ofthe appellation 'Mother ofChrisf."1 

The fifth Friday after the Epiphany is observed as a memorial to the Malpane 
Yavnaye2 Greek doctors. The prayers for that day are seen in the Khudra. 3 The 
heading of these prayers is given as Memorial of Greek Doctors. The second line, 
like a subtitle states „Mar Diodoros and Mar Theodoros and Mar Nestorius."4 The 
next twenty printed pages of prayers have several references to these saints. 

On the second Wednesday of the Advent season the Church requests that the 
prayers of Diodoros, Theodoros and Nestorius be a fortress to them. 5 These prayers 
speak of Nestorius as Kadhisa (holy) Nestorius6 and their holy teaching. All the 
three, i.e. Diodoros, Theodoros and Nestorius are spoken of as teachers (Malpane), 
priests and holy men (KadhiSa). These prayers also speak of the opponents of 
Nestorius, namely Cyrill of Alexandria and Severus as „wicked" men.7 

These three fathers are so important to the Church of the East, so that their 
names are mentioned not only on the Memorial of the Greek Doctors but also every 
day in the litany of the evening prayers8 as well as in the litany of the liturgy.9 In 
the litany these three are remembered along with the three Syrian teachers, i.e. 
Ephrem, Narsai and Abraham. 10 

1 Marganeetha, Part III, Ch. 4. op.cit., pp. 42/43 (Syriac numeral) 
2 Syriac Calendar 1974, p.3, month Adar (march) 
3 Khudra, Vol. L, pp. 741-760 (Syriacnumeral) 
4 ibid. p.741 
s Kaskul MS of AD. 1585, op.cit., p.17 
6!M, p.271 
7 AA King. Vol. II., p.313. Footnote 198. cf. Badger, Vol. II„ p.80. Unfortunately this is not found in the 
Khudra ofthe Church ofthe East as weil as in the three volume Khudra published by the Chaldean uniates 
of Mosul. Probably this was found in the MSS used by Badger in the Middle East. Perhaps it was removed 
from the prayer books because in the recent years, especially after the contact of the Assyrians with the 
Anglicans in the 19th century some ofthe condenmatory sentences against Cyrill, Severus et alios were not 
found tobe very edifying and therefore slowly disappeared from the Syriac prayer books. 

8 Klmdra. Vol. L, p.416. Litany 
9 Takhsa (Trichur English edition). op.cit., p.215. The litany of the liturgy is not printed in both Syriac 
editions, Mosul 1928, and Trichur, no date 

10 Tue memorial for the Syrian Fathers is also observed in the Church of the East. Tue prayers for it are found 
immediately after the prayers of the Greek Fathers. Tue names of the Syrian Fathers mentioned here are 
five instead of the usual three Ephrem, Narsai and Abraham, adding Lolyane and Yokhannan (John). 
Khudra, Vol. I., pp.761-779 (Syriac numeral). Tue names ofMichael and Barsauma are mentioned in the 
prayers. 
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2. Biblical Basis ofthis Chtistology 

Our present concem is to examine whether Nestorius taught or intended to 
teach the doctrines attributed to him and condemned as his. The bitter tale of this 
unhappy controversy has been told so often and so fully especially in the present 
century that it makes a re-telling irrelevant and unnecessary. Bethune Baker 
observes: „lt is a singularly painful story, even in the annals of controversies and of 
councils. "11 

Much has been written on the historical aspect of the unfortunate fate of 
Nestorius and his teachings. To little has been said or mitten, however, to discuss 
and determine the biblical basis of the Christology of Nestorius. Nestorius has 
always been primarily interested in finding Scriptural foundation to the teachings be 
upheld as orthodox and adequate. He quoted quite often both from the Old and the 
New Testament to support and substantiate his arguments. He appealed to 
Scriptures as final authority. 12 The concluding sentence of Book I, part I of the 
Bazaar bears testimony to the truth of the above statement: 

„Therefore the words of the Divine Scriptures befit not Christ in any 
other manner than this: but as we have examined and found, all refer not to 
the union of the nature but to the natural and hypostatic prosopon. "13 

But we must also note that Nestorius has never been considered even by his 
supporters as a biblical exegete par excellence. lt is Theodoros of Mopsuestia, 
(d.428) the famous disciple of Diodoros of Tarsos who bears the title „the 
interpreter" (Mpaskana) among the Nestorians. Nevertheless, the importance of the 
biblical exegesis of Nestorius should not be minimised. 

All those who have written on the Christology of Nestorius are students of 
either Church History or Theology. lt is unfortunate that no biblical scholar -
particularly no New Testament scholar - has undertaken to study this very 
interesting and important subject from the point of view of his special field. The 
following pages, it is hoped, will justify the need for such an undertaking. 

a. Pauline Passages 

Like his rival Cyrill of Alexandria, Nestorius too appealed to the scriptures in 
defence of his teachings. The Bazaar of Heraclides has numerous references to the 
Gospels, Epistles and in some cases to the Old Testament too. As the Bazaar does 
not have an index of the biblical passages cited, let us turn to the pages of this 

Khudra, Vol. 1., p.774. lt is interesting to note that the Memorial Day ofthe Greek Father coincide with the 
Memorial Day ofthe Syriac Fathers in some years such as 1972. But in 1973 they happened tobe on two 
different Fridays. Greek on February 9 and Syriac 011 February 23 

11 J.F. Bethune Baker, Nestorius and bis Teaching. Cambridge University Press 1908, pp.20/21 . 
12 Not only Nestorius, but the Nestorian theologians after him appealed to the Scriptures very often. For 

example 64 passages from the Old Testament and 311 passages from the New Testament have been quoted 
or more in the book A Nestorian Collection of Christological Texts edited and translated by L. 
Abramowski and A!an E. Goodman. Cambridge University Press 1972 

13 Nestorius, Bazaar of Heraclides, English translation by. G.R. Driver and D.H.C. Hodgson, Oxford 
Clarendon Press 1925, pp.85/86 
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important work of Nestorius to have an idea of the extent of the use of the Bible in 
the theological system of Nestorius. 

lt is true that Nestorius has \\'fitten various works other than the Bazaar. 
According to the Nestorian metropolitan Abdiso (d.1318): „Nestorius the patriarch 
mote many excellent books which the blasphemers (viz. the anti-Nestorians) have 
destroyed."14 Tragedy. Bazaar of Heraclides. Letter addressed to Cosmas. Book of 
Letters and Book of Homilies and Sermons are usually ascribed to Nestorius. 
Nevertheless the Bazaar of tleraclides is the only complete work extant. 
Consequently the attention of our present study is focused only upon that work. 

Among the biblical references in the Bazaar, let us limit our interest, only to 
the works of Paul. The Philippians, eh. 2, occupies the first rank among the Pauline 
passages cited. The verses 5 to 11 of this chapter have been referred to twenty two 
times.15 The second place is taken by l Cor 15, which has seven references. One 
verse from each of the chapters 10 and 12 of the same Epistle has also been quoted. 
Each of the Epistles to the Romans, Colossians and Galatians has been mentioned 
twice. There is also one reference to 1Tim2,15. 

The extent to which Nestorius used these Pauline passages can be understood 
by looking at the following table which shows that the same passage can be referred 
to again and again whether in the beginning, the middle or the end of the Bazaar of 
Herac/ides. The following Pauline passages found in this article is not a random 
selection. This selection is based on the fact that there are certain passages quoted in 
the Bazaar of Heraclides and some not. The passages treated by Nestorius are 
discussed here. The concem here is to focus our attention mainly on Nestorius and 
his agreements and disagreements with the concem of Paul rather than a detailed 
discussion of Pauline Christology. 

Philippians 2: 8-11 
9-10 
9 
8 
6 
7 
9-11 
8 
7 
7 
9 
7 
9 
7-8 
8 
9-11 
7-9 
9 

Bazaar, p. 40 
55 
57 
58 
60 
61 
61 
68 
69 
79 
89 
90 
91 

165 
165 
165 
165 
166 

14 F. Loofs, Nestorius, Cambridge University Press 1914, p.3 
" Probably this is one ofthe reasons why the English translators of Bazaar (Driver and Hodgson) observe: 

„His few points are repeated again and again with monotonous consistency" (Bazaar, p.XXXV) 
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10-11 
5-7 
5-7 

10-11 

The references from 1 Corintbians XV are: 

1 Corinthians XV: 47 
45 
47 
48 
49 
45 
21 

The other references are as follows: 

1 Corinthians X: 16 
XII: 27 

Romans V: 6-7 
Galatians IV: 4 

III: 19 
Colossians 1: 18 

II: 9 
1 Timothy II: 5 

Bazaar, p. 

Bazaar, p. 

171 
207 
214 
217 

41 
41 
42 
42 
42 
42 

184 

30 
12 
70 

188 
53 
56 
51 
51 

The concern of Nestorius was also to show that Jesus was truly a man. 
Nestorius spoke of a Jesus who was tempted as we are. By emphasising the true 
humanity of Jesus Christ Nestorius bears testimony to the bistorical Jesus. Phil 2,8 
speaks of „even death on the Cross." This text is quoted by Nestorius to refer to the 
historical fact of salvation. Nestorius writes: 

„ ... he made use of the prosopon of bim who died and was crucified as bis 
own prosooon, and in his own prosopon he made use of the tbings whicb 
appertained unto him who died and was crucified and was exalted."16 

This language Nestorius is likely to be interpreted as a subtle admission of two 
prosopa in Jesus Christ. But at tbe same time his other statements will safeguard his 
teacbing of one prosooon in Christ as we see later in our discussion on the „prosopic 
union." 

To Nestorius, 'Son' refers to the pre-existent Logos which takes the flesh in the 
Incarnation. His concern is to maintain the traditional unity in Christ. The name 
'Son' permits no division. The two natures are united in one 'Son'. His statement on 
this is quite clear and Grillmeier, the Roman Catholic historian, calls it „one of the 
best pages ofhis (Nestorius) Christology."17 

16 Bazaar, op.cit., p.58 
17 Alois Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition. translated by J.S. Bowe, London 1965, p.379 

220 

lt goes without saying that Nestorius used the title Christotokos. lt was the 
bone of contention between him and Cyrill of Alexandria. When Cyrill advocated 
the adoption of the non-biblical phrase 'Theotokos' as a title for the blessed Virgin 
Mary, Nestorius insist on the use of 'Christotokos' as the appropriate phrase since 
she was the mother of Christ. J-S 

Nestorius unequivocally declares that the child born of Mary was at no time a 
separate man, but at the same ti~e Man-God. Anastos, an Orthodox writer, reminds 
us: 

„This is a favourite subject with him and be repeatedly gives utterance to 
his conviction that in Jesus Christ God and man were one ... , as when he 
argues that the child (the human Jesus) and the Lord of the Child (the divine 
Logos) are the same."19 

b. New Adam 

St. Paul wrote to the Corinthians: „For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ 
shall all be made alive."20 This important verse which speaks of the relation of 
Adam and Christ is not quoted by Nestorius. However, Nestorius deals with this 
topic when his imaginary questioner, Sophronius, draws bis attention to the later 
verses ofthe same chapter. Paul writes: 

„Thus it is written, 'The first man Adam became a living being': the last 
Adam became a life giving spirit: But it is not the spiritual which is first but 
the pbysical, and then the spiritual. The first man was from the earth, a man of 
dust: the second man is from heaven. As was the man of dust: so are those 
who are of the dust: and as is tbe man of beaven, so are those who are of 
heaven. Just as we have borne the image of the man of heaven .• m 

According to Loofs, Bazaar of Heraclides clearly shows „a new line of 
thougbt"22 when Nestorius speaks of Adam and Logos. As Adam lost the image of 
Logos which he received at tbe time of creation, the Logos which he received at the 
time of creation, the Logos Himself came down to efface the fault of the first man. 
Tbus the purpose of the Incarnation was to give back the original image to man. 
Loofs remarks in this connection: 

„Only he (Logos) could do it; apart from bim there was nothing divine or 
honourable: and only in the manbood could this renovation take place. 
Nestorius gives in this connection a complete answer to the question: Cur deus 
homo? and it is not only by phrical categories as in Athanasios' de 
incarnatione that Nestorius argues. "2 

Attention should be drawn to the fact that Nestorius in his biblical exegesis 
followed the literalistic, anti-allegorical method employed by Theodoros of 

18 Bazaar, op.cit., p.99. lt is true that 'Christotokos' is also not used in the Bible. But this phrase is more 
biblical than Theotokos 

19 Milton V. Anastos, „Nestorius was Orthodox'', in: Dmnbarton Oake Papers X'VI (1962) p.126 
20 l Cor 15,22 
21 l Cor 15, 45-49 
22 Loofs, Nestorius, op.cit., p. 87 
21 ibid., pp.88/89 

221 



Mopsuestia and favoured in Antiochene circles. Richard Morris states that it was 
„Theodoros who propounded the undoubted original of the Nestorian 
Christology. "24 

Logos took flesh, He took the form of a servant. He was a sinless man, though 
the possibility of sin was open to him, as he was a perfect man. Being a sinless man, 
he was able to restore mankind to the image of God. Loofs writes: 

„The main thing is that the Logos of a scrvant brought into existence a 
sinless man: hence the stress is laid on the moral and religious development of 
Jesus."25 

Nestorius says that the Incamation took place through an intelligent and 
rational soul. The soul, therefore, is the relation between Logos and man. This is a 
voluntary union. Here we find a union of free will. The relation becomes so close 
that one cannot be separated from the othcr. Or, in the tem1inology of Paul, 
Nestorius says that the 'form of God' shows itself in the 'form of a servant' in acting 
in the 'form ofGod'. Loofs concludes: 

„If thus justice is done to the idea of the unity of the nature in one person, 
then Nestorius too made it intelligible even where he, dealing with the Logos 
on the side and the man on the other, tries to understand the union as tlle 
result of the incarnation. "26 

The word 'likeness' is a crucial term in the writings of Nestorius. He refers to 
the creation story in Genesis whcre God created man in his own image and likeness. 

„And it was congruous with the dispensation which is for 'our' sake that 
both of them should be taken into the prosopon; for, because God created the 
first man in his own image and in his likeness and the prosopa of God the 
maker of the Father and the Son and of the 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 in completeness a complete idea of the 
image of God, he has renewed all creation in Christ and has made known and 
shown unto us what the maker is ... "27 

lt must be stated, however, that 'image of God' is not a very important doctrine 
to Nestorius. His concern is christological. Here, he differs from Irenaeus and the 
majority of the Church Fathers. In Bazaar of Heraclides, he never discusses the 
'image of God' in itself. His interest is not man's creation in the image of God, but 
the image of God as it was found in Christ. 

The image of God is both the perfect revelation of God as well as perfection of 
the human nature. Image of God to Nestorius includes both the human and the 
divine prosopa. In his exegesis of the Philippian hymn Nestorius equates the image 
ofGod with the prosopon ofunion. When Nestorius used Gen 1,26-7 to explain Phil 
2, the resulting exegesis expounds prosopic union. Rowan states: 

24 R.A Morris, Manhood and Christ, Oxford 1963, p.X 
25 Loofs, Nestorius, op.cit„ p.83 
26 ibid., p.83 
27 Bazaar, op.cit.. pp.58/59 
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. „Therefore the image of God is the perfect expression of God to men. The 
image of God, understood in this sense, can be thought of as the divine 
wosopon. God dwells in Christ and perfectly reveals himself to men through 
him. Y et the two prosopa are really one image of God. "28 

Th~ same. author riglitly thinks that Nestorius' use of the image of God 
solves „m a fa1rly coherent way the fundamental problems of the Antiochene 
Christology. ,m 

. No .doubt, it .add.s to t~e biblical foundation of the thought of Nestorius, and 
brmgs .h1m more m hne w1th Paul. In this respect, Nestorius is not such different 
from h1s opponents. 

Sebastian Brock 

PRO ORIENTE CONSULTATION 1994 
Orthodoxy and Catholicity in the Syriac Tradition 

Founded thirty years ago by Cardinal König, the Stiftung PRO ORIENTE in 
Vienna has promoted numerous unofficial dialogues and consultations between 
theologians of the Roman Catholic Church and those of the Eastern Churches, Or­
thodox, Oriental Orthodox, and (most recently) the Assyrian Church of the East. 
Out of these meetings there have come, not only a number of important publica­
tions, but also some very practical results. For the „Vienna christological formula", 
produced by theologians of the Oriental Orthodox and Roman Catholic Churches as 
the first of a series of five consultations hcld between 1971 and 1988, served as the 
~asis for subseque.nt official declarations made by the Roman pontiffs with the Cop­
tic Orthodox patnarch, Pope Shenouda III, and with two successive Syrian Ortho­
dox patriarchs, Moran Mor lgnatios Yacoub III and Moran Mor Ignatios Zakka I 
Iwas. 

In the case of the consultation with the Oriental Orthodox, discussion had 
centred primarily around the christological definition of faith issued at the council 
of Chalcedon in 451, seeing that this had been the traditional stumbÜng block for 
the Oriental Orthodox Churches. Thanks not only to the benefit of hindsight, but 
also to a genuine openness on the part of the participating theologians on both sides 
it became possible to look back on the heated fifth- and sixth-century controversie~ 
in a more dispassionate light and to realise that both sides were seeking to express 
the same reality of the divinity and the humanity in the incarnate Christ, albeit ex­
pressing this mystery in different, and sometimes verbally conflicting, ways. 

The consultation 

Dialogue with the Oriental Orthodx Churches had meant a concentration on 
the Alexandrine pole of the christological spectrum, with its emphasis on language 

28 Rowan Greer: „Tue image of God and the Prosopic Union in Nestorius" Bazaar of Heraclides in Lux in 

29 Lumine, Essays to Honor W. Norman Pittenger, edited by R.A Morris jr., New York 1966, p.50 --
i!lliL p.60 . 
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of unity in connection with the divinity and humanity of the incarnate Christ. The 
Antiochene pole, by contrast, where the emphasis is on terms of duality, was for a 
long while rather set aside in ecumenical discussion, with the result that the Assy­
rian Church of the East has been left out on a limb, above all in the context of the 
Middle East Council of Churches. Indeed, it has not yet been formally admitted to 
membership on the grounds of objections to its christology on the part of (especially) 
the Coptic Orthodox. In view of the critical situation of Christianity in the Middle 
East today it is clearly an urgent task to attempt to clear up the misunderstandings 
and misconceptions that surround the christology of the Assyrian Church of the 
East, and initiatives in this direction, taken both by the Middle East Council of 
Churches itself as well as by PRO ORIENTE are most timely and welcome. 

The official title given for the PRO ORIENTE Consultation held in Vienna 24-
29 June 1994 was „Orthodox')' and catholicity in the Syriac tradition, with special 
attention to the theology of the Church of the East in the Sasanian period"; and it 
had been decided to invite to it theologians from all the Syriac Churches. Thus re­
presentatives were present from the Assyrian Old Calendar Church of the East (un­
der Mar Addai), the Assyrian New Calendar Church of the East (under Mar 
Dinkha), the Chaldean, Syro-Malabar, Maronite, Syrian Orthodox, Indian Ortho­
dox, Syrian Catholic and Syro-Malankara Churches. The wisdom of confining this 
initial consultation to the different Syriac Churches was rewarded by the sense of a 
common underlying Syriac tradition that united cveryone present, and this ensured a 
willingness to understand theological positions that might appear to be diametrically 
opposcd to one's own. 

The papers 

The general pattern of the meetings was to have a couple of papers, with dis­
cussion, each morning and afternoon. These were focused for the most part on theo­
logical issues of the fifth to seventh centuries, and the speakers were (with one ex­
ception) either theologians from the Assyrian and Chaldean Churches or western 
scholars who had also been invited to participate. The one exception was a theolo­
gian from the Syro-Malankara Church, who happened to be an authority on Babai 
the Great, one of the most important theologians of the Church of the East in late 
antiquity. The Syrian and Indian Orthodox input was thus limited to the discus­
sions; of another occasion it would be intcresting to have papers from their theolo­
gians as weil on some of the key issues. 

For me the two most impressive papers (all of which are to be published by 
PRO ORIENTE) were those presentcd by Mar Bawai Soro, the Assyrian bishop of 
the western United States - impressive not only for their clarity of presentation and 
eminently constructive approach, but also for the wonderful spirit in which they 
were givcn. In the first of these, entitled „The Vienna christological formula in an 
Assyrian pcrspective", Mar Bawai went through the Vienna christological formula 
clause by clause, indicating where the Assyrian Church of the East would have no 
difficulty in giving füll assent, and where the phraseology of the formula poses pro­
blems. The cxtent of agreement that Mar Bawai brought out right at the beginning 
of the consultation was most encouraging, and the two main points of difficulty lay 
primarily in a certain ambiguity inherent in the wording of the formula. 
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The first of these concerned references to the „Dogmatic decisions and tea­
chings'\ and „the faith" of Ephesus (alongside Nicea and Constantinople). Here the 
problem was a double one. In the first place, the Church of the East has never ac­
cept~ the council ofEphesus (which, apart from its procedural irregularities, was a 
councll convened by the Roman emperor, and so was not applicable to the Church 
?f the East in the Sasanian empire). Secondly, since the council of Ephesus never 
1ssued any new credal formula, it is unclear what precisely is meant by „the faith of 
Ephesus", and several different interpretations are possible. 

The ~econ~ P?int, not surpi:isingly, concerned the first half of the phrase, „we 
all agree m reJectmg both the Nestorian and the Eutychian positions about Jesus 
Christ." Here it is a question ofwhat is meant by „Nestorian". As Mar Bawai poin­
ted out, if it meant a description of the union of the two natures in Christ which 
resulted in two Sons (that is, involving two subjects), then the Church of the East 
would likewise condemn such teaching. This, however, was not what the Church of 
the East understood tobe the teaching ofNestorius (nor, one can add, does it accord 
with the findings of modern scholarship, as clearly emerged from a number of other 
papers specifically on Nestorius' teaching). 

This whole aspect received further comment in Mar Bawai's second paper, en­
titled „Is the theology of the Church of the East Nestorian?" where he set out, on the 
basis of the synods and other texts of the Church of the East in the fifth to seventh 
centuries, the christological teaching of this Church and what it understood to be the 
teaching ofNestorius, whose only writing tobe translated into Syriac was bis second 
Apo/ogia, to be found in the so-called Liber Heraclidis. This, moreover, was only 
translated into Syriac c. 540, over half a century after the „official adoption of 
Nestorianism" by the church of the East in 486, as all too many western textbooks 
misleadingly would have it. 

lt was probably as a result of the sobriquet „Nestorian" that has traditionally 
(and misleadingly) been applied to the Church ofthe East by all the other Churches 
that particular attention was given to the theology of Nestorius himself, and none to 
that of Theodore of Mopsuestia. Yet it was the latter who exerted a far greater 
influence on the Church of the East, while Nestorius is accepted as more a symbolic 
figure of a martyr for the Antiochene christological tradition, than an actual 
authority on christology. As a matter offact (and Mar Bawai's second paper brought 
this out well), what is even more important than tracing the influence of these Greek 
theologians is a proper appreciation of the Church of the East' s own tradition of 
expressing the mystery of the incarnation. 

At an early stage in the consultation some bad hoped that it might be possible 
to issue some form of agreed statement of faith on christology, and my impression 
was that the individual representatives of the different Syriac Churches present 
would themselves have had no great problems in reaching such a statement. In the 
event, however, this did not prove practicable. Given the centuries of miscompre­
hension that have divided these Churches, it was thought that such a statement 
would be premature and open to misunderstanding and misinterpretation in some 
circles. As a result, the joint communique is for the most part purely descriptive, 
though it will be seen that several of the concluding paragraphs deliberately reflect 
the wording ofthe earlier Vienna christological formula. 
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I think all those present feit that the consultation bad been eminently worth 
while. lt was feit that some significant progress bad been made towards bringing to­
gether the divided Syriac Churches, and towards a better understanding among 
them of the christological tradition of the Assyrian Church of the East. lt is to be 
hoped that this initiative of PRO ORIENTE, under its president Alfred Stirnemann, 
will prove in due course as fruitful as PRO ORIENTE's earlier initiatives. 

MINUTES OF THE CONST/TUENT SESSION OF THE SYRIAC 
COMMISSION 

HOLY SPIRIT UNIVERSITYIKASL/KJLEBANON 
28TH SEPTEMBER 1994 

J. Formation ofthe Commission 

President Alfred Stirnemann opens the meeting by quoting the paragraph of 
the Joint Communique of the PRO ORIENTE unofficial Consultation on the Theo­
logy of the Church of the East (Vienna, 28th June 1994) which proposed the crea­
tion of a follop-up commission: "To continue this understanding, participants in the 
consultation have agreed to form a Follow-Up Commission consisting of one repre­
scntative from each church tradition. The task of this commission will be to plan 
future consultations, symposia, publications, etc., and to develop the appropriate 
procedurcs and methods." 

PRO ORIENTE has written to the heads of the churches concerned to delegate 
members for this unofficial body, suggesting participants in the Vienna Consul­
tation. 

As a result, the following representatives attended the constituent session: 
Assyrian Church oj the East (New Calendarian): 
Mar Bawai Soro, Bishop of Western USA 
Syrian Orthodox Church oj Antioch: Mar Gregorios, Archbishop of Aleppo 
Maiankara Orthodox Church: 
Dr. Kondothra K.M. George, Vice-Principal of the Old Seminary in Kottayam 
Chaldean Church: Prof. Joseph Rabbi, President of the Theological 
Faculty Bagdad 
Maronite Church: Bishop Boulos YoussefMatar, Vicar General 
Cardinal König, Founder and Protector of PRO ORIENTE 
Presidcnt Alfred Stirnemann of PRO ORIENTE 
Mons. Philipp Harnoncourt, Institute for Liturgical Studies, Graz 
As far as the other churches are concerncd, the following proposals were made: 
Assyrian Church oj the East O/d Ca/endarian: So far there was no response 

from Mar Addai. PRO ORIENTE had invited Mar Aprem, who had in principle 
agrced to attend but did not get a visa. 

Syrian Catho/ic Church: Patriarch Ignatios Hayek bad agreed that Mons. Al­
Jamil should be the Syrian Catholic representative. He was however unable to attend 
bccause of other duties in the US. 

Chaldean Church: Patriarch Raffael Bidawid bad only exprcssed bis general 
approval of the creation of the commission. Tims Prof. Rabbi, who attended the 

226 

PRO ORIENTE Lebanon Regional Symposium, came to represent the Chaldean 
Church at the constitutent session. 

Malabar Catholic Church: Cardinal Padiyara bad agreed to Archbishop Mar 
Joseph Powathil's membership in the commission, who however asked to be excused 
this time for reasons of health. 

Maiankara Catholic Church: There has been no reaction from Archbishop 
Benedict Mar Gregorios so far. The most likely member is Prof. Chediath. 

PRO GRIENTE: Fr. Frans Bouwen and Prof. Hofrichter are to be asked 
whether they would accept to be members. 

lt was agreed that the name of the newly formed body should be: 
Unofficial PRO ORIENTE Commission on Dialogue Within the Syriac 

Tradition, or for short: PRO ORIENTE Syriac Commission. 
Chair: As Catholic co-chairman President Stirnemann was proposed. He how­

ever declined and suggested that the Maronite Patriarchal Vicar should have this 
function. According to the three church families involved, there will be three co­
chairmen. 

They are: Mar Bawai Soro (Assyrian) 
Mar Gregorios Yohanna lbrahim (Orthodox) 
Bishop Boulos Matar (Catholic) 
As the eventual goal is the formulation of an agreement with the Assyrian 

Church of the East, the other Oriental Orthodox Churches should eventually also be 
brought in. 

Moreover, specialists like Prof. Brock should be consulted for expert advice. 
Mar Dinkha IVs letter welcoming the formation of the Syriac Commission is 

read out. 
The press is to be informed about the formation of the PRO ORIENTE Syriac 

Commission and the results of its deliberations 

2. Procedure: 

PRO ORIENTE is to invitc for the meetings and take the minutes. For the time 
being meetings are to be held in Vienna. Later on the commission might go round. 

For a start the proven methodology of the PRO ORIENTE Standing Committee 
is to be adopted for the Syriac Commission. Adjustments may be made in future 
according to nccessity. For practical reasons, the dates of the two bodies are to be 
coordinated. 

3. Discussion ojthe Communique of 28th June 1994: 

Before the Communique is read out, President Stirnemann gives the following 
explanation: at the June Consultation a steering committee made up of represen­
tatives of the Assyrian and Chaldean delegations bad been asked to draw up a 
Christological declaration to be included in the Communique. Initial apprehensions 
of one of the Oriental Orthodox representatives could be overcome. However, when 
the proposal was presented, a Chaldean representative who bad not been on the 
steering committee wanted to put in the formulation "in two natures" for discussion 
by the plenum. This led to the Christological paragraph being dropped altogether. 
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Thus the possibility of having at least some sort of minimum Christological agree­
ment was lost. 

4. Future Consultations: 

In order to come to a Christological agreement (similar to the Vienna Christo­
logical Formula with Oriental Orthodoxy) a second unofficial consultation is to be 
held from 25th February to 3rd March 1996. 

The following subjects are proposed: 
1. Summary of the Christological debate in the 5 Vienna Consultations 

between theologians of the Orientei Orthodox and Roman Cahtolic churches in the 
light ofits applicability to the dialogue with the Assyrian Church ofthe East 

2. The historical development of Christology 
3. Dogmatic Christology. Titles proposed: 
"Oneness (Unity) and Twoness (Duality) in the Mystery of Christ"; 
"The distinction ofthe natures from each other in contemplation (theoria) 

only" (verse from the Orthodox/ Oriental Orthodox Agreement, Amba 
Bishoi, 1989); 

"Does Ephesus Unite or Divide?" 
"Pre- and post-Ephesian Christology in the Church ofthe East" 
4. Liturgy as a source for Christology: Title proposed: "Lex orandi - lex 

credendi" 
Only after having established common ground in the field of Christology, 

ecclesiological questions should be tackled. The following subjects were proposed: 
"The Conditions for the Chaldean Union with Rome"; 
"The Cyrillian 'mia physis' Terminology at the Council ofEphesus"; 
"The Theotokos Terminology at the Council ofEphesus"; 
"The Condemnation ofNestorius at the Council ofEphesus". 
Representatives of the Coptic, Armenian and Ethiopian Churches are to be 

invited to take part in the consultation on a consultative basis. 

5. Publications: 

The dialogue within the Syriac tradition should be documented in a separate 
booklet series not to be confused with the "Vienna Dialogue" series with Oriental 
Orthodoxy. Mar Bawai will provide pictures which might be used for the cover. 
Prof. Rabbi suggests that PRO ORIENTE should have a look at "Steles de Si-quan­
Fou" by Delliot in the Bibliotheque Nationale in Paris for a cover picture.The 
publication of texts necessary for the studies was suggested. 

6. Other Activities: 

The results of the dialogue should be made known in the form of symposia, 
also in the diaspora outside the traditional regions such as the US and Australia. 
Moreover, mutual visits and academic exchange were recommended. 
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Pope John Paul II/ Catholicos M'ar Dinkha IV 

COMMON CHRISTOLOGICAL DECLARATION BETWEEN THE 
CATHOLIC CHURCH AND THE ASSYRIAN CHURCH OF THE EAST 

His Holiness John Paul II, Bishop of Rome and Pope of the Catholic Church, 
and His Holiness Mar Dinkha IV, Catholicos-Patriarch of the Assyrian Church of 
the East, give thanks to God who has prompted them to this new brotherly meeting. 

Both of them consider this meeting as a basic step on the way towards the füll 
communion to be restored between their Churches. They can indeed, from now on, 
proclaim together before the world their common faith in the mystery of the 
Incarnation. 

* * * 
As heirs and guardians of the faith received from the Apostles as fonnulated by 

our common Fathers in the Nicene Creed, we confess one Lord Jesus Christ, the 
only Son of God, begatten of the Father from all eternity who, in the fullness of 
time, came down from heaven and became man for our salvation. The Word of God, 
second Person of the Holy Trinity, became incarnate by the power of the Holy Spirit 
in assuming from the holy Virgin Mary a body animated by a rational soul, with 
which he was indissolubly united from the moment of his conception. 

Therefore our Lord Jesus Christ is true God and true man, perfect in bis 
divinity and perfect in bis humanity, consubstantial with the Father and consub­
stantial with us in all things but sin. His divinity and bis humanity are united in one 
person, without confusion or change, without division or separation. In him has 
been preserved the difference of the natures of divinity and humanity, with all their 
properties, faculties and operations. But far from constituting „one and another", the 
divinity and humanity are uniied in the person of the same and unique Son of God 
and Lord Jesus Christ, who is the object of a single adoration. 

Christ therefore is not an „ordinary man" whom God adopted in order to reside 
in him and inspire him, as in the righteous ones and the prophets. But the same God 
the Word, begotten of bis Father before all worlds without beginning according to 
bis divinity, was born of a mother without a father in the last times according to bis 
humanity. the humanity to which the Blessed Virgin Mary gave birth always was 
that of the Son of God himself. That is the reason why the Assyrian church of the 
East is praying the Virgin Mary as „the Mother of Christ our God and Saviour". In 
the light of this same faith the Catholic tradition adresses the Virgin Mary as „the 
Mother of God" and also as „the Mother of Christ". We both recognize the 
legitimacy and rightness of these expressions of the same faith and we both respect 
the preference of each Church in her liturgical life and piety. 

This is the unique faith that we profess in the mystery of Christ. The con­
troversies of the past led to anathemas, bearing on persons and on fonnulas. The 
Lord's Spirit permits us to understand better today that the divisions brought about 
in this way were due in large part to misunderstandings. 

Whatevet our christological divergences have bcen, we experience ourselves 
united today in the confession of the same faith in the Son of God who became man 
so that we might become children of God by bis grace. We wish from now on to 
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witness together to this faith in the One who is the Way, the Truth and the Life, 
proclaiming it in appropriate ways to our contemporaries, so that the world may 
believe in the Gospel of salvation. 

* * * 
The mystery of the Incamation which we profess in common is not an abstract 

and isolated truth. lt refers to the Son of God sent to save us. The economy of 
salvation, which has its origin in the mystery of communion of the Holy Trinity -
Father, Son and Holy Spirit -, is brought to its fülfilment through the sharing in this 
communion, by grace, within the one, holy, catholic and apostolic Church, which is 
the People of God, the Body of Christ and the Temple of the Spirit. 

Believers become members of this Body through the sacrament of Baptism, 
through which, by water and the working of the Holy Spirit, they are bom again as 
new creatures. They are confirmed by the seal of the Holy Spirit who bestows the 
sacrament of Anointing. Their communion with God and among themselves is 
brought to füll realization by the celebration of the unique offering of Christ in the 
sacrament of the Eucharist. This communion is restored for the sinful members of 
the Church when they are reconciled with God and with one another through the 
sacrament of F orgiveness. The sacrament of Ordination to the ministerial priesthood 
in the apostolic succession assures the authenticity of the faith, the sacraments and 
the communion in each local Church. 

Living by this faith and these sacraments, it follows as a consequence that the 
particular Catholic churches and the particular Assyrian churches can recognize 
each other as sister Churches. To be füll and entire, communion presupposes the un­
animity conceming the content of the faith, the sacraments and the constitution of 
the Church. Since this unanimity for which we aim has not yet been attained, we 
cannot unfortunately celebrate together the Eucharist which is the sign of the 
ecclesial communion already fully restored. 

Nevertheless, the deep spiritual communion in the faith and the mutual trust 
already existing between our Churches entitle us from now on to consider wit­
nessing together to the Gospel message and co-operating in particular pastoral 
situations, including especially the areas of catechesis and the formation of füture 
priests. 

In thanking God for having made us rediscover what already unites us in the 
faith and the sacraments, we pledge ourselves to do everything possible to dispel the 
obstacles of the past which still prevent the attainment of füll communion between 
our Churches, so that we can better respond to the Lord· s call for the unity of bis 
own, a unity which has of course to be e.xi>ressed visibly. To overcome these 
obstacles, we now establish a Mixed Committee for theological dialogue between the 
Catholic and the Assyrian Church of the East. 

Given at Saint Peter's, on 11 November 1994 

t Catholicos Mardinkha IV t Joannes Paulus II 
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General: 

RELATIONS WITH THE APOSTOLIC 
(ASSYRIAN) CHURCH OF THE EAST 

Faithful: 200.000 in Iran (10-15 000), lraq (50-70 000), Lebanon (5-10 000). Syria 
(7-10 000), India, America, Europe and Australia (100 000) 
Mother Tongue: Aramaic (East Syriac), Arabic, Persian, English 
Church Administration: Catholicosate of the East, two Patriarchs, as the Church is 
split on the question of the calendar. 
a) New Ca/endarians: 8 dioceses (3 in the Middle East, one in India, 4 in America 
and Australia) 
b) O/d Ca/endarians: 6 dioceses (4 in the Middle East, one each in India and 
America), two monasteries 
Rite: East Syriac 
Heads: 
a) New Calendarians: H.H. Mar Dinkha IV Khanania, Patriarch of the Apostolic 
Church of the East ( elected on 17th October 1976 in London by 6 (8) bishops) 
Seat: Teheran, currently Morton Grove, Illinois, USA 
b) Old Ca/endarians: H.H. Mar Addai II Givarghis, Patriarch of the Apostolic 
Church ofthe East (elected on 20th February 1972 in Baghdad by 5 bishops) 
Seat: Baghdad 
Predecessors: Mar Shimun XXIII ( emigrated to the US in 1961 and was deposed, 
he died 1975 in a car accident), opposition patriarch in Baghdad was Mar Thoma 
(Darmo) (1961 - 69) 

Signing of a Common Christological Declaration between H.H. Pope John Paul II 
and H.H. Mar Dinkha IV in Rome on 11 th November 1994 (see p.224-226) 

Relations with PRO ORJENTE: 

8th April 1982: Audience with H.H. Mar Addai II Givarghis in the Assyrian Pat­
riarchate of Baghdad (President Theodor Pifll-Percevic, Prof. Ernst-Christoph 
Suttner, Alfred Stirnemann) (Old Calendarians) 
11 th June 1988: Encounter with H.H. Mar Dinkha IV in Moscow on the occasion of 
the celebration of the lOOOth anniversary of the baptism of the Kievan Rus' 
(Franciscus Cardinal König, President Theodor Pifll-Percevic, Alfred Stirnemann) 
(New Calendarians) 
18th June 1990: 59th Ecumenical Symposium on "Was Nestorius a Nestorian?" 
with Metropolitan Mar Aprem of Trichur of the Apostolic and Catholic Church of 
the East in the Beethoven Hall of the Palais Palffy in Vienna (Old Calendarians), 
published in this volume, pp.216-223 
30th September to 4th October 1993: "Kerala Regional Symposium/Kottayam" at 
the St Thomas Apostolic Seminary in Vardavathoor (Kottayam) for promoting the 
results of the five Vienna Consultations with Oriental Orthodoxy in India. Participa­
tion of 25 bishops of eleven different Churches, among them Mar Aprem of Trichur 
together with priests and lay people of both jurisdictions (New Calendarians and 
Old Calendarians), published in Booklet No. 6 (Vienna 1995) 
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14th to 18th February 1994: Trip of a delegation (President Alfred Stirnemann, 
Mar Gregorios of Aleppo} to Teheran and Isfahan in order to discuss the 
possibilities of dialogue between the Roman Catholic and the Assyrian Churches at 
an audience with the Patriarch and Catholicos of the Assyrian Church of the East, 
Mar Dinkha IV. Visits to the Chaldean Bishop Youhanna Semaan Issayi and the 
Armenian Apostolic Bishop Artak Manukian. Talks with the Assyrian member of 
parliament Shemshoon Maghsoodpour. Visit to the Armenian community of New 
Julfa in Isfahan (New Calendafians) 
19th to 25th May 1994: Trip of a delegation (President Alfred Stirnemann and Mar 
Gregorios of Aleppo) to Baghdad for preparing dialogue with the Assyrian Church 
of the East and a regional symposium in Baghdad. Audiences with H.H. Patriarch 
Mar Addai II, accompanied by the Syrian Orthodox Metropolitan Mar Severios, and 
with the Chaldean (Catholic) Patriarch Raphael 1 Bidawid. Visits to the Armenian 
Apostolic Archbishop Avak Asadurian of Baghdad and the Greek Orthodox Metro­
politan Konstantin Papastephanou. Visits to Pro-Nuncio Archbishop Marin Oie~ 
and the Syrian Catholic Bishop Athanase Matti Shaba Matoka. In Mosul visits to 
the Syrian Orthodox Monastery Mar Matta, the Syrian Orthodox Seminary St 
Ephrem and the Syrian Catholic Monastery Mar Bechnan. Joint lecture given by 
President Stirnemann and Mar Gregorios of Aleppo in Mosul. Talks with the 
Minister for Waqf Abd Al-Muram Ahmed Saleh and the department head for 
religious affairs in the Ministry for Religions Sami Girgis Ilia. Visit to the President 
of the Iraqi Academy of Sciences Dr. Saleh Ahmed Al-'Ali. Meeting with Mar 
Yousef Sarkis, Bishop of the second Assyrian jurisdiction (Mar Dinkha IV), and 
with the Head of the Mandeans, Sheik Gazibra Abdullah Nejem Zihrun (New 
Calendarians and Old Calendarians) 
24th to 29th June 1994: "First Non-Official Consultation on Dialogue within the 
Syriac Tradition: Orthodoxy and Catholicity in the Syriac Tradition with Special 
Attention to the Theology of the Church of the East in the Sasanian Empire" at the 
Bildungshaus Lainz. Theological seminar attended by some 30 Oriental Orthodox, 
Catholic and Assyrian theologians discussing the history and christology of the As­
syrian Church of the East. Papers read by 15 participants of all Churches of Syriac 
tradition on nine different topics (New Calendarians and Old Calendarians) 
26th June 1994: Solemn liturgy in the Syrian Orthodox Parish Church in Vienna 
/Lainz celebrated by Bishop Mar Bawai Soro and Metropolitan Mar Aprem G. 
Mooken in the presence of the participants of the consultation (New Calendarians 
and Old Calendarians) 
26th June 1994: Solemn liturgy in the Cathedral and Metropolitan Church of St 
Stephan's celebrated by Mons. Dr. Michael Wilhelm, member of the Executive 
Committee of PRO ORlENTE, in the presence of the consultation participants (New 
Calendarians and Old Calendarians) 
July 1994: Contacting the Heads of the Churches of Syriac tradition for the for­
mation of the commission proposed on the occasion of the First Non-Official Con­
sultation (New Calendarians and Old Calendarians) 
23rd to 27th September 1994: Participation of Mar Bawai Soro and Mar Narsai de 
Baz in the Third PRO ORIENTE Regional Symposium in Kaslik/Lebanon (New 
Calendarians), Mar Aprem G. Mooken fron Trichur (Old Calendarian) is prevented 
by passport difficulties. Published in Booklet No. 8 (Vienna 1996) 
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28th September 1994: Constituerit session of the "PRO ORIENTE Commission for 
Dialogue within the Syriac Tradition" in Kaslik/Lebanon in the presence of H.Em. 
Franciscus Cardinal König, chaired by President Alfred Stirnemann. As future co­
chairmen were elected: Mar Bawai Soro (Assyrian), Mar Gregorios of Aleppo 
(Syrian Orthodox), Patriarchal Vical Bishop Boulos Matar (Maronite), see p. „. of 
this volume. 
25th to 27th February 1995: Second meeting of the "PRO ORIENTE Commission 
for Dialogue within the Syriac Tradition" at the Bildungshaus Lainz/Vienna. 
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