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INTRODUCTION

Selection of material

Four writers have been selected for full consideration

of their Trinitarian teaching within this thesis. Three of these

were bishops - Sa'ld ibn Bijriq (877-940) Melkite Patriarch of
1

Alexandria, better known as Eutychius by which latter name he will

be called throughout the remainder of the work; Illya ibn Shina

(975-1049) Nestorian bishop of Tisibis, henceforward to be referred

to by his usual title of Elias of : isibis; Bfllus (Paulas'" ar-RShib

al-AnJ;Ski, whose dates of birth and death are not known but who is

known to have been engaged in theological writing during the 13th

century and who was a Melkite bisho. of gaida. Abfl Rakas-Ty^h
Yaftya ibn *Adl ibn gamld ibn Zakair/£at-Takrltl al-ManJiqi ( 53-

974), the well-knownJacobite philosopher and theologian., is the

fourth.

While the Melkites,Nestorians and fonophysites continued

to exist as separate churches throughout the period under review

in this thesis, it was felt that since these churches all accepted

the ricaean definition of the Trinity it ras not necessary to lay

too great stress on the particular ecclesiastical adherence of the

individual writer. The extent to which his different approach

to Christology influenced him in his development of Trinitarian

doctrine is one of the questions to be considered during tire

examination of each individual writer.

The principle used in the selection of material was



that of choosing writers who were comparable in intellectual ability

and in the extent of their influence. A secondary consideration

was that they should be representative; of the four writers one is

from Egypt, one from Syria and one each from the north and south of

Iraq; two of the writers belong to the early period of intellectual

ferment in Islam, one to the time when kalSra was reaching its zenith

and the last to the close of the period of the Crusades .

Scheme of work

In the first chapter the historical setting of the Christ¬

ian churches in the Middle East during the period under review will

be outlined. The points of uni y and divergence between the Christ¬

ian churches will be discussed in so far as they are relevant to the

historical setting and to the subject of the thesis. Finally there

will be a brief section givin , the main difficulties involved in

making an exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity during the

period of the Islamic Empire.

The second chapter will contain studies of the Trinitar¬

ian doctrines of each of the four writers. In the biographical

sketches of each will be included a perspective of the .articular

ecclesiastical and literary tradition to which he belonged. In

addition, each writer will be set in relief against a specific back¬

ground. Thus, the work of Eutychius will be shown in relation to

that of St John of Damascus ,that of YairyS ibn fAdI against the back¬

ground of early Islamic Aristotelian speculation, while that of Elias

of Nisibis, the contemporary of al-BSqillSni, will be studied largely

in the context of kalara. The last in point of time, Paulus ar-

Rahib, sums up in his teaching at least some of the speculations



contained in the treatises of Ya^ya ibn ®AdI and of Elias of Lisibis.

The last chapter will be devoted to an examination of

the major technical terras employed by the four authors under dis¬

cussion. An attempt will be made to trace the evolution of the

meanings inh; rir in the principal terns ert£*fc°perioS of inter¬

relations between estorians and Jacobites a d between Christians

and Muslins. This Period ended with the final Turkish victories

over both Mongols and the Latin powers; the victories which were to

lead to the Ottoman hegemony in the {fiddle Bast. In an atmosphere

such as that of the Ottoman tyranny in which the ultimate principle

was neither God nor man but mechanical efficiency, no importance

could any longer be attached to free metaphysical speculation.

With the eclipse of metaphysics in the Arabic-speaking lands went a

vital bond between Christians and Muslims; with a common cultural

heritage lost the confrontation could henceforward take place only

on either the political or religious level; from then o wards, for

good or ill, Christians and Muslim would meet without a "common
♦

language", until events \vould either force one upon them or, less

probably, an avm-eness of u derlying religious unity v/ou d enable

a new theological language to develop.

CHAPTER ONE

The Religions Situation of Christians in the Islamic Empire

Section One

Observations on the situation of Christians in the Islamic Empire

It is not necessary to repeat here the findings of schol¬

ars regarding the political or social status of Christians in the Urn-
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ayyad and Abbasid empires. What is of interest is to establish

their position in the religious and philosophical aspects of Islamic

culture. The quality of the contribution of Christians to the for¬

mation of Islamic culture throughout the period under discussion

(650-1350) has not yet been determined fully. Although there have

been studies of Christian work in certain fields such as medicine,

there are still large areas of philosophy and theology which have

not yet been fully explored.

The numbers of Christians engaged in intellectual acti¬

vity throughout the period showed a marked proportional decline.

It is impossible to determine whether the numbers of Christian

scholars declined absolutely, although it is more probable that their

numbers decreased rather than increased. What is certain is that

in proportion to the numbers of Muslims engaged in philosophy and

theology the Christians appeared to be in decline. In other words,

the important fact is not that the Christian contribution may have

become less but that the Muslim contribution undeniably increased.

For the early period, that is 650-950, the evidence is

clear that Christians were eager and ready to take part in the for¬

mation of the new Arabic-speaking civilisation. The volume of

translation from Greek and Syriac into Arabic cannot be explained

satisfactorily except on this assumption. The great names in this

work of translation, such as the Bakhtlshff and §una^n ibn Is&aq
were scholars capable of original work and not mere transmitters con¬

tributing nothing but translation. Side by side with this key role

played by Christians in the laying of the foundations of kal&ta and

falsafa went their important role in administration and counselling

of rulers, not to speak of their pre-eminence in medicine.



The fact that in the space, of four or five generations their influ¬

ence had proportionately dwindled is partly due to the immense

success of their own contribution and partly to the renaissance of

Persian culture.

For tile later period, 950-1350, positive evidence is

lacking# Islamic civilisation had reached its zenith in the Middle

East by the 12th century# A true historical perspective of its

achievements was hardly possible at the time but some indication of

how the Christian contribution was actually evaluated in the 11th

century is given if we consider that in his KitSb al-milal wa-K-nifo&l

ash-ShahrastSni, o t of P..0 pages devoted 1x> the religious sects of

his time gives only .■ to the Christian churches and 10 to the Jewish

sects. In the second part of this book in which ash-Shahrastan±

discusses the development of philosophical sects of both the pre-

Islamic and Islamic periods he gives brief mention to ^unain i'bn

Isfctq and YafryS an.— tfafavd (John Phlloponus or Ya$ya ion 4Adi) in his

list of those concerned in the formation of Islamic philosophy prior

to Ion Slna. he does not mention that they were Christians.

Vhiie it would be desirable to give some account at this

stage of how Christians viewed their own position in Islamic culture

throughout the period this is not possible as so far little or

nothing with direct bearing on the question is available in the

Christian Arabic texts so far edited, and the modern scholars. who

have studied different aspects of Christianity in the Middle fast

do not appear to have concerned themselves with this question*

The texts to be studied in the next chapter will give rise to some

general observations and the historical perspective shown in the

work of Paulus ar-Blhib in particular will give many valuable clues

tending towards a final verdict. (1)
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Section Two

Unity and Divergence auong Christians in the Islamic K ;pire

As was stated in the introduction, it is not proposed here

to give a full survey of the historical and doctrinal development of

the Christian churches of the Islamic Empire, Rather the viewpoints

of two authors living vsithin the Islamic Empire will be given. The

first to be considered will be that of a Muslim, ash-Shahrast£ni,

while the second will be that of the Melkite, Paulas ar-RShib, who

lived towards the close of the period under discussion.

In his Kitab al-milal wa-K-nlfral the first part of which

is a consideration of the beliefs of the various religious sects,

Muslim, Jewish, Christian and pagan, ash-Shahrastfini gives a short

account of the teac irig of Christ and of the doctrinal preoccup¬

ations of iiis followers,(2) He says that he has seen the "Epistle

of Paul to the Creeks" and he mould seem to have had some direct

knowledge of the Cospels, His selection of certain points of

Christian doctrine and his neglect of others indicate that he is

writing as a Muslim to fellow-Muslims, It is precisely the latter

fact which makes his account valuable here. Because he is writ¬

ing as a Muslim to Muslims we can accept that he is giving a dis¬

passionate account of how Christian beliefs appeared to medieval

Islam,

In his general statement on Christian beliefs, ash-

Shahrast&ni says that Christians differ among themselves on two main

issues. The first of these is the mode of Jesus' descent,of iiis

union with iiis mother and of the incarnation of the Word (kalima).

The second issue is trie mode of His ascension,of His union with the



angels and of the withdrawal of the "ord, A sh~Cho ftrastitnl says

that Christians affirm that Cod has three aqSnfm, that the supreme

Creator is one jawhar, by which they mean that He is al-qft5 im bi-h-

r-wafs (self-subsistent). He is one in jawharlya and three in

uonSmiya. By the aqanim they mean the gifat, such as wjdd_(exis»
-V

tenceN, yaySt (life), 'ilm (knowledge), the Father, the Con and the

I'oly Spirit. They say that only the knowledge clothed itself

(tadarra*) and became incarnate, not the other two aoanim.

It is of interest for this thesis that a little further on

ash-Shahrastlni uses the word shakhg to denote individual. Thus

"kamSl ash-shakhs al-insSnf fj thalSthat ashya5 nufcuwft wa-ia&na v.n-

mull wa-ghairiihia (al-masl^i) min al-entoiyt' Ir&nf^awsflffna brMigdhtlii-
l-kh?gga al-thSlithaew ba'$Bra wa-l-raas££i *ala^.hl as«-sal)am, darajatuhu
fawqa dhdlika li-annahu al-ibn al-waijTd fait naftr lahu wa la qiySs

lahu IIS ghairihi min il-anbiyS* 1". It would seem that jawhar

and gifEt are used to describe the perfection of Hod. and shakhg .and

gifdt to describe that of men, A discussion of this will be best

left to the chapter on terminology. -

In his discussion of the distinctive tenets of the Christ¬

ian churches ash-ShahrastSni begins with the Melkites. Without any

preamble beyond stating that the Melkites are the followers cf one

Malka who appeared in and made himself master of it, ash-Shahrss-

t5nl says that the Melkites say that the Word was united with the

body of Christ and put on his humanity. By the Word they mean the

uquum Ui ' ilm i, Knowledge )ana by tiie holy Spirit they mean the uqnflm
of ^eyat (life"1* They do not call the knowledge "Son" before His

clothing iJjaself (with humanity); rather Christ along with what he

is clothed with is "son". Some of them say that the Vord is
mixed with (saazajat) the body of Christ in the same way



as wine is mixed with milk or with water. Melkitcs explain that

the jawhar is other than the aqanlm; they stand to each other in

the relation of al-'.rawguf to aft-gifA-. It is thus that they

explain their certainty about the Trinity.

Melkites say that Christ is universal humanity and not

particular humanity and that he is eternal (qadlra aaali' from

eternal (qadla azali); that Mary gave birth to an eternal god;

that the slaying and the crucifixion befell the humanity and the

divinity together. They apply the terms "fatherhood" and "son-

ship" to God and to Christ because of what they found in the Gospel

where it says "thou art the only son" and where Shimd'unas-fafa
ft

(Simon Cephassays "Truly thou art the Son of God."

Ash-Fhahrastani comments on these quotations from the

Gospel to the effect that they may indicate a wish rather than

affirm a state; but he continues with quoting several consecutive

verses from St Matthew's Gospel in which Christ instructs his dis¬

ciples to love their enemies so that they may be perfect as their

heavenly Father is perfect. Also when he was being crucified

Christ said "I go to my Father and to your Father."

Arius is then mentioned as having said that God is the

eternal (qadlm) and that ChriEt is created. As a consequence of

his teaching the Patriarchs and bishops of the Consta tinople region

met and drew up a creed. Here ash-ShahrastSnl quotes most of the

Nicene creed. he ends his discussion of the Melkites with a

brief a.count of their eschatological beliefs.

Ash-Fhahrast3ni compares the restorians to the Mu'tazila
for they apply wisdom to the interpretation of the Gospels just as
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the ?Iuc tasila applied wis- oa to the interpretation of the fharlca.

llestorius said that God is one and possesses three acSnlm, existence,
not

knowledge and life. These aqinlm are/additional to the dhSt nor

are they the dh&t itself. The Word was united with the body of

Jesus in the same way as the sun's radiance enters a crystal or as

an engraving appears on a seal. This doctrine of aqanim resem¬

bles the doctrine of the school of the MufftaziLi Abu HSshim in

regard to a^wSl because this teaching affirms that one thing may

have different properties (khav£§g), Nestorius means that God

is one by jawhar, that is, not composite of genus, but that He is

simple, one, by life arid knowledge he means two uqnSmSnij&whariy-

Sray that is, two roots or two principles ( raabda (belonging to the

knov/er, Nestorius then went on to interpret *"ilm as an-nujq and also

as al-kalima. The final statement of his kal&m is then that God

is existent, living and rational. This is in fact how the phil¬

osophers define man. The difference is that man is composite and

God is simple and this implies that there is a change in the meanings

attached to the terms according to whether they are applied to God

or to man.

Some Nestorians assert that God has other gifSt such as

power and will and so on but they do not posit these as aqfinla.

Some say that each of the three aq&nla is living, rational and God

but the rest consider that the name "God" is not to be applied to

each of the aqSnim, They say that the Son is eternally begotten

of the Father and that lie became incarnate and was united to the

body of Christ when he was born. Origination($uduth) refers to

the body and to the humanity, lie is God arid man made one,

(He is) two in jawhar, two in uqnum and two in £abl*a; an eternal

jawhar and an originated jawhar, perfect God and perfect man.



The union does not do away with the eternity of that which is eter¬

nal, nor with the originated character of that which/originated,

rather the to have become one Christ, one will. Often they have

changed trie mode of expression so that tab!'a is postulated instead

of jawhar and shakhg instead of uqnCa*

The rest of what ash-Shahrastdni has to say about the

Nestorians does not concern us here* It remai s to consider his

remarks on the teachings of the Jacobites# These, he says,

assert the three aqSnxm but say that the hord. was changed into flesh

and blood so that God became (gSra) Christ, who is thus God manifest

(as-zS-ir) in his body, so that they are one and the same# home

Jacobites say that Christ is God, while one of them lias said that

the divinity was manifested in the humanity so that the humanity of

Christ has become the place of the appearance of God (al-fcaqq), not

by the inherence (^ul5l) of a part into him, nor by a union with

the Word, but that He became he(Cod became man)* host Jacobites

have asserted that Christ is one jawhar and one uc,n5. « except that

they say that He is from two jawhara.n j. They often say "one

from two Jab1*ata.ru They mean that the jawhar of God which

is eternal and the jawhar of man which is originated. (ma^GCth) have

become one composite in the same way as the soul and the body are

composed into one jawhar and one uqndfj thus Christ is wholly God

and wholly man* So it is said rather that man became God than

that God became man in the same way as when a coal is cast into a

fire men say that the coal became fire and not that the fire became

coal# In reality the coal now is neither absolute coal nor abso¬

lute fire; rather it has become a burning coal. The Jacobites
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say that the Word is united to the particular man and not to the

universal man. Sometimes they explain the union by saying it is

a mixture (imtizSj), and investiture, (idrfi*) and that it is an in¬

herence (^ultil) like the inherence of the image (gura) of the man

in the mirror#

Ash-Shahrast3ni ends his discussion with some general

remarks on the doctrinal differences between the Christian churches

and with references to sorae minor sects but these are not of inter¬

est here. Rather-the treatise of Paulus ar-l&hib (13th century)

on the Christian sects "al~fir®<$ ah-nagr5niya" will now be considered,
(Cheikho - Vingt Traites pp 27-34)•

Paulus begins by stating firmly that in his time there

are four Christian sects, lelkites, i'estorians, Jacobites and Maron-

ites. (Aah-Shahrastlnl made no mention of Maronites, nor did he

use the word fir&^; the Christians were the uuraat al-Mas£h, the
!te3kites agijSb M&Uea, the kestorians aghab Nastfir, the Jacobites

ag£ab Ya* Jib.) Paulus makes clear that his treatise has a posi¬

tive import by stressing the points on which these sects are in full

agreement, namely that there is ore Cod who is a Trinity, and that

•God sent His Word to become incarnate# • Also all these accept

the creed of Kicaea,which he quotes in full# This done, he

proceeds to summarise the Christological doctrine of each sect so as

to bring out the precise points of difference. These are as

follows:

HETjKITES Christ is one divine uqnum eternally generated from the
father

two , divine and human
two types of action- fi^l^rdivlne and human
two ?ills-mashlatdni- divine and human

Mary is mother of God since she is mother

of tixe second uqnum#
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NESTORIATIS Christ is two uqniSfflSni
two Jabi'at&ni
one human will

one divine act

Mary is mother of Christ, not mother of
God

JACOBITES Christ is one divine ugnda
one divine $ab£ca
one divine will

one divine act

MARONITBS Christ is one divine uqnun

two $,ab£*"at£nt
one divine act

one divine will

From this point Paalus takes on the role of defender of

the Melkite point of view which leads him to an attack on the points

in which this differs from those of the other sects# He first

sets out to demonstrate the existence of both the divine and human

$ab£ *a in Christ through the use of texts from the Gospels and he

then asserts that to say that Christ is not God or to say that he

is not man are both contrary to the Creed# Then Paulus goes on

to describe how this union of divine and human occurred. lie

states that there are three kinds of union known to us:

itti^Sd guhdri - union of appearance eg*the appearance
of fire in red-hot iron

itti^Sd .ujSvstra - union of contiguity e.g. the
'

presence of both water aid oil in
one vessel

itti^Sd ;..m5zAja - union of mixture e.g. the mixing
together of honey and vinegar

It is clear that it is the first kind of union which is applicable

here. The divine nature of Christ permeates the human as fire

permeates red-hot iron#



Having thus demonstrated by reason and by reference to

the C-ospel and to the Creed the presence of W> £abl*at£ni and two

fi* lani in Christ, Paulus goes on to prove the presence of one

uqnSn from St# Matthew 19J 27, where baptism is commanded to be

given in the name of the Father, tine Son and the Holy Spirit, If

Christ is two uqndmani, then men are baptised in the name of four

aq&nim# If men are baptised only in the divine uqnum of Christ,

then they are baptised and profess their belief in only half of

Christ, not in the whole Christ. This is apostasy#

Nestorians, who assert two uqnQradntin Christ, say that

if Christ is one uqn&n, then the living human being could not have

been a shakhs#<• Paulus answers that Christ derives His native from

Mary, not His uqnum. The same uqnSm serves both |abiaat5nt,
Had He taken/human ucnum also there would have been no union at

the Annunciation (waq$ al-b and there would have been two

Christs and two shakh$8n£.. Thus Hestorians believe in the union

of contiguity# Against them Faulus quotes Galatians 4j4 "He sent

His Son born of a woman and under the law*4nd also the Creed" and

in Jesus Christ His only Son#*."#

Paulus moves on to discuss the Jacobite position# The

Jacobites, he says, although they are correct in asserting one divine

uqnfia* err when they assert one divine tabl*a,act and will because

this implies that the conception, birth, and circumcision took place

in the divine nature# This1! manifestly objectionable view for

it means that Jacobites must admit that their God died, was buried

for three days and that pain entered the divine £ablca# If to this
the Jacobites would reply that accidents and suffering belong to

the body alo e, then he would say that if you distinguish a body in
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Christ why not admit two full Jahl^atfini.
He then goes on to state that Christ did not forsake the

divine £ab£ca at any time after the union took place at the Annunci¬

ation, neither in Mary's womb, nor on the Cross nor in the tonib, nor

in hell, nor at the right hand of the Father, since the divine fcabl^a

is Indivisible, infinite and impassible.

Paulus continues his discussion of the Jacobite position

with an exegesis of John 20}17. "I ascend to my Father and to your

Father, to my God and to your God" He lays that "my Father and

your Father" implies two kinds of paternity, that which is by

and that which is by adoption* Likewise "ay God and your God"

implies his divine Jabl^a and His creaturehood. This latter point

was made clear on the Cross when he cried out "My God, why hast thou

forsaken me".

If the Jacobites should argue from the text "and the

Word became flesh" Melkites would say that Be became flesh in the

divine uqndm not in the divine frabica otherwise the indivisible

nature of God, Father, Son and Holy Spirit, would have become man.

An uqnvlm can unite with something and still retain its i dependence,

not so a tabi^a,

Paulus seems to think that the Jacobite and Maronite

j A *
prayer quj&fls Allah qudus al-tjau/T qiyids alladhi La yamflt alladhi

suliha in ajl Tna implies an assertion that the whole Trinity was

crucified.

Finally, Jacobites, Nestorians and Maronites share a

common error in speakin of one divine act and of one divine will

in Christ. Paulus considers that he has already said enough to

refute the idea of one divine act and goes on to deny the one divine

will by arguing from Luke 22;k-2 "...not my will but thine be done".
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This is evidence for there being two wills in Christ, It is an

impossibility that there should be two divine wills and therefore

two wills in two $abl*atani are implied,

Paulus ends thi3 treatise with a short prayer for unity,

While neither Paulus ar-P.Snib nor ash-ohahrast&ni uses

the expression "church" (al-jamSca/ except when quoting from the Creed,

it is explicit in the latter and implicit, in the former that the

Christians are one uiama, the ummat al~Mael^« Both make clear

that the differences between the sects are primarily theological

and only secondarily ecclesiastical. Both stipulate that these

theological differences are not concerned with what are the proper

objects of belief for Christians but are concerned with the rela¬

tionships between these objects. All Christians believe in the

independent reality of God and of man, all believe that it is the

will of God that tnese two realities should become one. They

differ in their estimates of how this will of God has been accom¬

plished in Christ,

It is clear to-day that the Christian's1 objective know¬

ledge of God is that which has been revealed to them in and through

the Gospels, It is also clear that what has been revealed to them

is sufficient for them to live the Christian life. Thus it is

difficult to appreciate why the attesa, t3 to define the unique

existence of Jesus Christ could have led to such enduring ecclesi¬

astical divisions. The answer would seem to involve t e consid¬

eration of three facts. The first of these is that in the 5th

and 6th centuries men did not know nearly as much as they thought

they did about the nature and innate purposes of man. To-day it

is realised that men are only at the beginning of their self-dis¬

covery as a species and it is obvious to that it would be rash to
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make amy further statements on the humanity of Jesus Christ.
"fcii©

Secondly,/tneology and Christology of Nestories, brilliant and con- ~

sistent though it was, failed to gain acceptance in the end precisely

because it tried to solve once and for all the twin mysteries of

mall in himself and man in his relation to God, His work now

stands largely as a melancholy memorial to the debilitati g effect

of rationalism on human thought sand progress. It was the rela¬

tively inconsistent and violent Cyril who led the way out of the

inpacse, for it was the formula of two natures which was to leave

the way open for further independent un3. erstanding of the mystery

of man. It was unfortunate that not all the followers of Cyril

of Alexandria were able to share his final magnanimity in accepting

the moderate Oriental understanding of phy sis (nature) as abstract

rather than strictly concrete. The Monophysite reaction to the

interim settlement was mainly due to the Egyptian, Palestinian,

Syrian and Mesopotamia!! monks, whose tendency to extremes of asce¬

ticism doubtless predisposed them emotionally to prefer a view of

Christ in which the human element largely disappeared,

The third fact to be considered in this discussion of

the continuance of disunity among Christians of the Islamic Empire

is that these Christological divergencies had already crystallised

as independent ecclesiastical organisations before the advent of

Islam, The rise of national feeling in Syria and Egypt and the

continual rivalry between the Byzantine and Sassanian Empires had

made some measure of religious autonomy inevitable in these areas,

but the divisions between themselves and the separation from the

main ecclesiastical body of Christians was made bitter by the
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doctrinal differences# Though there is evidence of contact injBaghdad

between Nestorians and Jacobites on at least the level of philosophy

during this period there does not seem to have been any-major attempt

or indeed desire for re-union among the Christian churches of the

Islamic Empire. Each church seems to have made its own terras with

the Muslim conquerors and to have had a measure of autonomy granted

to it#(4) Mutual polemic among Christians continued throughout the

period although these seem to/become more stereotyped with the course

of time# (5) A note of hope is suggested by the evidence of the

treatise to be considered in full in the next chapter. This points

towards the view that the most important factor in the doctrinal

developments of the different churches was the Islamic religious

and cultural development# To strong : as this influence that it

would seem that in spite of themselves the theology of the churches

developed on similar lines. The Trinitarian doctrine of Paulus

ar-RShib would seem to include the advances in knowledge and

experience gained both by the Jacobite Yafcya ibn *AdJ. and the

fJestorian Elias of Nisibis#



Section Three

Difficulties in the presentation of the Christian Doctrine

of the Trinity in the Islamic Em?;ire.

It is of course well-knownthat the ur'an contains stric¬

tures on what was conceived to be the Christian doctri e of the

Trinity# The majority of Muslims took these strictures at tueir

face value and tended to regard the doctrine as being manifestly

absurd if not downright polytheistic# Hut while this was

undoubtedly an embarrassment for Christians desirous of expounding

their doctri e there was another more profound difficulty. The

Christian enters into the mystery of the life of the Trinity in and

through Jesus Christ and an understanding of the inner- life of love

of God has always implied a prior understanding of the revelation

of God's love for man as expressed in the Incarnation# The

Islamic context made this approach difficult for two reasons#

First, the person of Jesus Christ was a matter of dispute among

Christians who therefore found it difficult to portray Him adequately

to non-Christians especially when these non-Christians had had a

religious leader of outstanding personality who was still clearly in

their minds# Secondly the Muslim experience of the overwhelming

transcendence ox* God and of the insignificance of man were the two

poles of his religion# It would require several generations of

thought and prayer for him to hiring these two poles of experience

into some kind of relationship congenial to the human mind# Only

when this had been accomplished could the possibility of the imman¬

ence of God be entertained#

In the exposition and defence of their beliefs Christians



had therefore to attempt a different approach. Providentially

they already had to hand the work of St, John of Damascus, Ce Fide

Qrthodoxa in particular, in which Christian doctrine was given in

the framework of metaphysical thought. Here the Christian

doctrine of the nature of God and the doctrine of the Trinity were

given before the Incarnation was discussed. Thus it was only in

metaphysical terms that the Trinity could be seriously debated with

Muslims, (6) The great exponent of the earliest encounter was Yapya

ibn *Adl, who developed a presentation of the Trinity in harmony

with the principle of causality. Later there combines with the

preoccupation with metaphysics a research into the religious signi¬

ficance for man of the Trinity, provoked doubtless by the Islamic

religious context. This arioadax aspect is seen in the work of

Elias of Nisibis, These strands are finally brought together

into harmony with each other and with the traditional Greek formu¬

lations in the work of Paulus ar-RShib at the close of the period.

The purpose of this thesis is then to show that the living

and thinking of their religion by Christians In the Islamic Empire

brought new depths and fresh insights to the understanding of the

doctrine of the Trinity,
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CHAFTSR TWO

Studies of Trinitarian doctrine in the Islamic .noire

Section One

Eutvchius of Alexandria ,(■ >77*%0 N

Eutychius (Sa'ld i'bn Bijriq) was oorn in Fu«^|t in 877-
.He studied medicine and indeed wrote several met; leal treatises

before he became Melkite Patriarch of Alexandria in 933, He is

best known for his chronicle (naga al*4awhar), a universal history

which gives an account of the Caliphate up to the year 938»

Eutychius also rote pole ical voras against major heresies and he

engaged in controversy with Nestorians and Jacobites. In all

this he was very much part of the Melkite literary tradition, for

although Theodore Abfi urra, with Antonius of the monaster: of St,

Simeon, to mention but two of the Melkite Arabic writers of the

8th, 9th and 10th centuries, seemed to have proceeded the

Nestorians and Jacobites in appreciating the need for an Arabic

Christian literature, the Melkites do net seem to have produced

thinkers of originality, whether in religion or in philosophy,

Rather the Melkite Arabic writers would seem to have concentrated

their energies on translation into Arabic of patristic literature

and of canonical works. Even their horailetic literature is

largely translation from patristic sources as also are trie commen¬

taries and other exegetical works. Their original work is

largely polemical and devoted to expositions of the orthodox faith

with refutations of the ' estorians, Jacobites and more guardedly,

of the Muslims. (7)
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It is against this general background that Sutychiua*

positive doctrinal work must be first seen* Later it will be

possible to compare his Trinitarian doctrine with that of St. John
f »

of Damascus in the latter s De Fide Qrthodoxa, a work of similar

scope to that of the Kitab al Burhln (Book of the Demonstration)

which will now be considered. (8)

The Ritao al-Burhan is usually ascribed in the manus¬

cripts to St. Athanasius, an earlier Alexandrian champion of

orthodoxy. Professor Montgomery ?,'att and Ceorg Graf are in agree¬

ment that the internal evidence shows that the work was composed in

Arabic and that the writer was of the Melkite tradition. There is

also evidence for the latest possible date of composition, for the

miraculous portrait of Christ which is said in section 383 of the

work to be in Edessa was transferred from there to Constantinople

in 944. Also sections of the Kit5b al-Burhan dealing with speci¬

fically Nestorian and Jacobite tenets are reproduced in the chronicle

najm al-jawhar of which Eutychius is the undisputed author. In the

light of this positive evidence, coupled with the absence of any other

likely author, it seems reasonable to suppose that the Kitab al-Burhan

is an exposition of the theological tenets of Eutychius, the Melkite

Patriarch of Alexandria.

The KltSb al-Burhan is in four parts of which the first

is an exposition of the whole of Christian doctrine, that is, of the

nature of the Godhead, the Incarnation and the economy of grace.

The second part is a collection of prophecies and types which testiity

to the truth of Christian doctrine. The third part contains

scriptural evidence for Christian beliefs andjthe fourth is made up
of propositions directed against the Jews. It is with the
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first part that this thesis is concerned here and specifically with

those sections which deal with the nature of the Godhead and the

Trinity and, to a lesser extent, with the Incarnation.

Eutycuius* starting-point is his assertion of the creation

of the universe. He says that things in their totality are

either created or they are not created. If they were not created,

they would not be subject to change; but this is manifestly not so.

The fact of change is obvious to all and it follov?s therefore that

things in their totality are created. Therefore there crust be

one who created them. He who creates must not himself be

created, otherwise we would be faced with the possibility of an end¬

less series of creating beings. This is a concept without mean¬

ing. Also he who is not created and who is not subject to change

must oe a god. The inference is that the Creator is the supreme

God who establishes, preserves and orders creation.

Then lutychiua proceeds to outline the cosmology derived

from Heo-Flatonisra which was still prevailing in his time.

Creation can be classified as being of two kinds, la£lf or rujjarl

(immaterial) and thaqll or ghallg: (material). Creation as a

whole has three limits, mubtada' (beginning), maw$ic (plaee^ and.

gifat al-hilya (characterisation by external qualities). Imma¬

terial creation has the first two of these limits and material

creation has all three. The Creator alone has no limits. He

is acall (pre-etemal), He is present in every place and He has no

external characteristics, for He is more subtle than any immaterial

thing.

The treatise now considers the question of man's knowledge



of God, Since God has no external characteristics by which He

can be known by the senses, it follows that He can only be known

by the reason. In order to be able to withstand tiie light of

the knowledge of God. the human reason must be purified from unbelief

and sin# But it is emphasised that this kind of knowledge is a

gift from God without man's having been able to effect it. It

is analagous to the sun* s rays which reach men without their having

any power over the sun*s radiance# "Knowledge does not reach

God, because the distance between the Creator and creation is too

great for the creature to reach a knowledge of the Creator

Consequently there is no attaining the knowledge of God and of His

pabi^a (nature^ which is His jawhar (essence), and a creature does

not reach the gifa (description) of it#"(lO) "God is not known in

Himself or in His essence, but by his nature (as shown) in His

works#"(11) "God is known only by His works and activity and trans-

cende ice." (12)

But just as the positive knowledge of God through creation

reaches men for their benefit and guidance, so also docs the nega¬

tive knowledge of God# For God has implanted in them a hope for

knowledge of him# "God has taught men knowledge the

extent that would benefit them, so that by that knowledge He might

draw them to Himself j arid He has veiled from them that which, had

it come to them, would have harmed them because they were too weak

for it," (13; This veiled knowledge is God's revelation of Himself

in the Scriptures through the prophets,^hose reasons were sound

through faith and pure through good works." "Thereby He calls

(men) to wonder at what He has veiled from them; and to purity of

reason through good works,"
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Eutyciiius then goes on to describe the Creator with a

number of Qur'anie epithets. Mujjyl and. raumlt(&iver of life and

death), rafcmSn (Merciful), fcannSn (compassionated, 'aziz (Mighty),

qSdir (Omnipotent), mdlik (Ruler),'uluy/a (loftiness'*, rabb (master),
s . -yiJ as-sgda (Lord of lords', hakim (Wise) and *all5m al-ghuyBb
(Knower of Secrets). It is emphasised that all these names

describe Cod's activity, not His essence. Eutyc ,ius then goes

on to treat of the anthropomorphic manifestations of God described

in the Scriptures and he explains these first as further instances

of God's revealing Himself to men in a veiled and negative way, for

none of these descriptions of God in human terms reveals anything

of His essence; and secondly, as positive expressions of God's

will to inform men that there was to be a tajussud (incarnation)

of his Creator ford in a human jawhar, so that two natures were to

be united in one Christ, one of them Divine, creative, veiled,

united with a created human nature; the two are joined together by

the qaveSm (hypostasis) of the one kalimat Allah (lord of God). (H)
Eext is a brief reiteration of the uniqueness and unity

of God. It is new that Eutychius brings in the question of the

origin of evil, with a specific reference tc az-gan&dlqn, that is,

to the Manichaeans or to persons who held views similar lo theirs.

Contrary to these Kutychius* view is that a created tiling which

continues in the way of nature, that is, which continues in obed¬

ience to the Creator, is good. If it goes voluntarily from

the path of obedience it has entered into a condition of evil.

Evil is defined as the non-existence of good. Evil is *ara(L

(an accident) and is not natural.
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Having thus forestalled at least the immediate accusa¬

tions of polytheism and of dualism, Eutyehius now begins bis ex¬

position of the doctrine of the Trinity with a positive assertion,

"It is necessary then for nim who seeks to know God and believe-

in Him and to worship Him that he should know that God is complete,

not without a kalima (fiord^, and His Ford is established, subsis¬

ting, everlasting, never ceasing, not beginning and not ending, for

G-od was never animal-like without a Ford, but He always had a ' orcl

begotten from Him - not like our word, which has no qawSm (permanence),
and which is dissipated into the air, but a Word with a qawSm (hypo¬

stasis), living, complete, not separated from Kim but established

in Him forever, for outside of Him there is no place for it to be

in where He is not, Ho place is empty of Him, and He and His

Word fill all things, but nothing holds Him," (15)
After this bold beginning, Eutyehius nor proceeds to

develop his Trinitarian doctrine by analogy, Man has reason

which has the property of begetting a word. Thus reason and word

are distinct and yet they are one sha^y thing) in nature because of
tiie conjunction in a single nafs (soul). They differ in their

hypostases which are respectively to beget and to be begotten.

The case is similar with God and His Word,

The question of rfS^i (spirit) now arises. The human

word has a spirit but this spirit is foreign to it and does not

belong to its nature because it is a part of the air# This it

is which becomes a sound for the word when the word is utttered

and through it the quwa. (power or meaning) of the word becomes

clear. But God's iiature is simple and there is no composition

in it. It is impossible for the Ford of G-od to be inferior to
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oan's word and so they oust know by correct faith that the lord of

God lias a spirit, this spirit must be & quwS, jawhariiy.a (essential

(power) of God with an hypostasis peculiar to it* It proceeds from

the Father and abides in tlie : ord, because it manifests it (the lord),
not being separated from God in whom it is forever, nor from the V.ord

to wioa it is attached forever#

this section is concluded with a passage witSi a ur'anic

ring# "IVhen God "Sills a thing Ee only says to it, "Be", and it

is, because be has power for all that be wants, and effects all

that he bills. He wills by Kis mind, and speaks by Ills ford,

and fashions by His Spirit," (16)
Suiychius then sums up his positive statements on the

Trinity as follows. They are the Father, the Son and big Holy

Spirit, three names for three jihSt (possibly personam} in the

essence of one God#(17) The Father is characterised by begetting,

the Soil tr, begottennneas and the holy Spirit by procession# (18)
The arguments now taken a slightly different turn with

the assertion that man's spirit is created in God's image# This

spirit is a rational, logical nafs (soul) which possesses reason,

word, and spirit. To reinforce this argument the writer mentions

tlie sun with its disc, beams and radiance as another, through more

remote, image of God creates, by Him, It is the reason of God

which is the creator of reasons, the lord of God viaich is the

creator of words, and/spirit which is the creator of spirits# "he"

(The Creator God) is a p re-eternal reason, begetting the . ord and

causing the bpirit to proceed# He is thus one pre-eternal Father

from . horn all f .therhood is derived and named in heaven and
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earthj the bad* (beginning) of everything and the sabab( cause) of

everything, yet without beginning and without cause; everything is

from him but He is from nothing; He is begetter but not begotten.

He is the creator of everything, and alone the Father of the Word by

the nature of the essence*" (19)

"His Word, too, is pre-eternal* He is the unique Son of

God begotten from the Father before all times, light from light, very

&od from very God, begotten not created, from the jawhar of the

Father; by Him all things were made (or given existence)* There

was no time before His begetting, and He has no beginning; for that

reason we say before all times. It has ever been the case that the

Son is not made (given existence', and He did not exist after not

existing, £ut He is the radiance of the light of the Father and the

£ilya (extemalisation) of His cjarSra, and His living wisdom and His

power and His enduring word •••••••*He is not called Father apart

from a Son, and if He existed when He had no son, He would not be a

Father* If it was the case that lie only had a Son afterwards, then

He would be a Father afterwards, but not before that* This view,

however, implies change, from not being a Father to becoming a

Father, and that is the worst unbelief **...." (20)
"As for all the creatures they are given existence after¬

wards by the will of the Fatiier and His Word and His Spirit; they

are something from nothing, and not from the Jawhar of the Father*"621)

Eutychius continues his dissertation with warnings about

misconceptions of the Trinity. He stresses the difference between

begetting in the divine sense and begetting in the human sense and

he warns against the use of the imagination in forming concepts of

God and more especially in forming concepts of tine Trinity.
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People are not to imagine that there are three Gods. They are not

to let enter their minds the idea that there are many Gods or that

there are three separate wujuh differing in likness and figure and

outward appearance, such as Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, or that there

are three kings sitting separately on three thrones, or yet that

there are three stars or lamps, or three angels such as Michael,

G-abriel and Raphael. For all that is unbelief and error which is

followed by idolaters.

Fatherhood and sonhood in God are not the sane as father¬

hood and sonhood among men and likewise the Word of God is not the

same as man's spoken word which passes out of himself into the air.

Likewise the Spirit of God is not the same as the spirit of nan, nor

like that of angels, nor like the spirit of beasts or of the winds.

The production of the word and of its spirit in man is two-fold.

It is first immaterial, being without speech, hidden in the reason

and it is only secondly material, an utterance composed of the

breath (spirit) of the air and the co-operation of many members of

the body, such as the windpipe, mouth etc. - this utteran.ce is then

borne by the air to its hearers, so that the word with its sound

reaches their hearing.(22)
There is now a return to the consideration of the Creator

and the creation, Eutyohius reiterates that God created by His

Word along with the volition of Ills Reason and the will of the

Spirit, God gave Adam the logical, rational spirit of life by a

breath of His Spirit who gives life to everything with the appro¬

bation of Reason and the concurrence of the ?ord.(23)At this point

the first three verses of the Prologue to St. John's Gospel are

quoted and further on "Christ the Word of God" is quoted, from the

same Gospel as saying: "I and the Father are one; I am in the



Father and the Father in me; he that hath seen me hath seen the

Fatrier; no one is able to come to the pather save by ae." £4) These
four quotations are all used to stress the unity of G-od in His

eawanat rather than as arguments for the divinity of Christ,

Eutychius now completes his specifically Trinitarian

teaching as follows; "The exposition of the unity of Cod's jawhar

has now been completed. It (His jatvhar) is His £abl' a (nature)

ad His kiyan and the trinity of His qawam&t; these being His

aqSnlm and the jihat of Reason, Word and Spirit, OawSa may be

explained as something which remains fixed and permanent in its con¬

dition, never changing or moving," (25)

Following this there is a description of the order of

creation, first of the immaterial spirits and then of the material

world* The creation of man is seen as coming last in order that

man might provide the link between the two kinds of creation.

With the pride and fall of Iblis and of hii companions, who together

formed the tenth and lowest host of angels, God willed to raise man

from his first state to that of the fallen angels, Iblis in his

envy deceived man into thinking that he might become god-like

through eating the fruit of the tree of knowledge, that is, that he

might become god-like through his own powers. With the fall of

Adam and Sve, mankind entered upon a decline in their religious

activities, which were to tend more and more towards the practice of

idolatry and of polytheism, and they also declined in their moral

activities. At the moment of time in which man reached the full¬

ness of corruption God gave the fullness of mercy to them. The

Holy Spirit who had never ceased to guide men away from evil by

speaking to them through His prophets and messengers and also



through the Law sent down to Moses, now purified Mary the Virgin in

order that she might be made worthy of the indwelling of the consub-

stantial ford of God within her. "The creative Word of God (then)

(itaj^oda) (became one with a created man whoa Re oreat ed for himself

with the concurrence of God the Father and of the Holy Spirit as a

new.' creation, without human seed over which sinfulness had taken its

course" Accordingly Hie creative lord of God mingled with the

jawharlya of the man, complete with its body and blood (by blood is

signified the animal soul of man) and with its rational, logical

spirit (rBb 'dqila kfilmSniya^. The Word of God with His qawam

became the qaw&n of that humanity whose jawhar became complete by the

qaw&a of the Word of God which constituted it. The humanity was

neither created nor was anything except by the qawSm of the Word of

God Who created it and constituted it out of no previously existing

thing in the womb of Mary, and not out of a cause (sabab) through

which it had a beginning from seed of any tiling else, except the qawam

of the creative Word which is one of the divine Trinity." (27)

The analogy of the sun which sends forth beams which never¬

theless do not become separated from its disc is here applied to the

continuing union of the Word Incarnate with the Father. There is no

question of any change or transformation, in the Godhead, for the mix¬

ture of human and divine is analayous to a mixture such as that of

iron and fire in which a material element is mixed with an immaterial

element. In such a mixture the essential nature of each constituent

element remains unchanged. It is here that Jacob Jaradaeus and

Nestorius both went astray. The first conceived of a mingling of

the divine and human natures in Christ, such as that which occurs when

gold and copper are melted together into one Ingot. But this is a
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transformation and transformation implies corruption. The second

thought the mixture of divine and human in Christ to be one in which

both natures remained separate, as happens when a single necklace is

formed out of two inter-twined yet separate strands of gold anc copper.

Rather, says Eutychius, "He is one Christ, the Son of Sod, unique,

begotten of His Father before all ages, light of light, very God of

very God, begotten not made, (being) of the sfis and jawhar and tabl* a

of the Father," (28)

Sutychius' exposition of the Incarnation continues with

an assertion that the Son of the Father and the Son of Mary are one

and the same. The reason is that one does not give birth to Jab&'i*
but to aqSnim. Christ's nasut (humanity) lias the uondm of the Son

of God, "The word which caused that flesh to be in Mary resembled

the seed from which is the origin of the flesh," (29;
The question of Christ's mashl'a (will) is now raised,

Christ has two wills, for will, by which is meant the will for good,

belongs to the jins (genus) and not to the khagglya (particular),
Hence in Christ's two klygnSni(natures) there are two wills. It is

to be noted that a distinction is made here in the treatise between

will and desire. Desire is defined as a particular inclination

belonging to an individual. These ahwa?khaggxya (particular desires
or inclinations) are opposed to the natural will, for they are dir¬

ected to what is not good, "Hence (men) differ about those accid-

entally occurring inclinations generated by ash-shahawHt ("appet¬

ites), Each one wills what he fancies of them, for the sake of his

pleasure in them; but despite that, no one has strayed outside the

common will which summons creation to will and to love good in this

world and the next," (30}



The last part of Eutychius' discussion of the Incarna¬

tion which concerns this thesis is that which begins with the state¬

ment that Christ confirmed for believers that He is perfect God by

His performing the acts characteristic of divinity ( a-f'Sl-al-llahut).
The examples which he gives in his treatise are those which illustrate

the uranic epithets of God; indeed the Quranic expressions are in

fact used. Thus Christ is Creator of what He wills (khall&q l±m5

yash&'u), for example He created from clay two eyes for a blind man

(John 9: 1-7) and He made wine out of water. He is call8ia

al-ghuy3D (Khower of things hidden) and gh&ffar li«ctlrdhun3b (Forgiver

of sins). These two attributes are both seen in Christ in the epi¬

sode of toe repentance of Mary Magdalene, Christ will raise to

life through His own power all those in the tomb on the Bay of

Resurrection, The example given is that of the raising to life of

Lasarus. Furthermore Christ is mSllk yavw ad-din (Lord of the Day

of judgement), and this is confirmed by His bringing together in the

Transfiguration on Mt, Thabor of the living and the dead,a

Before going on to a consideration of the extent of the

influence on the composition of this treatise of the Islamic envir¬

onment it would seera to be useful to set the Kitlb al-BurhSn in

relief against the De Fide Qrthodoxa of St, John of Damascus,(31 /There
are several reasons and advantages in doing this; both St, John and

Eutychius were Melkites; they were separated in time by less than

200 years; it is very unlikely that Eutychius was not thoroughly

acquainted with the work of St. John; the Be Fide Orthodoxa and the

KitSb al-Burh5n are alike in scope and object in tlTht both aim at

providing a clear exposition of dogma as it was to be seen in the

definitions of the ecumenical Councils and in the writings of the
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Greek Fathers^ both worna are pastoral in intention in that they are

implicitly addressed to contemporary Christian audiences, and more

specifically to elkite audiences.

Both works are divided into four parts but whereas the

four parts or the Kit5b al-BurhSn are concerned respectively with

(l) the Godhead, the Incarnation and the economy of grace, (?) pro¬

phecies and t,:pes testifying to the truth of Christian doctrine, (3)

scriptural evidence for Christian beliefs and (4) propositions dir¬

ected against the dews, the I)e Fide Orthodoxa is divided differently

and shows different emphasis in its basic construction. Thus tire

first part contains the doctrines concerning the nature of the Godhead

and concerning the Trinity, the second deals with cosmology and the

nature and psychology of man, the third discusses the divine econorry

of grace, the Incarnation, the psychology of Christ and the main

events of His earthly life and the fourth outlines matters of current

theological controversy such as the two natures of Christ, the

mystery of the Eucharist as it was affected by the Christological

disputes and the veneration of images, and gives the Orthodox posi¬

tion on these questions. Much more space is given by the KitSb

al-Burhan to the use of arguments from Scripture and prophecy and

while the Jews are mentioned in one section of Book IV of the De Fide

Orthodoxa in connection with a dispute over the observance of the

Sabbath as a day of restjin the KitSb al-Burhfin a whole part is
devoted to using the scriptures against the latter in their denial

of the divinity of Christ and allied Christian doctrines. This

emphasis would no doubt be due to the fact that the Christians and

Jews had in common much of the Scriptures. Thus the fact that
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Christians and Jews tended to draw contrary conclusions regarding

the Messiahship of Jesus from the Old Testament and its prophecies

would tend to weaken considerably the Christian case in the eyes of

Muslims•

It is now possible to compare and contrast the Trinitar¬

ian and, to some extent, the Christological doctrines contained in

the two works. It is proposed to take the relevant themes in

Eutychius' exposition already given in detail in the preceding pages

of this chapter and to compare these with similar themes expounded

by St, John of Damascus,

The opening themes of the Kitab al-Surh&n, the existence

of a Creator who is God, God's transcendence and man's knowledge of

God, the refutation of polytheism, although not that of Il&nichaen

dualism, mirror much of the first five chapters of the De Fid,Orth,

Then a difference between the two works appears, in that Eutychius

gives here an account of cosmology leading up to the creation of man,

such as appears in De Fid, Orth, only in Book II immediately after

the demonstration of the necessity of there being a Creator God,

Although the nature of evil is defined by St, John similarly to

Eutychius in Book I chap, 12, the discussion of its origin :i.s left

to Book II chap 12, As for Eutychius' discussion of the Trinity,

the argument of God, Bis "ord and His Spirit together with the

analogy of the man's word and its spirit, though not, it is to be

remarked, with the psychological analogy between the tripartite

nature of man's soul and the tripartite nature of God, are to be

found fully expounded in De Fid, Orth,, at times in the same wording.

It is of interest that the expression "substantial power" applied to

the spirit by Eutychius is found in St* John's work. The sun

image, with its disc, beams and radiance seen as an analogy of the

Trinity, is found in both works.



Again, when Eutychius discusses the application of the

terras fatherhood and sonhood to God, the points which he emphasises,

though in an abridged fashion, are trie same as those stressed in

De. Fid, Orth., Book I, chap, 8, The Father alone is without

cause and beginning, He is the cause of all that is other than He,

including the Son and the Holy Spirit, The Son is known also as

Word in order to make clear that generation within the Godhead is

not to be compared to human physical generation but rather to the

production by the human mind of words(Book I chap#6). He is called

Son to emphasise that "He is the impress of the Father's substance

and has subsistence, being perfect and in all respects similar to

the Father, save that Be is begotten, "(De Fid. Orth) The Holy

spirit is not generated but proceeds from the Father through the Son

simultaneously with the Son's generation. He also is perfect God,

It is of interest that whereas St, John in chap 9 discusses

■wo names of God, "He that is" being His first name and the more

important, while the second is "o thcos", for which he gives similar

•r el: derivations to those of the Cappadocian Fathers, Eutychius

oes not do the same for Allah, except to supplement this name with

ot or uranic names of the Deity, In section 170 Eutychius answers

t e question as to how it was that Christ did not tell people in the

ospel that He was God and thus dispel all doubt,as follows: "If

C rist had said He was God, He would have led those people who

believed in Him into great error, because whoever says the word

"God" lias naraed the whole of the divine jawhur and the one kiySn,

and by saying the word "God" has conjoined the three aqfinlra, the

ther, the Son and. the Holy Splfcit, If Christ had said, "I am

'

d", he would have asserted Himself to be the Father, the Son and

the Holy Spirit, to possess the three aqSnlm , and to be the
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Begettlng, the Begotten and the Proceeding. That is falsehood

and error Thus it would seem that Allah was seen to be the

p rsonal name of the Deity in a sense in which o theos was not, (32)
Conversely, St# John does not find it necessary to give

space to warning against misconceptions about God arising from the

use of the imagination in connection with the doctrine of tiie Trinity

whereas Eutyehius finds himself obliged to make explicit the dangers

of polytheism and modalism.

Like Eutychius St# John uses the texts from St# John's

Gospel, "I and the Father are one" etc. to stress the unity of God

in His hypostases* In Be Fid. Orth. they do not appear, however,

in the context of a discussion of the Trinity but rather in Boole IV,

Chap. IB, where St. John is largely concerned with natters of current

theological discussion.

Eutychius then takes up again the theme of Creator and

creation and develops it on similar lines to those in De Fid.Orth.

Book II, chaps. 1 - 12. A full discussion of the cosmology lies

outside the scope of this thesis but it is noticeable that whereas

in his account of the creation St, John of Damascus refers through¬

out to "man" and only mentions Adam and Eve by name once/that in
passing reference, Eutychius gives in some detail the story of the

creation of Adam and Eve and their encounter with Iblis, His

account is closer to Scripture than that of St. John, Eutychius

also stresses the degradation of men which followed the eating of the

forbidden fruit. This led them into moral turpitude and into

idolatry and polytheism.

In his discussion of the Incarnation Eutyohius follows the

same lines as those of St. John. There is the same emphasis on
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the aspect of the "new creation" and on the two natures of Christ.

In his exposition of the latter aspect, however, Eutychius relies

much less then St. John on detailed philosophical arguments and

gives more weight to the Scriptural evidence for the integrity of

Jesus Christ together with the use of simple analogies drawn from

material things.

Again, where St, John gives an account of human psycho¬

logy (developed previously in Book II) and applies this to Jesus

Christ in Book III, Eutychius replaces this with a somewhat detailed

account of Christ's miracles and other acts. The only reference

to psychology which he makes is to the question of the will of

Christ. There does not appear to be the same distinction made

between will and desire in Be Fid.Orth. as in the Kitab al-Burh&n,

Finally, in the discussions of the general Resurrection,

Eutychius gives more emphasis to the aspect of Christ as Judge than

does St, John,

In sura one could say that in De, Pld.Orth, Jesus Christ

is God because He is the Incarnate Son and Word of the Father, while

in the KitSb al-BurhSn Jesus Christ is God because He performs the

acts of God. Certainly this statement is an over-simplification

as it stands, but there would seem to have been, sufficient evidence

brought forward to show that Eutychius is concerned more with the

actions of God rather than with His being. Thus, in his Trini¬

tarian and Chrlstological teachings Eutychius is concerned first and

foremost to stress the life of God as made manifest in His actions

to men, in other words, the integrity which he stresses is moral,

God is a personal being who wills and acts. The emphasis is on

the Father who generates and on the Spirit who proceeds rather than

on the Son who is generated. It is true that the Vord is seen
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as active and activating but only with and through the Spirit*

Christ is a man who performs the acts characteristic of God and who

therefore is seen in a mysterious way to be affiliated to the ord

of 0-od, T.ho being Himself suasistent and perfect, though derived

from the Father, is true God of true God. The humanity of Christ

is affirmed, there is no question of an appearance of God in human

form.

There would seem to be no doubt that iiutychius was at

home in the Islamic religio-cultural environment in which he lived

and worked. In the KitHo al-Burh5n there are the obvious ref¬

erences to Quranic names of God ana the use of the Quranic name for

Satan but above all there is the reiteration of the theme of the

Creator and His creation and the deep concern to defend the moral

integrity and uniqueness of God, The Quranic references are not

used as substitutes for argument; they form an integral part of an

exposition of the whole of positive Christian doctrine. It is

the simple matter-of-fact quality of his work which is its most

impressive feature. There is no trace of polemic against Muslims

and even in his refutation of the teachings of Nestorius and of

Jacob Baradaeus ti.ere is no attack on their persons, whereas St.

John of Damascus had found it necessary to declare the latter two

men accursed.

The full discussion of the Trinitarian terminology of

the KitUb al- >urh£n will be left over to Jbks Chapter Three, It

will have been noted, however that two words are used to denote

'Member of the Trinity" namely qawam and uqnfim. Dr Cachia in his

notes prefacing his edition of the work says that in some cases the

S text has had qawam emended to uqnum but this has not been indicated
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in the printed edition in any of the key passages cited*(33) QawULm

v;ould seem to be a straight-forward translation of "hypostasis" while

uqnflm has a complicated derivation and evolution which will be

explored in the chapter devoted to terminology. lignum did in

fact become the regular term in Arabic for member of the Trinity

while qaw&rn disappeared from use.

Before ending this survey of the Trinitarian teaching of

Kutychius there is one question to be considered. As was stated

in chap. One, Sect.3 of this thesis, the fundamental difficulty to

be faced by a Christian wishing to expound the doctrine of the

Trinity in an Islamic environment was not so much the Muslim insis¬

tence on the oneness of Sod, nor even the uranic strictures on the

Trinity arising from Muhammad's misunderstanding of the orthodox

Christian doctrine, rather it was the fact that the Christian

approaches this mystery through Jesus Christ. The difficulty is

that it was first necessary to snow to Muslims or rather to Christians

living in an Islamic environment the vital importance of Christ.

Even to-day the personality of Muhammad is a powerful and .immediate

influence on the Islamic world and how much greater must have been

its impact at the time in which Kutychius was writing.

Kutychius deals with the difficulty in two ways. He

emphasises the divine charaeterof Christ's miraculous acts while

never denying His full manhood and although km he takes Scriptural

terms as his starting-point he expounds the Trinity on a rational

basis of analogy, that is to say, his basic argument Is that if man

is a rational, logical spirit how much more time must this be of

his Creator. Because he stays close to the traditional partristic

justification of the hypostasis of each of the members of the Trinity
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he manages to avoid the risk of modalism. Eutychiuc combined

with the Greek sense that all causality was finally reserved to

the Father, that He was the mon arche of being and action, the

contribution of the Arabic language and of Muhammad in particular

that Allah was the personal name of the Deity. Thus, his tend¬

ency was to reserve at least the greater part of "personality" in

the modern sense of the term to the Father. There is a sense of

a return to something like the theology of St. Irenaeus with his

image of Sod with two hands.

There are difficulties in reconciling this position fully

with the Scriptural evidence, yet certainly it is not unorthodox^ 34)

Later Arabic writers were to see further into the problems and to

develop the doctrine from very similar starting-points as Eutychius.

«as his attempt at expounding the Trinity too rationalistic?

Considering his difficulties he could hardly be said to have over-

rationalised; and certainly his aim was not to rationalise the

mystery or to water-down the traditional teaching; from the begin¬

ning of the work Eutychius Insists on the incomprehensibility of

God, by man,

,Above all it must be remembered that the Kit5b al-Burhan

is essentially a pastoral work directed to Christians. It is

not ad&rcr ed to ,'usli : s, rather it is concerned with the positive

exposition of doctrine. The contribution to the future develop¬

ment of doctrine concerning the Trinity was perhaps simply the un¬

witting outcome of the complete involvement of Sa'Sd ibn Ditrlq in

his Islamic environment and his willingness, implied over and over

again in the Kitab al-Burhan, to be one with the historical evolu¬

tion of his people. It Is this commitment which gives life to

Mb"clear exposition" of the Trinity to those fellow Christians who



shared with him an Islamic environment*

Section Two

Yatarlt lbn *MUt (893-97^

Born in Takrlt in 893, Yahya ibn fc idl went in early youth

to Baghdad which was still the capital of the Islamic Empire and its

then greatest centre of learning. He pursued his philosophical

studies tinder the Pestorian Ab3 Bishr Matta and under the Muslim

al-F&rtbl, This early experience made him a convinced adherent

of those who held that Aristotle was by far the greatest philosopher.

After al-FarSbl had moved to Damascus, YahyS apparently took over as

leader of the former's Baghdad school and he continued as the teacher

of both Christian and Muslim students. His life does not seem to

have been disturbed by outside events and he remained at work in

Baghdad until his death in 974•

His great labours in the collection and copying of ancient

works of philosophy were only surpassed by his own a>ntributions to

philosophy. These works have entirely disappeared and are only

known to us through raed:M£val Indexes and bibliographies* Some

idea of the enormous respect in which he was held by his contemp¬

oraries and by later generations in the Islamic Empire is given by

the epithets of "thePhilosopher" and of "the Logician" which were

applied to him in the Middle Ages* (35)

At the present day it is possible to examine and assess

the value of his theological writings of which over thirty still

exist in manuscript form* Of these ten have been edited, notably

by Augustin P&rier, who also made French translationsj/ smcl by Paul

Sfeatfe,(37) Tfeece -called tcatftg -Seal -wtMJh r/wrpmirK?
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the unity and trinity of God and wdxfeh the Incarnation.

Before turning to a consideration of Ya^yS's theological

work, in particular of his Trinitarian teaching, it is enlightening

to devote some attention to the literary tradition from which he

3tenmed. He belonged to the Mono] >hysite# who were divided into /

various churches, of which only those of Syria and Egypt are our

concern here. Largely owing to the influence of the monasteries,

which tended to be Monophysite, the Christians of Egypt were almost

all ifonophysites as also were the majority of the Christians of Syria,

n the 3th century at the request of the Arab tribe of Banu GkassSn,,

two Mono hysite bishops were consecrated specifically for the Christ¬

ian Arabs. Cne of these, Jacob Baradaeus, reorganised and extend¬

ed the : onopliysite Church of Syria, wnich had. in fact bean dwindling

in numbers due to strong opposition from the Byzartine K^erors.

t was because of his efforts that the Syrian Monophysites became

known as Jacobites,

In the 6th century, despite the strong position of the

Hesotrians, the Syrian Monopbysites began to extend their numbers

in Iraq and. Persia. £3r*AbdIn to the north of Hlsibis, Mar 'attai

to the north of Mosul and Takrlt to tne north of SSmarrS. were their

main centres in the east,(38) It is probable that the monks of Mar

Mattai and trie people of Takrlt had always remained Monophysite

despite the preponderance of Nestorians in that area. Certainly

the Monophysites were well represented throughout the central prov¬

inces of the Islamic Empire. There is literary evidence that there

was interchange of ideas and of the results of scholarship throughout

the Middle Ages between the Egyptian Monophysites and those of Syria

and the f ast. Thei-e is also the important fact of the eastward

migration of the School of Alexandria after 718. (39)
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In their attitude to the use of Arabic as their literary

language there is a clear division between the Monophysites of Egypt

and the fonophysites in Syria and Iraq. While the Copts developed

an extensive literature in Arabic covering all aspects of ecclesias¬

tic; 1 life, that is to say not only doctrine and polemic but also

chronography, commentary, homiletics, canon law and works of edifi¬

cation, the Jacobite .Arabic literature was almost entirely restricted

to dogmatic works written in an apologetic or polemic vein* The

number of Jacobite Arabic authors is far less than those of the Copts,

The cause of this difference in output seems to be related to the fact

that while the Coptic language early died out as a literary language

so that all literary composition was made in Arabic, the Jacobites

continued to use Syria: as their main literary language* In fact

there are few Jacobite Arabic compositions on ecclesiastical matters

after the 11th century. The work of translation into Arabic of

patristics and commentaries which had formed an important part of the

intellectual contribution of the Jacobites in the 'idclle Ages continued

somewhat longer, (40)

Ya^yS ibn *Adl was the first important Arabic writer to

appear among the "apophysites, In his role of defender and

expositor of Christian doctrine in the Islamic Ampire he left a

decisive mark on both the Jacobites and the Copts, !To other

Christian Arabic writer seems to have tackled the basic doctrines of

the Trinity an^lhe Incarnation nor the exposition of these two Muslims,

with such boldness. Possibly it was his well-known outstanding

grasp of philosophy which led to his works in these fields being

considered insurpassable, His understanding of the principles

of dialectic and of speculative thought coupled with his firm re¬

liance on the teaching of Scripture concerning the Trinity and the
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Incarnation made of Ya$y& ibn *Adi one of the freshest and most

original minds ever to be devoted to Christian theology. Though

references in at least one of his treatises to Dionysius, St. Basil

and St. John Chrysostom show that he was not ignorant of at least the

major Greek Fathers, he does not rely on their work to prove his

points.( 41) Since he was not a bishop nor even a monk he probably felt

freer to develop his speculations on dogma than if he iiad formed part

of the ecclesiastical hierarchy. Yet there is no trace of irresp¬

onsibility in his attitude to iris work. His intellect is entirely

given over to the task of expounding Christian beliefs to the Muslim

intellectuals of his day.

Ya&yS wrote at least six treatises on the Trinity or

rather, to use his terminology, on the Christian belief that God

is one jawhar and three gifSt. There are also four treatises deal¬

ing with the Incarnation. His major ideas on these two subjects

are contained in his best-known treatise, which is the one to be con¬

sidered fully in this thesis; the other treatise^ are elaborations

of aspects of his thought contained in this major treatise, which is

entitled: waqSJa. li-sh-shaikh Ya^yS ibn *Adi fi gihhati'tiqad an-

nagara fi-l-bari' jalla w& ta'ala annahu jawhar wajjdd dhu thalathigifat

(Treatise concerning the Tightness of the Christian belief that the

Creator is one jawhar and three gif&t). (42)

YaJjyS ibn *Adi begins his treatise by stating his inten¬

tion. This is "to show forth the soundness of the Christians'

belief that the Creator is one jawhar and three gifSt, each one of

which is other than the other two in ma'nS." He then shows that

he will develop his argument by the use of analogy.

The illustration he uses is that of two mirrors facing

one another. In each of the two mirrors is found an image (sura)
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of all that is in the other. The two facing mirrors are equal, so

that tiie images are also similar. Not only that, but each of the

two mirrors will have received from the other an image of its essence

(dMMnS.). Moreover, in the very image of trie essence (dhSt) will

be found reversed an image of the other also.

In the image of either of the two mirrors will be found

one of three states (afcwSl) each of which is other than the other two

states. One of these is the existence which it has in its parti¬

cular existence (vatjfldUhg eain). This will be found in the image

in the mirror opposite to it. It is clear then that this image

in this state is the reason for the existence of the image in the

other two states#

The truth of the last statement can be demonstrated by

the removal of this image (that is, of the mirror containing it).

The image in trie mirror opposite to it would then simply not exist;

and if this latter did not exist, the (originalv image would not be

reflected to the mirror from which it took its origin and in which

it existed. Moreover, it is not impossible that the image which

is in the mirror should exist without there being any other mirror

opposite to it. In that case there would be no other image

except that which is in this mirror. Also, because it would not

exist in anything opposite to it, this image could not be said, to be

reflected. Thus there exist3 in it by reflection another exis¬

tence differing from its existence in the mirror. It is clear

•that it is this reflected existence which is the cause (rafcab) of the

other two existences, for in the removal of the image it was presumed

that both images would disappear. Whenever the two images exist,

the reflected existence is absolutely necessary. This reflected
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existence is analogous to the existence of the Father* It is clear

that it is a cause (*illa)» Trie Son and the Spirit are therefore

the two effects (aa*l^lah|t of the cause which is the Father*

if the first state is the image itself (bi*afta±h&) in the

opposite mirror of the image in the first mirror, then the second

state is the image itself in the opposite mirror* This second

state is an analogy of the Spirit sent out (nurib&'ith) by the Father*

The third state takes its origin (al-fcfigila) from the reflection in

the mirror from which it came forth (gadarat). This is analogous

to the gifa of the Son, for the Son has exact equivalence (mumSthflla)
to the Fattier in two aspects, one of these being the image itself and

the other being His existence in the dhSt of the Father without being

outside Eia (that is without being outside the Father'.

It is necessary that this image be understood as consti¬

tuting one single image and not thought of as one multiplied by three*

In that case the three sifat will be understood as being three mandfl'St** a

The meaning of each aawdfl'a will differ from the mea-iing of each of

the other two* It is now necessary to clarify what is intended

here by'^meaning* (ma*n£*« If for example intelligence Caql) were

taken as coming within the scope of "meaning" then if it were said

that one of the three mauadf5.t did not have intelligence then this

would contradict what was previously stated, that is, that there is

no difference between this image (without intelligence) and the image

in tiie mirror opposite to it, for it and the image reflected in the

opposite mirror is in fact one image by virtue of its particular

existence (bi*a^nihS)« Since it is thus indisputable that the
meaning of each one of the three states must be other than the mean¬

ing of the other two, therefore the "meaning* in this context must

imply a difference in modes of being, that is, that the meaning of
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ita tape's) existence in the mirror is different from the meaning

of the (state) when it is reflected to its dhSt from its existence

in tile opposite mirror. The (inner) meaning of its being is

transmitted to the opposite mirror, thus there is (something which)

taires its origin from it and a meaning occurs therein which is other

than the meanings proper to the other two. What has now become

clear is that the one image exists in itself in three states and

this by multiplication (takthlr). The three giflt are united to it

(the mirror); the image in the mirror will be other than the image

which occurred in the opposite mirror for this latter will be the

image of the first image which in its turn is the image of the sec¬

ond image. These images do not differ in virtue of their being

images, rather they differ by the modes of their existences in the

mirrors, that is, the image existing in the first rairror, the image

existing in "the second mirror and the image which is reflected to

the (second) mirror.

To sura up - in so far as it is an image the object is

one. In so far as this image exists in three ajjtwal or, if it is

preferred, three gifSt, it is three. Thus the image has become
/

multiple by reason of its gifSt.

Ya^iyS now completes this part of his work by stating that

this mirror illustration is only intended for those whose ninds are

only capable of grasping sensible objects (raa£s®slt). In his

opinion the mirror illustration is easier to understand than the

mind, thinker and thought analogy of the Trinity. This latter

analogy he now proposes to expound.

This section begins as follows. If everyone who thinks

(ya'qUl) does so because he has a mind, and if the raind is reckoned

among those things which may be understood, then if these two be
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It is then clear that the mind is a dhSt and that the meaning of its

existence does not include the meanings of its existence as thinker

('Soil) nor as thought (laa'qfll'. The concept of the mind's exis¬

tence as thought is other than the concept of the mind's existence as

mind. Anyone sound of intellect will understand that he who knows

his nind, when "aql is understood as a dhSt, will himself have the

meaning of thinker. Furthermore, lie who knows his own dhSt will

be known to his diiSt, since he is himself dhSt. Thus he who is one

dhSt will contain, three sif&t, for he is *aql and 'Soil .and as"qfll.
lie who is 'aql is bi'a^n.Thr both 'Sqil and ma'qfll. e may give the

name of 'aql to the dbSt of God but first we must purify the word

'aql from additional connotations, *Aql is the cause of the other

fee tvf tfcnr.-nd it is only 'aql stripped of the meaning of the other two

na^his applied to the dhSt mujarra&fll. ""hen the dhSt is con¬

sidered as making an image of itself it is said to be ma^qfil. It

is now clear that the concept of the '"aql is raujarrad and that the

fcaql is a cause (*llla) of the other two n&^Sqrthat is, that it is

the cause of the'Sqil and of the ma'qiJl,

YajjyS. now combines the analog of mind, thinker and

thought with his mirror illustration, He says that if the removal

of one of the two concepts be imagined then the removal of fee other

two would follow automatically. The converse is also true, for

if we postulate one of the three then the other two must necessarily

exist also. In this way the Father is a cause of the Son and of

the Spirit* Just as the "Sqil exists in the *aql and not in any¬

thing exterior to it and just as the dhSt of the *e».qil does not con¬

tradict it nor does it exist outside it, so does the Son exist. The
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na*qui is an analogy of the Spirit, for the Spirit is outside the

Father, being sent out from Him in the same way as the ma'qfll in its

state -of being ma'qgl is outside the 'acl yet returning to it (wlrid

ilaihf •

In sura, the relationship between Father and Son and Holy

Spirit is analogous to the relationship between 'aql and 'aqli and
"aqij. and the dhat

raa qtSl in that the jawhar of the aql is that it is the dblt of the/

ma'qfll. This single dhat is not multiple in itself, but it is

described by three gif&t each of which is other than the other two#

The Christians believe of the Creator (here Ya^yl interpolates jalla

wa ta'ala) that He is one jawhar in no way multiplied by His being

jawhar, but rather that His jawhar has three gifat, or if it is pre¬

ferred, three khawagg. vhen that jawhar is seen as joined to them

then it can be observed that there is a mujtaraa/. The opposition

between the three gifSt or khawSgg is only in virtue of their modes

of being, not in virtue of the jawhar.

Ya^ya now deals with the following hypothetical question.

Suppose that it were permissible to say that the Father is the cause

of the Son and of the Spirit on the grounds that the Father's

indwelling (manzn l^d-i^U^ith Them both is (as) the indwelling of the
essence of the mind (dMt al-'aql^, and that this mind has had

abstracted from it the meanings of thinker and thought, and further

more that this abstracted dh5t was the cause of that whose hypostasis

(qawSm) was (derived) both from it and (also) from another meaning

which had been added to (that is, to the adh-dhat al-Wjasrrada^;

suppose all the foregoing, yet how does one justify the assertion

that the Son is the thinker without the thought and that the Spirit
is the thought without toe thinker and how can this assertion be
reconciled with the belief (i'tir&f) that the Son and the Spirit are
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one and equal in jawhar, Jabl'a, pcaerand glory?

In his justification of the assertions Ya£y£ starts with

another analogy. The thinker abstracted from both mind and thought

is analogous to the Son Who became man without either the Father or

the Spirit becoming man. (At this point YafyyS refers to the Gospel

as Ms grounds for this belief concerning the role of the Trinity in

the Incarnation). But why should the incarnate Son be more accur¬

ately represented by thinker than by thought? The reason is that

man can become the thinker of the abstract essence but he cannot

become the thought because he cannot become the abstract essence,

nor can he become united with it. Therefore it is sore approp¬

riate to term the Son as the thinker without the thought and the

Spirit as the thought without the thinker.

In Ms treatises on the Incarnation Ya£y£ reiterates

this point and it is in fact the central point of his Christology.

For the purposes of tius thesis it is sufficient to observe that

Ya^yS had Manifestly grasped an axiom of theology, namely that there

must be a congruence between the terms employed in the expressions

of Trinitarian doctrine and those used in corresponding expressions

of Christological teaching.

In dealing with a writer as subtle and complex as Ya^ya

it is very difficult to make an evaluation of motives. Is he a

theologian trying to expound the Trinity by means of sensible and

intellectual analogies and illustrations; is he a philosopher pre¬

eminently concerned with developing the principle of causality or

is he rather one who believed that though theology and philosophy

must be studied separately and as distinct disciplines yet in the

last analysis they are perfectly reconciliable, even in their techni¬

cal terms?



(it is to be noted, that the consideration of the terminology will

be left to a later chapter#)

The last section of the treatise in which Ya^yS makes an

implicit analogy between Father, Son and Spirit on the one hand and

God, God-Incarnate and man on the other would seem to give some weight

to the theory that YahyS. held that theology and philosophy were ulti¬

mately reconciliable. This point of view is also compatible with

the Monophysite position in Christclogy in which stress is laid on

the active role of the Son in the effecting of the Incarnation.

Certainly there would seem to be implied in this analogy a view of

man somewhat as follows; the essence of man is that he can think,

therefore only a thinking-God could become united with man# Yet,

in comparison with God the Creator seen as bearing the same relation

to His creation as that of Thinker to thought, man is passive. It

is only in virtue of his union with God-Incarnate that man becomes

an effective thinker, in other words, it is only through Jesus Christ

that man can realise himself. It is of interest also that while

Ya|jyS does not use the active term "lord" of the second member of

the Trinity, but restricts himself to the more passive terra "Son"

nevertheless it is clear that he is considering both tine active and

the passive aspects of the second member for he uses both ma'lSl, a

passive tern, and 'aqil, an active terra, in reference to Him.

YafcyS ibn *AdI was concerned to achieve two tilings: first

to expound the Trinity, or rather the traditional definition of the

Trinity, in terms familiar to the learned of his day, and secondly,

to express the relationships within the Trinity as accurately as
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possible and that for him who was an Aristotelian philosopher would

inevitably mean in terms of causality. Yet Ya^yS was a religious

man who lived in an Islamic environment and Muslim theologians were

early to grasp the dangers for theology of arguing that Creator and

Cause could be equivalent terms; for they saw perhaps more clearly

than any other body of thinkers before the physicists of the twentieth

century that cause and effect were mutually dependent terms. Thus

to describe the Creator as cause of the universe, whether He were

considered primarily as final cause or as first mover, was to imply

a necessary relationship between Creator and creation. This at

best was a denial of monotheism and at worst was a denial of the

possibility of religion.

Yet precisely because YeJjyS was a religious man who

believed in the Incarnation, he saw that the findings of philosophy

must be shown to have real existence if they were to have any vali¬

dity at all, whether in the disciplines of the physical sciences or

in the discipline of pure logic. To show that the principle of

causality was a principle inherent in the Godhead would be to prove

that real knowledge was possible to man, because the principle upon

which all knowledge must be based, that is, that the universe is a

system of interconnecting facts, would be seen to be the principle

of the life of God Himself. For Ya$yft then, the philosophical

axiom that the universe could be studied in itself without reference

to outside influences was also a theological axiom. Creator and

created, were really separated by a gulf which was only bridged by

the 'ord of God "leaping down from heaven" and thereby giving to a

dead, determined and at best cyclic universe the possibility of

real, conscious, responsible life by the agency of the men who

accepted the immense challenge now offered to them.
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There remains an important question. Hot? far was

Ya^jrS justified from the Christian point of view in describing the

relationships between the three members of the Trinity in terns of

causality? In general terms the battle over whether the Trinity

could properly be described in philosophical terms,, had long been

over. Hypostasis and onsia had become orthodox terminology in

referring to the three members axid./£he Godhead itself. Therefore

the question should really be posed in the following form: how far

is Ya|iy&*s thought in conformity with the Scriptural evidence? The

clearest expression of the relationships between the three members

is to be found in St, John's .ospel in such passages as 10:15, 14s20

and 17t21—22 where the relationship between Father and So#is descri¬

bed in terms of indwelling and of mutual knowledge. Knowledge is
r

of course used here -in the sense of the experience of a presence,

necessarily opening out into love (cf» Hosea 6:6). There are two

points to be noted here, first the use of analogy in it. John's

Goand. that is, the application to the relationship between Father

and Son of the Biblical word for the right relationship between God

and man, and secondly, the Implied necessity of the existence of love

in the Godhead, for it is not possible to postdate the inherence in

God of an accident. Thus love in trie Trinity is raised to the

status of a principle and Christian tradition from St, Paul onwards

has been unanimous in seeing in the Holy Spirit the substantiation

of tills principle. Once love is seen as the expression of the

necessary relationships between the members of the Trinity its approx¬

imation to the view of causality implied in Y&jji;, S's treatise is clear.

An indication that Yajjya held such a view is his interesting use of

the word :;o designate t: e Triune nature of God, (45)
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Etill we have yet to determine how far Yaj^rS ibn *Adl' s
t

tre '—*• VJ.S© can bo SwX.u to bo £— •. 1.1xg x©lagious ex-pressaon oX the x riixat^y,

Bo not its careful logic and extremely complicated illustrations tend

to remove the possibility of a human response to the mystery! In

order to form a fair assessment it is necessary to bear in raind that

the time in which he lived was one of intense philosophical effort

on the part of Muslim thinkers to formulate their religion and to

justify it by appeal to philosophy. The intellectual challenge to

Christians was one which they could hardly ignore and still remain

accepted by Muslim intellectual circles. It would seem then that

one of Ya^yS's motives would have been to secure for Christian philo¬

sophical thought a position of respect among Muslims, 'The estab¬

lishment of Cod as the Cause of causes would have been an immense

tour de force. It is hardly the fault of Ya$y£ that subsequent

events in the Islamic world slowly eroded the intellectual climate

in which such an original contribution, for such it would seem to

be, could have been developed to the full. Its influence certainly

continued in Oriental Christian circles, for a bare statement of iris

doctrine is to be found in the 14th century Melkite bishop, Paulus

ar-ESiiib, With the super-imposition of the Western humanist theol¬

ogies on the remains of the Oriental churches this treatise seems to

have fallen into oblivion at least so far as its theology was concer¬

ned, * Cheikho who prepared the edited text of the treatise

found it necessary to add a footnote in which, without giving any

reason, he stated that 'ilia meant mabda'throughout the work. It is

true that the distinction between principle and cause is a subtle one,

nevertheless it exists in modern speech. If one were to read the

treatise in this light one would find it difficult to elucidate at

all and the genuine interest for theology and philosophy would cease

to exist. (44)



In so far as this treatise can be seen to be in harmony

vdth the doctrine of the Trinity as expressed by St, John and by St,

Paul, it would seem to have a basis in religious experience and thus

to be/valid Christian statement of the Trinity, Of course it is

by no means a complete statement for it does not take into account

other aspects of the religio-eultural climate of the Islamic world,

namely the deep interest in linguistics, in prophecy and in sacred

scri: ture. In order to achieve a complete statement of the Trinity

in the context of the Islamic Empire it vould be necessary to synthe¬

sise the Trinitarian teaching of YafcyS. ibn *AdI with that of Elias

of isibis. Indeed such a synthesis seems to be adumbrated in

the work of Paulus ar-kaRib,

It is now desirable to set the theological work of YahyS
in relief against a background of metaphysics. Ideally this

metaphysics should be that of Ya^ya himself but all his philosophical

treatises have disappeared. The next best choice would obviously

be his master in philosophy, al-FRrobl, but again the precise nature

of al-FSrabl's views on several of the subjects under discussion is

still a matter for research. Thus it is only possible to make

general remarks. There are a number of ways in which these ideas

could be arranged but the simplest method would seem to be to discuss

them in the order in which they occur in the treatise which was

examined in the preceding pages. This simple method is adequate for

the purposes of this thesis which is concerned with the history of

ideas rather than with fixing the correct positions of these ideas

in the framework of a metaphysics,

The first important philosophical notion to appear in the

treatise is that of causality, "The Son and the Spirit are there¬

fore the two effects of the cause which is the Father", Here we
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have a statement of causality in which is implied firstly a causality

which is eternal and therefore outside time. If this causality is

outside time then it is not directly related to change and movement.

Secondly, since it is axiomatic that the three members of the Trinity

are aiyeternal and all equal in their Godhood, therefore there is a

mutually dependent relation between cause and effect within the God¬

head. (We Imve noted above that this view of causality fits in

well enough with the Christian view of the essence of Cod as love

considered as a communication of life.) It is necessary to point

out also that St. John of Damascus, following certain of the Creek

Fathers, referred to the Father as the Cause and as the Source or

Principle.(45) Nevertheless these_latter do not seem to have developed

this idea so as to eraphasise/son and the Spirit as the eternal effects

of an eternal cause. One is left with the impression that Ya^tya

is endeavouring to give expression to a conviction that there is a

real basis in Cod not only of the universe but also of the human

experience of the universe. If men experience the universe as

essentially growth and change, which is another way of saying that

the essence of the universe taken as a whole is the continuous

communication of life, then this communication of life must exist

in the eternal Being. Further light on this aspect of Ya^yfi's
view of causality will be seen when the question of his view of the

active intellect is considered.

Vhat of Yafcy&'s views on the relationship between Cod

and the universe? He certainly held that Cod was the Creator and

that the universe was created out of nothing.



The Neo-platonic philosophers, with sl«P&r§bi, had sought

to solve the problem of the gulf between spirit and matter, between

Infinite and finite by the theory of emanation. In thi^heory

from -the First Being (the One) comes forth the first intellect

called the First Caused* From the first intellect thinking of

the First Being flows forth a second intellect and a sphere. From

the second intellect proceeds a third intellect and a sphere. The

process goes on in necessary succession down to the lowest sphere,

that of the moon. From the soon flows forth a pure intellect,

called active intellect. Here end the separate intellects, which

are, by essence, intellects and intelligibles. Here is reached

the lower end of the supersensible world (the world of ideas of

Plato)# (46)

Leaving aside for the moment the question of the active

intellect, it is easy to notice the resemblance between Ya^yl's

©•position of the Trinity and the first steps in the emanation theory,

From then on the two metaphysical cosmologies would necessarily

diverge. In the absence of direct knowledge of Ya^y&'s metaphysics

it is not possible to draw absolute conclusions, but since he was

the pupil of al~FSr£b£ it seems reasonable to draw the inference

that YajjyS saw in the Christian doctrine of the Trinity a metaphy¬

sical hypothesis which would reconcile the neo-Platonic metaphysics

of al-Farabl and the orthodox Christian and Muslim doctrines of

the creation of the universe of the world out of nothing; for

Yajjyl places firmly within the First Being the two initial stages

in the origin of the universe.

It would seem that al-FarSbl held that the active intell-



ect via.b a principle of being# The function of the active intellect

in man via.s seen somewhat as follows by the philosophers who accepted

the notion#—. The active intellect# of which Aristotle speaks in the

Aniaa III, is considered to be immaterial. It causes the passive

intellect to pass from potentiality to act# and made the intelligible

in potentiality intelligible in act#

The active intellect is related to the passive as the sun

is to the eye. The eye is in potentiality to see while it is dark,

but it sees actually as soon as light shines. The same is to be

said of both the passive and active intelleot#

The active intellect shines a kind of light upon the

passive, by which the passive becomes actual, 06ffi|KXiSMSCa}Ci end the

intelligible in potentiality becomes intelligible in act. 'Further¬

more, the active intellect is a substance, which by lighting

up the phantasms, makes them to be actually intelligible#

Again, without a direct knowledge of Ya&yS's own meta¬

physics it is impossible to draw firm conclusions, yet when his view

of the Incarnation is taken in conjunction with his doctrine of the

position of the Son within the Godhead, it would seem within the

bounds of possibility that Ya^ya saw in the role of the second member

of the Trinity a resemblance to this view of the role of the active

intellect in man# The term *&qil itself suggests this also# Thus

it would appear in this hypothesis that it is only ti^ugli an acceptance
of the Incarnation that rsen can 3ee the universe as it is, can grasp

their own positions relative to the universe and to the Creator and so

begin to work out their own destiny# In this view the Incarnation

would appear to contain a metaphysical nypothes.i s which could recon¬

cile the orthodox Christian and Muslim doctrines of the gulf between

Creator and His creation with the neo-Platonic emanational theories



of al-FSrSbl.

Certainly it seems that while there have been man,,

Christian thinkers who have attempted reconciliations between Christ¬

ian doctrine and secular metaphysical systems there have been few wiio

have been bold enough to take the facts of Revelation as material for

metaphysical thought. If this metaphysics were available for study,

it roi ht even appear that Ya^yS ibn ' Ad! in the twin boldness of his

faith and of his intellect was unequalled among Christian thinkers#

In passing it is of course obvious that the concept of

God as mind knowing itself derives from a combination of Platonic and

Aristotelian notions. Yaj^yS /s?iareclS s*vieof the First Being as

mind with al-F&rSbl.
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Section Three

Silas of r-;isibia (975-1049)

IllyS ibn bhJnS was born in Nisibis in 975# In early

youtil he joined the monastery of St# Michael at Mosul and he was made

priest there in 994. Later he transferred to the Simeon onastery

at as—Sinn# In 1002 he was made bishop of 38th FuhSdhrS and finally

he became Metropolitan of his native town of Nisibis in 1008# His

death took place in 1049# Thus Blias of Nisibis lived at a time

when tiie Kestorian Arabic literature reached its greatest, achievements

and when the dusllra science of kalSa was coming to its zenith# (47)
Before going on to the consideration of Ellas' own work

it is necessary to give a brief sketch of Nestorian literary activities

in Arabic# Of the three main groups of Christians in the Islamic

Empire the Nestorians were the most assiduous in their composition in

Arabic of all forms of ecclesiastical writing. Mot only that, but

their .arable composition continued to the close of the Islamic Empire;

nor did it prevent a continuation their studies in Syriac#

In the seventh century the Nestorian Churoh was the most

important Christian community in Mesopotamia and Iraq, Its provinces

there were as follows: Babylonia, with the see of the Catholicus or

Patriarch at Leleucia-Ctesiphon or MadS'in; Lusiana (KhflzistSrO, rdth

the metropolitan see of Jundaisab3r (Syriac, Beth LSpSt); Bgth 'ArbSyS,

with the Metropolitan see of Naglbln (Nisibis); Maish&n, near the

Persian G-ulf, with the metropolitan see of Bafra; Adiabene, with the

me ropolitan see of Arbfl; and (raraaaea (BSth Gurmai or BSjarmai) with

the metropolitan see of K&rkfik (Syr# KarkhS dhe 38th Sel8kl0» In

addition there were bishops at the following places; FSrs, Bahrain

Islands, B8th MSdhSyS including the towns of Hdlvmn, Dftnavar and
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HamadSn, Beth R&zikayS including the city of Rai (near the modern

Teheran), the district of Abrashar (Nishapflr) in Khurasan. Merv

and HerSt also appear to have "been sees. There were Christian

converts among the Kephthalite Huns and Turks near the river Oxus

who received their own bishop. Samarqand also probably became a

see and the Nestorian missions to China are famous.

Of the Nestorian sees enumerated above three were the

outstanding centres of their culture. These wer-e JundaisSbur where

the medical school was situated, Merv, and Nisibis which was famous

for its theological school. This school had been founded towards

the end of the fifth century by Barsauma when tire Nestorian pupils

were driven from Edeesa by the Emperor Zeno. (43)

Thus when the Abbasid dynasty came to power in Iraq

vrith Baghdad as the centre the Nestorians found in the Islamic

Empire ideal conditions in which their culture might flower. They

provided the majority of the teachers, physicians, translators and

administrators of which the new State was in need. Their* culture

was broad as well as deep for it was not unusual for one man to be

both physician philosopher and cleric, besides being engaged in the

composing of original treatises in these subjects.

The cultural climate which was engendered by the con¬

fluence of tire Nestorian teachers vrith the rising class of Muslim

intellectuals was one of intense intellectual activity with great

emphasis on speculation. Muslims, Jacobites and Nestorians shared

each others' teachers of philosophy while at the same time adhering

to and ardently defending their differing points of view in theology.

According to Br. Walzer the Nestorians, in contrast to the Jacobites

who received their Aristotelian philosophy from the classical if

neo-Platonic school of Alexandria* had received their philosophy

from centres close to the school of Athens. This school laid

emphasis on faith and on
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"revealed, books". The day when the different strands in Greek

philosophy which entered the Islamic Empire through the Jacobite and

Kestorians can be distinguished in their cross-fertilisation and

development in the Islamic philosophers, whether Christian or Muslim,

is still far distant. No attempt to disentangle the origins of the

philosophical elements in the theology of Eliaa of Nisibis vail there¬

fore be made in this thesis.(49)

The literary output of Elias of Nisbis was indeed many-

sided# Linguistics, history, canon law, theology and religious

poetry all were enriched by his pen. This productivity was carried

out in two languages, Fyriac and Arabic, which was in itself a

remarkable feat. Elias was at home in classical Arabic and it

seems that the impetus to his literary work in Arabic was given by

his friendly relations with a Muslim, the aair Abu'l Ssim al-

gusain ibn 'All al-Maghribl, The latter originated in Egytt, from

whence he came as a political exile to Iraq. There the Emir Nasr
•

ad-Daula Ajjaaad ibn 'arwln al—Kurdl became his patron and .Abu' 1 r fisis
took up residence in his domain in DiySrbakr and MaiySf&riqln, He

died in the latter place in 1027. While residing in "aiyafariqxn

Abu'l Qasim entered into a correspondence with Elias who was then

Metropolitan of Nisibis and on two occasions came to hisibis to dis¬

cuss with him. This correspondence has been preserved in part and

its theological and chronological interest throws light on the writ¬

ings of both,

Elias was well-versed in the Aristotelian metaphysics and

logic of his time. In his Christology he cor,si;: ler.tly defended the

Nestoriappoint of view, and he reserved his ability in polemic for

tiiose who did not share it. lith Muslims, however, his tone tetis

conciliatory to the extreme of endeavouring to reduce the theological
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differences between Christians and Muslims to that of the prophet-

hood of Muhammad* (50)

The known "orks in 'rabic b Elias of Msibis number

about si:-*teen* Of these seven are concerned with theology and

polemic. The one to be studied in detail in this thesis is the

rislla fi,wa^daniyat al-kh£liq vta tathlith aqSniiaakl. According

to Georg Graf, Alias had promised to provide a Ploroitgium or collec¬

tion of texts from the Scriptures, as a supplement to one of his

major theological treatises"The Meetings", This has disappeared

while a similarly announced treatise, the one to be studied in this

thesis, has survived. Before going on to consider this, it is

advisable to give a brief description of the major treatise to which

it forms a supplement,

"The Meetings" is composed in the form of a letter by

Elias to his brother, the teacher and secretary and physician ibti'l

*Ala £t'id (or £&'d" ibn Sahl. In this letter Elias sets out a

record, of tire conversations which he had with Abu*! Ssi-i' between the

5th and 29th of July in the year 1026* These conversations seem to

have been the result of the initiative of Abu *1 Q&sim wio had expressed

a pish to gain an understanding of the Christian religion and of the

logical bases of its tenets* The discussion :is divided into seven

"meetings" of which the subjects were as follows: firstly, the

Christian understanding of the oneness and threeness of God (the

latter is understood as %»*£&&&■ a self-existent being with His immanent

Word (nutq) and with liis Life; secondly, the indwelling of the for

of G-od in the manhood of Christ; thirdly, the witness of the ur'an

to the Christian teaching of the oneness of God (citations are made

from commentaries on the ur'an, especially from Abd Ja'far aj-jabarl,

sometimes with refutations by EliasJ; fourthly, proof of the truth of
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the Christian religion bota from reason ana from miracles; fifthly,

Ellas presented on request a detailed exposition of Christian dogma

for the qadi Abg Ya^ia^utakalli® who hod questioned Elias' veracity.
At the wish of Abu'l ?sin he also promised, a separate treatise on

iiie Christian understanding of the oneness (of (God), This is the

treatise to be studied in detail in this thesis. The sixth subject

ms "A disputation concerning Grammar, Speech and Discourse'* in which

llias attempted to show the superiority of Syriac over Arabic especi¬

ally in the greater clarity in the distinction of subject and object

in the former# He also contrasted the easier legibility of Syriac

with the necessity of Arabic to have recourse to diacritical points,

■The seventh "me ting" treated of the disavowal by Christians of

astrology; their view/ of Muslims; and their teaching concerning the

soul. The dialogue form is maintained throughout the whole work

but it lias a strongly literary character and bears the marks of having

been composed after the event. (51)
It is now possible to proceed with the study of the above-

mentioned treatise "Concerning the oneness of God and the three—ness

of His ayanim,"(52) This treatise is addressed to a Huslim q&£$_and
is concerned with the exposition and justification of the doctrine

of the Trinity, Ellas' aim is to shov; what is meant by the state¬

ment kjpc±xxxx±x±Exxx± that Cod is "One Jagfaar and three an?.;-1n" and by
the statement that "the Creator is one an^that there is no Cod be¬

sides Him,"

His argument runs as follows: both Christians and

uslirns a, .ree that God is one and that this Cm must either exist in

another, which would imply that He is an accident (*ara$) or else
e is self-existent (qS'iia bi-nafsihi), It is obvious that the

supreme God must be self-existent. Now He wiio is self-existent is
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either living or not-living. But he who is the maker of life must

Himself be living. He #10 is living and self-existent must be wise

or not-wise. It is clear that the maker of wisdom cannot be unwise.

Having thus established that Cod is self-existent, living

arid wise, Elias mentions that the Syrians call & self-existent Being

icigSn. OfxxDoc i'.'aclouf notes here that kiygn is the equivalent of

jav.'iiar and of ^abi'a). Thus God is a kiySn by His self-existence,

living by His Life and wise by His Wisdom,

Now God's vrisdom and life cannot be accidents. That

ich is not accident is either kiyan or uqnfim. Since the dlxSt,

dfe and Wisdom of God cannot be either three Jawahir or three aoci-

onts they must be three aqSninu Therefore Christians say that God

Is one kiyln and threo&qSnim.

KiySn refers to G >d5 s self-existen-t Being and ar*nia

refer to the dh&t, the fcay&t and^^ikiaa.. Thus according to Tlias
there is no difference in meaning between kiyftn wShid thalSthat

/wa
aqfuilia earn! qS. ira bi-nafslhi dhflt haySyhikm.

If"some Muslims, may God protect them" should allege

that by affirming that God has life and wisdom Christians are posi¬

ting two eternal beings other than God and are thus destroying His

uniqueness, Hie answer would be as follows: Christians r.d "uslins

agree that God is both living and wise, Nov the rules of logic

and of language demand that derived names participate in the meanings

of the words from which they are derived. vise is derived from

wisdom and living is derived frorplife. Thus someone is not wise

except by wisdom and is not living except by Jife, In the same my

a man does not become a grammarian except by possessing grammar, nor

an aroliitect except by acquiring the science of architecture. If

Muslims should say that such a rule may apply to names, but that it
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tloes not a; ply to Cod, Christians would say that this is exactly the

point of contention and as such cannot be adduced as an argument,

n fact if one were to follow the Muslims' line of argument one would

have to say that they are more open even then Christians to the charge

of shirk, for Muslims assert that God has knowledge, life, power, will,

speech, hearing and sight.

If on the other hand Muslims were to ask why God should

be restricted to three aqSnfa, then Christians would answer as follows:

the names of God belong to two categories, those which refer to His

being and essence (yakhaggu kiyanahtt "-a dhltshtt) and tl ose wiiioh refer

to his actions, Thus to say that God is living and wise is the

equivalent of saying that He is self-existent (qa'ita ul-nafslhfs or

of saying that He is a dhat. The point is that life and wisdom in

the Godhead are not additive composite powers as they are in men,

Gather life and wisdom are part of God's self and very nature.

The other names are ^ifSt fl'liya and are related to the
actions of God; for example rugim musaUduq/ffiiffiima yarpumu. These

gifut fi*liya are all derived from verbs arid specifically from verbs

of action. Thus trie epithet "creator"' is concerned with God's

relation to creatures and the epithet merciful" .is a description of

God's relationship to those to whom He shows mercy.

Next comes a passage in which Ellas sums up what he has

so far established concerning the threeness of God, It runs as follows:

wa*alS 1 ■Sdha-1-mi.thai tajri-l-ur.rGr i'l jami'-l-ysmlt'-l-KhSrlja *an-ldh

-dhSt wa-l-frikaa wa-l-fcay&t fa lamma kanat jLdh-dhSt wa-l-fejkna wa-1-

froySt kharSgg dh&tTya we. kSnat-il-ii'ada wa-l-,if j we.-f,-r.afoma wa ma

shaTa. InhfS gifSt fi' iiya sumrdyat adh-dhat wa-l-hikma wo-l-fraySt

kjiawagg t a aqSnlm v?a sugimiyat al-lrSda wa-l-jfld. wa-T-ra^uns. wa ma

shIHcalahS gifSt,
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Slias now turns to another problem of terminology concern¬

ing the Godhead, This problem is the use and interpretation of the

• ork jawhar, Musl3 is say that jawhar signifies that which carries

accidents, therefore the use of this word by Christians implies that

t.iey believe that accidents exist in God, Elias shows that this

iifficulty is essentially a matter of confusion in translation from

Gyriac, He says that the Gyriac word for self-existent being, kiyan,

was translated into .urabic as jawhar, How this word jawhar carried

in Arabic the meaning of "that which carried an accident," If that

is to be the interpretation of jawiian then certainly God is not .js.whar.

If on the other hand jawhar is used in the sense of "self-existent

being"then no difficulty exists.

At this point Slias gives corroboration for his view by

quoting from the works of three of the cula;n3? "nay God have mercy on

them and may lie' protect the Muslims", The first to be cited is

Abft Ja*far Atymad ibn al-Asheab, Tn his work "fi-1- ' ilm—3 -ilShi"

there is the following passage: "The I rime Hover is however abso¬

lutely first and is thus the cause of all things ( 'illatu-; -mawjfldSb),
He is either substance (jawhar} or accident (*arad\ It is imposs¬

ible for Him to be accident, since the cause of accident is the jawhar

and God is the cause of everything. The accident is not to be found

existing in itself but in the underlying substance. Thus God is a

substance, or He is something even better than a substance, or He is

a IciySa, (The point is) use any expression whatever provided only

that the meaning is preserved,"

The second extract is from the Hilib dj-tams fi-l-ysul

&l-khams by Abi! Bakr Muhammad ibn aJ-TaiyLj al-35.cill£n2fc, "If we

scrutinise the saying of the Christians that God is a single substance

in three aqgnim, we find no divergence (between us) except in nomen-
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claturo, because Christians assert that God is a substance which is

mlike created substances in that it is self-existeni being# Thus

the meaning is correct while the expression is wrong# Names are

related to what one actually intends when one uses them# Christians

"... ve never claimed that G-od is a substance like created substances#

ox quarrel with them and with the Jews is concerned with the prophecy

of I 'uhamisad# "

Elias then stresses that ai-BSqiHSni has made it clear

that Christians cannot be critised for their use of jawhar in ref¬

erence to God so long as they mean by this that lie is self-existent#

The disagreement of Christians and Muslims is "only concerned v?ith

the prophecy of Muhammad ibn *Abd Allah may God have mercy on him#"

Then Elias quotes from the QXdl Ab3 *Ab& Allah al-Husa^n
ibn *Abd Allah ibn Shibl# The gist of this quotation is that men

know of God's attributes such as power and knowledge through the

existence of these in creatures# Then these terms are applied to

God titer© is both a similarity and a difference# Thus Christians

speak of God as a jawhar which is a notion derived from observation

of created things but which in God is different in that there it is

used in the sense of self-existent# Christians and Muslims use the

same process of deduction from created to Creator#

Finally, Elias, observes that if jawhar is to continue to

be rrsed An the sense in which Muslims are currently emp loying this

tern then there will be no Arabic term for"self-existent# In that

case it would be best to use the Syriac term for "self*.existent", namely

Iriyfji# Likewise, since there is no Arabic term to designate that

which is neither kiySn '5mm .nor 'ara£, the use of tire Syriac term

ugnum should be continued to signify that which is neither accident

nor general substance#



In his notes on his edition of this text j Ma'louf

describes this very important text as "a pearl of Christian literature#*

Certainly the language and the reasoning possess a distinctive clarity

and. there is a complete lack of polemical emphasis# Ellas' acqsin-

tance with Muslim texts is striking. Even more striking is the

underlying assumption that the God of the Christians and the God of

the Muslims are one and the same. Elias is at pains to demonstrate

that any differences on this point are no more than semantic.

There is also a general sense of pastoral concern in this

treatise. It would seem that Ellas of Nisibis tended to regard

both Christians and Muslims as members of his flock#

The philosophical basis of Ellas' presentation of the one¬

ness and threeness of God is well constructed. Analogical reason¬

ing is reduced to a minimum. The linguistic approach seems plaus¬

ible, though to establish its substance would require detailed study

in Arabic and Syriac. The outstanding merit of this treatise is

that it leaves an impression that the Trinity is a living realits

which has to be experienced, not a formula to be learned. In Ellas'

thought on the nature of God there is a nappy blend of the Greek sense

of the Father as the source of all good, with the Hebrew insistence

on the living God and the Egyptian emphasis on the wise, beneficent

ruler# Also the use of a word connected with the root k£n to

define the essential being of God denotes the dynamic nature of God

better than does jawhar. In Ellas' insistence on the word kiySn

there is more than an echo of the God who defined himself as "I am

h'ho^am". The starting-point of Elias' reflections on the meaning

of the Trinity is the living God of the Scriptures, not a philoso¬

phies,"- definition. Closely connected with this is the other pre¬

supposition, namely that the God of the Christian Scriptures is one
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and the same as the God of the Qur'ln, Possibly he regarded what¬

ever tie judged to be true statements about God in the ur'an as

having been derived from Christian or Jewish sources; such statements

would then seem to be translations into another language and idiom.

After these general considerations of Ellas' approach to

the Trinity it is necessary to examine his method more closely#

Thus he uses 'the word dhSt to apply both to one of the aqfiaim (the

Father) and to the klySn of God#(53)However, if one considers that

it is perfectly orthodox to apply the word "Father" to God as a whole

as well as to the first member of the Trinity there would not seem

to be a difficulty here# What Ellas is stressing is that the

essential nature of God is to be three aq&ilm, two of which derive

from the first. lie could perhaps have completed his statement by

referring to God who is Wisdom and to God Tho is Life, but such a

terminology would have sounded strange to Christians and Muslims

alike# In fact in this treatise he avoids the use of the tradition¬

al Christian names for the second and third members, that is, Sons'
Aiir*

Word and Spirit# InV6ther treatise - lias.did in fact work out the

connection between the scriptural and philosophical terms for the

three members on the same iin.es as Sutychius had used, but like hi®

Elias had then to have recourse to analogical reasoning employing

as a. starting-point an dialysis of human psychology and physiology#

The argument was that whatever is true of man must be infinitely

applicable to the Creator. (54)
If kiy'ui could be shown to have had a scriptural meaning

similar in intent to "I am hovhrn" as well its metaphysical meaning,

then isdom and Life, although not popularly regarded as ''names" of

the second and third members in the same way as Sofi-5 ord and Spirit,
are yet certainly valid terms derived from Scriptures for these two



members; since furthermore Silas has asserted the equivalent of

kiy*n and dhat, we would be left with a Trinity of Being, Wisdom and

Life. In this Trinity there would be a perfect harmony of scrip¬

tural and of metaphysical thought and terminology, a oneness of being,

of actuality and of form.

At least one can say that we have in this treatise a

master-piece of Christian thought and meditation. Elias shows him¬

self a great Christian teacher both in his presentation of the subject

and in his restraint, for he leaves veiled the key to the whole

Oystezy of the oneness and threeness, which is that God's self is

love. Until Muslims had experienced the revelation of God's love

iii Jesus Christ they would not be able to see further*. To have

spoken of love at this stage could have led only to confusion or even

to profanation.

As in the preceding studies, consideration of terminology

as such will be left to the last chapter.

Much of ■'lie influence of kallm on the defence made by

Blias of Lisibis of* the Christian„doctrine of trie oneness and three¬

ness of Cod is clearly apparent in his treatise and in his quotations

from Muslim authors. It remains to underline this influence by

quoting from al-Irsnad of AbHUl-Ma'ill 'Abd-CQL-MSlik ibnVbd- lluh
ibn jdwalprjx, otherwise known as the Jmam al-yarama^-ri. (5 5 Xn
his chapter on the necessary attributes of God, al-Juwapii has a

section in which he attacks the Christian teaching of substance in

God. His argument is as follows: substance in the language of

theologians means that which has extension. Now it is clear that

it is impossible that God should have extension. Alternatively,

substance is defined as that which receives accidents, but it has

been explained beforehand that God cannot receive contingent traits.



To those who assert that God is a substance, al-34waj/.nx
replies by a distinction. He says that if in calling God a sub¬

stance is understood the attribution to Him of characteristics proper

to substances, proof's have been given that this is impossible; if

what is understood is the giving to Him of the name of substance

v,it. .out attributing to H;j.m either the nature or the characteristics,

then in this case the names of God must be taken out of the discuss¬

ion because these cannot be determined by the intelligence of men,

Now there is no other meaning known for substance (except those

mentioned above). In no religion is it permitted to assign

an appellation to God arbitrarily.

Christians believe that 'God is a substance; that He is

the Third of three. In saying that Ke is a substance, they mean

that he is the principle of the aqarifm, According to them there

arc three. aqSnim; being, life and knowledge (*ilm). They call

being the Fattier, knowledge the Word, whom they also call the Son,

and they call life the' Holy Spirit# That which they mean by Word

(kalima) is not what (Muslims) mean by kal&c; for them kalSm is

something created. In their teaching these aqSnia form the sub¬

stance, without the addition of anything else. The substance is

one end the aqSnltr. are three* Furthermore, according to the

Christians, these aqlnim do not have existence oy themselves; they

are in relation to the substance what the Muslims, or those Muslims
L

who accept the term, call apwal. For these latter thegfil is, for

example, the extension cf a substance; that is, it is something

added to the existence of the substancer and has for its attribute

neither non-existence nor existence. Nevertheless it is a

positive attribute. Thus aqtnlm are for Christians what afcwSl are

for those Muslims.



Further on &1-Jdwa4ni asks why Christians restrict the number of the

aqfinlm to three. Why, for instance, should power be left out in

favour of knowledge? Why are hearing and sight omitted?

After a discussion of the Christian' s' belief in the

divinity of Christ, which does not concern us here, al-J'3wa,y.ni con¬
tinues by stating that Christians believe that the aqanim are gods,

lie says that despite -he diversity of their sects all are unanimous

in affirming the threeness of God#| To this Muslims reply that
according to the Christian^ own statement none of the aqdnlm has a

separate existence. So how can that which does not have existence

possess divinity? al-JdwaJjni says that later on he will establish
clearly that God is necessarily living, knowing and powerful# If

the uqndm of knowledge was God it would necessarily also be living

and powerful# Thus Muslims laay fairly ask Christians why they do

not recognise four gods, substance, existence, life mid knowledge#

Otherwise they (the Christians) should admit that they are holding

to a purely arbitrary religionsopinion#

These extracts from the work of al-JdwcJ^hi show that on
the religious level the kind of arguments used by alias were taken

seriously by the orthodox who felt obliged to refute them following

the traditional methods of the mutakallimfln. Against this cir¬

cular reasoning it was unlikely that the sfctempts of Elias and others

like him could make a real impression# Nevertheless it is part of

tiie contention of this thesis that in making this effort despite the

adverse circumstances Kestorians succeeded in making a contribution

of lasting value to the Christian understanding of the mystery of the

Trinity# This will be shown more clearly in tiie chapter on termino¬

logy and in tiie Conclusion#
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Sectlon Fcur

Paulus ar--R£hib al-Ant£ki (iTth century^
It is only from the headings of his e. tant works that we

know anything of the life and chronology of the velkite writer known

as Paulus ar-HSiiib. Prom these we understand that Paulus origin¬

ated from Antioch, became a monk and finally was made Bishop of

Saida, In one of his worms, a letter to a Muslim friend, it is

stated that he mad visited the " lands of the Greeks and Franks", that

lie liad travelled to Constan klnople, to Moldavia ancl to Rome*

Two facts indicate that laulus lived and wrote not later

them the 13th century# The first is that between 1321 and 1328 two

Muslim theologians made written attacks on hiaj but the work which

they attacked was not an original work by Paulus ar-iiShib but rather

a third-hand polemical treatise derived from his work* Secondly,

Paulus attacks the Maronites as unorthodox ...onothelites, which means

that he must have lived before the Maronites entered into union with

the See of Some* ( According to Gilliam of Tyre, the decisive step

towards this union tools place in 1182, although it was not until the

16th century that all Garcnites abandoned Monothelitism#) There is

no indication in Paulus' own writings as to whether he lived during

the time of the Latin principled.ty of Anfcioch# All that one' say is
that his literary approach to Muslims is conciliatory and hopeful*

It is the opinion of Georg Graf that most probably Paulus flc-urished

during the 13th century,(56) There would seem to be a possibility that

he could have lived and worked somewhat earlier, possible during the

12th century*

Pauiuewasfc first and foremost an apologist, who tried to

correct the Muslim misunderstanding of Christian teachings#

Secondly, hewfcs a polemicist who turned Ms efforts towards estab-
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lishing the soundness of orthodox belief over and against the tenets

of those he considered to be dissident Christians, In his writings

he is concerned with those problems of natural theology which were

still in the foreground of controversy in his time, namely the crea¬

tion of the world, the being and attributes of G-od and His relation

to the world, Paulus* awareness of the need to oppose those philo¬

sophies and theologies which were contrary to his own, together with

Ms knowledge of Aristotelian philosophy and his mastery of the tech¬

nique of dialectic gave him the ability to approach these problems

from a commanding position. However, he does not seem to have in

any way gone beyond those main lines of Christian apologetics which

had already been laid down in the existing Christian Arabic litera¬

ture, In other words one could say that Paulus lacked originality

and the power of free speculation,

Georg Graf considered that the great merits of the writings

of Paulus ar-R&Mb were his clarity in the exposition of Ms subjects,

the simplicity of his language, the concrete way in which he presented

abstract problems, the variety of literary forms which he employed,

and his moderation in dealing with his adversaries.

The extant works attributed to Paulus ar-SSMb number no

more than eight. All of these have been edited and with one excep¬

tion are contained in the collected editions of texts made by Cheikho

and his collaborators. These works are all of an apologetical

nature and are addressed to dissident Christians, to Muslims and to

Jews, Two of these which have bearing on this thesis will now be

studied, (A third treatise was studied earlier in Chapter One,

Section Two), .

klCeJy
The first of these to be considered is entitled "al-'aqida

_
_

h-nasrSnlya yafctawi sharfr d&-iasa%}4fe 111 -umam ala fehtllSf alsinatlha
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wa tash&sg i ba1danlha./fluidtill ma a -1-yahfld i'i clin in-nasranlya t&u"an."
(57)

In the first part of tiiis treatise Paulus ar-Eahib uses toe literary

device of a dialogue between two groups of people# On one hand there

are the "Apostles" (al-foawSriyun'*1 and on the other there are the rest

of mankind. It is of interest that Paulus makes himself the spoke¬

sman of the second category in that throughout "mankind" is referred

to by the pronoun "we" and "they" is used for toe Apostles.

Although this treatise is in toe form of a dialogue between

Christians and pagans, it would seem evident from toe text that what

Paulus ar-Kahib had in mind were Muslims, not pagans# It hardly

seems likely, also, that a bishop in Syria in the 12th century would

find it necessary to write a pastoral treatise concerned with paganism.

It is more likely that this is a convenient device for showing Muslims

as being unbelievers from toe Christian point of view, without the

disagreeable necessity of addressing them directly in such terms*

There is no difference between/ap|u?oach of Paulus to Tri. itarian

doctrine in this treatise and in another treatise entitled "rlsala

'aqllya fi wujfld il-bSri' ta'ala wa kamalStihi wa angn'raihl," (58)Xn

the latter treatise the presentation of Trinitarian octrine is
/^

explicitly designed to refute/Muslim imputation of polytheism to

Christians.

There is a preamble in which mankind is depicted as without

religion and displeasing to Cod until God in his mercy desired to save

them from the hands of Iblls, their enemy, anpbring them into the

kingdom of heaven. Therefore Cod sent His desciples to all parts of

the world and to all men, explaining the Torah and Gospel to then in

their own languages# Their message was that God had sent them to

deliver men from unbelief and from the worshp of stars and of the

elements and to save them from hell-fire# They invited men to



worship the true God, besides whoa there was no God, Wiio had no

partner in lordship, Ihom none resembled in divinity,".ho had no equal

in eternity, Who was without body or parts and ihom no space contained*

The true God was without beginning or end, He was hidden in His

essence but apparent in his deeds, maker of all things out of notiling,

knower of secrets before their genesis* He creates and destroys

at will, raises the dead to life and grants eternal rewards and

punishments. GUI this is a description of God's attributes, He

himself is one jawhar in three aqlLnaa, Father, Son and Holy Spirit.

It is at this point that the argument begins. The

opposition expresses horror at these names given to 'God and says

that they are unknown to their philosophers and theologians. How

Can one be three, or three one? How can there be a fattier and son

together since a father must pi-eeede a son? How can there be a son

without begetting? These assertions are inconsistent with the clear

statements of the unity of God made at the beginning. The Chris¬

tian reply argues that there are two kinds of fatherhood and sonship,

one coarse and material and represented by human generation and one

light, delicate such as the birth of light from tho oun. Both are

created forms of birth but the latter form shows that there is at

least a possibility of "refined" forms of birth.

The opposition then asks how three can be one and one three?

The answer is that God is both one and three, just as we speak of the

sun's disc, light and warmth and yet there is only one sun* The

argument then shifts to the names of the three aqanlra/ailfb how Father,

Son and Holy Spirit can each be God and yet there is only one God*

Again the answer is in the form of an analogy* From a single in¬

got ore formed a ring, a bracelet and a bangle* There are three

items (a*ySn) but only one jawhar*



Although the opposition liked this explanation they has¬

tened to question the Christians about the meaning of "jawhar",

which they understood as having dimensions and occupying space.

The argument again followed the line that there were two kinds of

jawhar, coarse and refined. The refindd jav.-dlilr/^rP^reath,
intelligence and light do not occupy space, He who created them

must be even more "refined", When asked why God was called

"jawhar" the Christians replied that existent objects are either

jawhar or accident, Jawhar is self-subsistent and accident is

not; accident only exists in something other than itself, God is

called jawhar to signify that He is self-subsis tent, (qS'in bi~dh5ti

hl% • He is unlike created jiaSfaaPbeoause the fact of their being

created implies that they did not produce themselves. That which

produces something else must be other than it.

The argument continues in the same vein, that is that men

must of necessity apply to God the higher of any two possible epithets.

Example, God is called living rather than non-living for two reasons,

first, because living is higher than non-living and second because

calling Him living excludes the possibility of" dying" from Him,
%Li esrf.se He is rational? able to speak and thereby ignorance is
*

excluded from lira, How it is possible to demonstrate that the three
,are

a;;?,nlra/the Father, who is the dhgt, the nupq who is the Son and the

life ofrayUtt which is the Holy Spirit,

The Christian argument now uses the Muslim argument that

cause and effect are mutually necessary one to the other,(59)The

second two uq,-.Irani it is argued, are the effects of the first uqnflm

wliich is considered as being the first cause. The world, however,

is not an effect of the first cause because the fact of its being

other (than God) means that it must have come into existence and
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that which has come into existence is not an effect of the first

cause but rather the first cause is the efficient cause of (contingent

Being)•

The opposition then asked whether this living, speaking

God was also all-hearing, all-seeing, all-powerful, generous, noble,

merciful. When the Christian reply was yes they went on to suggest

that living and speaking were mere gifat like the other epithets.

The Christians replied by making a distinction between gifSt which

belong to the jawhar of God and those which belong to other jawahlr

and are applied to God in an analogical sense. The opposition then
{in¬

stated that gifat are accidents butV(the Christians) have now made

them individual substances (a'ySn), The Christians went back to

the distinction between coarse and light (refined)jawahlr and said

that only gifSt of coarse jawShlr are called a* ray. because their

disappearance from the jawhar does not affect the nature of the jawhar,

the gifSt of refined jawShlr are called ouv/St and are inseparable

from these jawahlr. Thus the disappearance of the sun's light

from the sun would mean the disappearance of the sun itself. In

the CreaLur these gifSt are a'ySn, they are the aqSnim of the all-

Highest,

The gist of the Christian argument would seem to be

that since the gifSt of the more refined jawahlr can not be separated

from these jawShlr, even less can the gifSt of the Creator be separated

from His jawharS This was seen to be the touchstone of truth, it

was because of this that Christians insisted on the one God unified

in the jawhar, threefold in the aqanlm of Father, Son and Holy Spirit,

"All&h al-w££tid al—muwajjfcad bi-l-jawhar al-muthallath bi-l-aqSnlm
al-Sb wa-l-ibn wa-r-rfffr al-qudus," (60)

The argument now moves on to the subject of Christ, The

opposition sees two opposing sets of actions described in the Gospel
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as being performed by Christ; human and divine, regarded here as

logically contradictory terms. The reply reiterates the three

sifSt/Sod, that the Son is God's Word and the Holy Spirit His Life.

God at the end of time was generous to His creation and sent His Word

without its being separated from Him, just as one sends a letter to

a distant town. The words are sent without their ever being

separated from the intelligence which is parent to the word. In

the same way the sun's light reaches men without there ever being

any real distinction between the sun's disc and its light. The

'Word took flesh of Mary the pure virgin in order to purify the nature

of Adam which had been soiled by sin and to raise it up after its

fall and to take it up to the highest grades. Thus He is eternal

because He is the lord and temporal because He is the son of Mary.

He worked miracles by the human nature and suffered pain in the human

nature.

There follows a repetition of the "union of appearance" argu¬

ment given in the first treatise (see Chap. I Sect. 2), using again

the simile of the piece of red-hot iron. Thus the Son of God took

a human nature (tabl'a) in order to let His power shine through it.

The *letter* analogy of thepreceding paragraph is again stressed,

together with another analogy of the Impossibility of separating the

thought from the thinker.

When asked why God became man and suffered when He could

have conquered IblSs without this the Christians replied that this

arose from God's great generosity; also it was in order that Iblls

might not be able to boast that while God had vanquished him, yet he

flblls^ had conquered man. The third reason for God's becoming

man was that He might teach us humility, lowliness and patience

tlirough deeds and not only through words.
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The opposition then observed that in no way -then did (He)
bear the suffering and cross in His own nature. The Christian

reply now stresses faith in an interesting way by quoting "he who

believes in me will do greater than my works" (by works is here

intended miracles, that is divine acts), Since it is belief in the

Resurrection that makes men capable of "divine acts", the purpose of

the Cross is to make possible in the hearts of believers deep faith

in the Resurrection, The cross is emphasised in order to draw

attention to the Resurrection,

At this point the opposition brings out its final

objection, "You worship a human being in association with God,"

The Christians emphasise the fact of two natures in Christ and that worship

goes to the divine nature through the human. In the same way fire-

worshippers worship the fire burning in wood, not the wood itself.

It is in the same spirit that men honour a king toy kissing Ms robe

or bis written word.

The opposition now capitulates, convinced by the

intelligent arguments and logical exposition of Christian doctrine.

They accept baptism in the Father, Son and Holy Spirit and obey the

commands of the apostles to destroy the temples of the idols, building

churches in their place.

In commenting on the treatise studied above one can

say that there is no compromising on the basic Christian beliefs in

the Trinity, Incarnation, redemption, salvation and Resurrection,

which are put forward in the most positive way. What is suggested

is that faith in the Resurrection of Christ and thus in the divine

origin of Christ will enable the believer to perform divine acts, to

become like the Creator, Creator and created, this had been the

dominant Islamic religious theme. It was within that framework that

human beings and human institutions must find their true shapes and
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forms. This treatise of Paulus is a presentation of Christian doc¬

trine set in the religio-oultural atmosphere of Islam, Creator and

created are treated as mutually exclusive terms. There is only one

way in which the problem can be solved. One term will have to be

absorbed in the other, man will have to become God, If the Word

took on a human nature, it was only as the first step towards man

partaking of the divine nature, it was because in all things the

initiative must come from the Creator,

It is now possible to consider within the context of

Paulus' thought on basic Christian doctrine and his exposition of

this in a Muslim environment his teaching on the Trinity, In his

preliminary statements, which appear as an answer to an iraplicit

question: Who is God? Paulus describes God in language characteris¬

tic of the Qur'an, God is a personal being, that is, He is described

as knowing, making, creating, destroying, rewwarding and punishing.

It is taken for granted, therefox-e, that the relation between God

and man is a personal one.

It would seem that the crucial point in this dialogue,

if one may so term it, concerning the Trinity, was the Muslim aware¬

ness of this personal relationship between God and man, between

Creator and created. Theirs was not the Judaistic concept of a

covenant between God and a people chosen by Him, it was something

raox^e universal than that and yet still insistent on the relationship

of the individual human being to God, To a Muslim then the idea of

three "personalities" in the Godhead seemed at best an exaggeration

and distortion of the moral unity of Hie Godhead^ Likewise the

Nicean definition of the Trinity as three hypostases and one ousia

was not useful as a basis from which to discuss with Musliras,(b1) Nor

could one start with the person of Jesus Christ because the person

of Muhammad was more real and immediate to Muslims than that of Christ,
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These difficulties were still as formidable in the time of Paulus

ar-&Shib as they had been in that of the earlier Christism Arabic

apologists who have been studied in the preceding pages and the

evident inadequacies in his presentation of the Trinity in the two

treatises studied here must be judged in this light, (82)
The second part of the treatise under discussion is con¬

cerned with the Jews and with their relationship to Christianity,

.Again it is Paulus who takes it upon himself to present the non-

Christian case. This part of the treatise has no bearing on the

subject of this thesis and will therefore not be studied here.

The second of the treatises of Paulus ar-R&hlb to be con¬

sidered was written by him in his capacity as Bishop of §aida to the

Muslims resident in the town. The literary form is similar to that

of the first treatise in that it is also in the form of a dialogue.

Here the dialogue is openly between Muslims and Christians with Paulus

talcing the part of the Muslims and his fellow-bishops and theologians

taking that of the Christians. The question and answer style of

the first treatise is not adhered to so rigidly here and much more

prominence is given in this treatise to the nxS-Christian point of

view. The title of the treatise is "risSlatBfllus usquf baida

ar-rahib al-an$5ki qad arsal&ha. li-ba'<j raa'Srifihi alladhina. bi-gaida
min al-muslimin," (63) *

After a preamble in which Paulus endeavours to establish

from the Qur'anitself the validity of the Christian religion, he

tackles the main Muslim contention against the validity of the Christ¬

ian religion, namely the doctrine of the Trinity which they saw as

contrary to the oneness and unity of God, The reply he gives is

positive; if only Muslims could realise that the endeavour of

Christians in speaking 0f the Trinity is to render more pi^ecise the
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statement that Almighty God is a living, intelligent being, then

they would not object to it, "then we Christians observe things

coming into being we know that something other than them brought thera

into being, for it would be illogical to suppose that they came to

be by themselves. Thus we proclaim His existence and say that He

is a being, yet unlike other beings since He is their creator. Beings

can be divided into those that are living and those that are not, so

to God we assign the higher of these two attributes and assert that

He is living, thus denying that He is capable of corruption.

Living being can be divided between rational and non-rational being,

so again to God we assign the higher attribute and speak of Kim as

intelligent. These three names are the one God ho is and always

has been a living, intelligent Being. For us Being is the Father,

and the Son is Intelligence and Life is the Holy Spirit. "

Paulus thus presents the doctrine of the Trinity as adding

nothing but light and clarity to the traditional belief in the Uniq-

eness and Oneness of God,

Since Paulus in his first section had established the vali¬

dity of the Christian Scriptures he is now able to draw on the Old

Testament for instance of the words Father, Word and Spirit being

applied to God. He then makes mention of four occasions in the

ur'an where the words lord and Spirit occur in similar contexts.

Paulus then summarises by saying that the meaning of the

Trinitarian doctrine is the under-lining of the fact that God has

many gifat and yet is the One God.

He then goes on to discuss the Incarnation. This he

expounds as follows: the Son was begotten of the Father before all

ages. This Son who is likewise the Word of God was sent (into the

world) without any separation from the Father, just as the sun's

rays reach us without any separation from the sun. Paulus then
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deals with the objection raised in surat-jefr-an*5m where it is asked

how God could have a son without having a female companion. Paulus

stresses that the fatherhood of Gad is of a different kind from human

fatherhood.

jy'*3)
Paulus then takes sflra-fr-dUv-nisa*:i"wa IS galabuhu wa

lakin shubblha lahuft^ and gives it a Christian interpretation to the

effect that this verse means that Christ was crucified in His human

nature and not in His divine nature. ks in the first treatise he

again compares the Union of the divine and human natures in Christ

with the union of fire and iron in a heated piece of iron. He then

sums up Trinitarian and Incarnation doctrine by comparing the Father,

Word and Holy Spirit with the mind, speech and spirit of man and with

the disc, light and heat of the sun and by reiterating the testimony-

given by the Christians' book, transmitted to them by the apostles,

The Muslims now object to the Trinitarian doctrine on the

grounds that the terminology merely confuses the real Issue about Gad,

which is the question of His oneness. Why do Christians lay them¬

selves open to misinterpretation by speaking of a Son The Christian

reply is that Muslims themselves use anthropomorphic language about

Gad. If the Muslims' answer that, one must make an effort to

understand the meaning rather than dwell on the external image is

valid for them, then it is valid for Christians also.

Paulus concludes the discussion of the Trinity with a long

list of negations concerning what the Trinity is not, of which the

most important arej ishtirSk, tab'id. tashblh since they figure in

the Qur'an.

The discussion then turns to another subject concerning

the nature of God. Christians describe Gad as jawhar on the grounds

that whatever exists is either jawhar or accident'ara$. 'When Muslims
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object that jesobor occupy space, the same answer is given as in the

treatises, namely that a distinction must be made between "coarse"

and "light" To the latter group belong soul, mind and light.

Since these "light" jawahlr do not have accidents in the strict sense,

even less would one find it possible to predicate them of &od.

Now the discussion takes another turn. This time it is

a purely Christian intervention on the subject of Law, This they

regard as divided into "ahar^i'at 'adl wa sharl'at fag&» The law

of Moses cane into the first category and was to be practised until

it was firmly established in men* Then God ?ho is absolute per¬

fection and generosity gave of His best in giving His Word a human

nature in order to show through it (the human nature) His power and

generosity. Since that which preceded this, that is, the law of

Moses, was meant to prefigure it and since it (the Incarnation) is of

the highest generosity, therefore anything further in the way of law

is unnecessary.

One last difficulty is raised and settled. Since the

Qur'an and the Prophet praise Christians, their works and their

religion how is it possible for Christians to abandon something so

excellent, and, finally how can they follow him who has not come to

them but only to others? (the reference here is obviously to

Muhammad),
The end of the letter is a prayer for peace and good-will

between Christians and Muslims and a request that the dialogue be

carried on by any further queries which would be transmitted by him

(Paulus) to the bishops.

These two treatises of Paulus ar-RShib when read in con¬

junction with those of Eutychius, Yafcya ibn 'Adl and Elias of Nisibis

are self-explanatory. There is in the work of this V"elicite bishop
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little more than a repetition of those original contributions of

Christian Arabic literature to the presentation of the Trinity, namely,

the metaphysical description by the Jacobite Ya&ya ibn *Adi of the

Trinity in terms of causality and the definition by the Nestorian

Elias of Nisibis of the Godhead as a unity of Being, Uisdom and Life.

There is a slight difference in Paulus' use of the second description

in that instead of ^ikma he uses nu$q. (64)

In his discussion of substances, in his use of material

imagery of the Trinity, for example, the sun, it s rays and radiance

and in his approach to Christology Paulus shows little change from the

path laid down by Eutychius and St. John of Damascus. (65)Indeed what

is striking Is that despite the Crusades, and Latin Christianity and

despite the troubled history of Christians in the Islamic Empire

during the intervening centuries, there is expressed in the work of

Paulus ar-Rahib an even stronger sense of affinity with his Muslim

neighbours and an even stronger will to engage in theological dialogue

with them. It is also of interest that despite his polemics against

the Christology of the Jacobites and Nestorians Paulus found no

difficulty in using in one and the same treatise quotations from both

Yapya ibn 'AdI and Elias of Nisibis together with arguments derived

from the traditional Melkite position. Lest it be thought that this

was a mere choice of weapons convenient for use in a polemical treatise

but not suited to a more weighty work it should be noted that the argu¬

ments of Ya^ya and Elias appear also as an integ ral part of Paulus*
Trinitarian doctrine in his treatise ''risella 'aqliya fi wujfid il-bari'
ta'Sla wa kanalatlhi wa aqanlru ki".(60)



CHAPTER THREE

Discussion of the technical terms used by the writers

studied in Chapter Two in their presentatiun of Trini¬

tarian doctrine

In the previous chapter the expressions of Trinitarian

doctrine by the four writers, Eutychius, Ya&ya ibn *Adl, Elias of Nisi-

bis and Paulus ar-Rahib were studied individually although an attempt

was made to situate eaoh writer against an intellectual background

which would bring out those characteristics which had most bearing

on the subject of the present thesis. The Kitab aX-Burhdn of Eutychius

was compared with the De Fide Orthodoxa of St, John of

Damascus; Ya^ya ibn 'Adl's theology was set in relief against certain

metaphysical theses attributed to his master in philosophy* al-Farabi;

the Christian apologet~3.cs of Elias of Nisibis were immediately followed

by the subtle misinterpretation of his presentation of the Trinity by

al-Juwaini; finally, the work of Paulus ar-RShib was seen as an

attempt to synthesise the presentations of Trinitarian doctrine studied

in the three previous writers, namely, the final distillation of patri¬

stic teaching on the Trinity re-styled to suit the Islamic environment,

the statement of the Trinity in terms of Aristotelian causality and

the Christian Arabic scholastic treatment of the doctrine. Each of

these writers used technical terms to define his teaching; some of
v

these were held in common while others were not. It is therefore

an essential part of this thesis to determine as far as possible what

meaning each term held for each writer. Only in this way will it

be possible to determine whether there was a development in Trinitarian

doctrine during the Islamic Empire or whether the tasks of apologetics and

polemics were too urgent for any lasting concepts of positive importance

to be formed. Therefore the key words and phrases used by each of
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the four writers will be studied individually although where possible

reference will be made to contemporary external evidence which supports

the interpretations suggested in this thesis*

Section One

Butychius of Alexandria

It would seen best to start with a brief reiteration of

the passages in which Patriarch Eutychius refers to the Trinity.
, G-faatbrWofd

His first reference is to Allah and 111s/(kalimatttliu-l-»kMlic) who is
VAtd oj-6jcti_ Wd"fd , |rvyjvoSt«-SlS

tlie/^kalia&t AllahUbfr) Thisnkalimat Allah) is the/fca-am)w lch joins
together the jawhar of Allah with the .iawhar of a man to form Jesus

VfoTzl
Christ. Furthermore this/f'talima) is "established, subsisting, ever-

lasting, ...... not like our word which has nofeawSm)and which is
t iv^pffStA-Sid

dissipated into the air, but a ' ord with ar|:;awam^| living, complete,
not separated from llirn but established in Rira forever ..." Like

tfavvfly
man's reason and word, God and His Word are one/(shay*| in nature because

W orstM *~
of their conjunctions in a aingle/fnafs;) they differ likewise in that
the function of one is to beget and the function of the other is to

be begotten. . »

Again like man's word God's Word has a/jr-fig) again they
i UijpostaAti

differ in that God's Spirit has ayfeawgm)while man3s has not. This
/ S&S&MbiaiI psw&r .

Spirit must be atWjuWa jawnariyaj of God with its o?m/(qawSmy These
(qesrafifitjare the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, three names for

|yrC3ofc>*i. I
three/^ihSt)in the jawhar of the one God, The Father is character¬
ised by begetting, the Son by begott enness and the Holy Spirit by

procession.

Having given an "internal" description of the Trinity

Butychius then proceeds to give an "external" picture# Allah is the

supreme exemplar in that it is His reason which is the creator of
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I'easons, lis 7"ord which is the creator of words and His Spirit which

is the creator of spirits. "He (the Creator God) is a pre-eternal

reason, begetting the Word and causing the Spirit to proceed. He

is thus one pre-eternal Father .... the beginning of everything
j ZOMAtL,

and they(sahab )of everything .... He is the creator of everything,

and alone the Father of the Word by the nature of the jawhar."

"His lord, too, is pre-eternal. He is tire unique Son of God

begotten from the Father befor*e all times ..."
bromoja-^- ?

It was noted above that/fjihat)was used of the members of

the Trinity; further on Eutychius givesyAvujilh)ae a misleading term
for members of the Trinity and therefore one which should not he used.

Eutyehlus summed up his Trinitarian teaching as follows;

"The exposition of the unity of God's jawhar has now been completed.
. KxJiiOU!. p

It (His jawiiar) is ills/(pabI'a.)and His^kiySn^and the threeness of His d-
feawaaSt,) these being His acgnla and the/^ihat) of *ilm), lord
and Spirit. Qawam may be explained as something which remains

fixed and permanent in its condition, never changing or moving,"

It is obvious that for Eutychius God's essence, nature and

being are three different ways of looking at the one thing. It is

also clear that for him thej(qawamdt)are three distinct objects, each
equally God. It was shown in the earlier discussion of the Xitab-

al-Burhgn that Eutychius' doctrine is substantially the same as the

patristic summaries compared in the Se Fide Orthodoxa of St, John

of Damascus, There would seem to be no room for doubt that kiySn

represents being as jawhar represents ousia and qawaaSt represents

hypostases, (b?)
The technical meaning of jihSt is less clear. On a

simple linguistic basis it would seem to refer to prosopon; yet it

is important to note that Sutychius must have intended by its use an
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ubstruct sense of this term, for he uses the concrete mjflh_as an

example of misleading terminology which would incur the accusation of

polytheism.

The word uqnda appears in two key passages only of the Kitab

al-5uiiian. One is that cited above and the other, referred to the

discussion in the previous chapter, is used in Sutyohius' discussion

of the Incarnation in which he states that one does not give birth to
jruxAjtxu, -ILum

a'ipab* a but to an uqnflm# Christ's/(hSsdt_)has the uqpSm of the Son

of God# The question now arises; if qawga is the equivalent of

hypostasis and $iha implies an abstract sense of prosopon, what is

the technical sense in which Eutychius uses the tern uqnflm? (6s) This

term, which is the modem Arabic translation of persona, only appears

in Classical Arabic in connection with the Christian doctrine of

hie Trinity, Certain lexicons tend k> regard ugnflm as a textual

corruption of quyyaia, in turn a corruption of caw ,*n« ( Tt is «ct

disputed that this corruption could have occurred in certain texts

but it does not seem adequate as an account of the origin of the word

jaqnfflyi since, as was remarked above, the word qawSia would seem to

have been an adequate translation of hypostasis.

It is necessary therefore to look elsewhere for the qxa^ui
<aK tte Arabic terra uc-raha. In chapter Two, Section Three, Alias of

: isibis was quoted as referring to uqnuta as being originally a Syriac

word. Since Elias was well-known as a scholar in both Syriac and

Arabic tire-re would not seem to be any reason to doubt this statement.

It remains then to discover as far as possible what this term con¬

veyed in Syriac at the time of its acceptance as the Arabic term for

member of the Trinity# From the evidence of the usages of Silas

of MlslMs and of Eutychius it would seem to have become established

in Arabic sometime in the 10th oentury. In an appendix to Part One
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Vol, II of his "Islam and Christian Theology" Dr. Sweetman says that

the Syro-Arabic lexicons give the following Arabic meanings for the

Syriac word qngtaa transliterated into Arabic as aqnflm, namely " shakha
VlS-Cble. 0< •chMS'U'C- pMSorv

mar*! cw ghair aar'l'X;-iid also "nafsI'W It is outside the scope of
-

this thesis to enter into a discussion of the long and complicated

history of the usage of the term in Syriac, Although many aspects

of its usage have yet to be fully explored two points seem to be

clear; qnflag is extensively used in the Syriac old and New Testaments

with a reflexive meaning akin to self" or "ipse", and it was used

by the Nestorians as a translation of the Cappadooian understanding

and usage of the word hypostasis. It has also been suggested that

in addition to these fairly well established meanings qnfimlt may have

te: received some of the force of the Greek gnome.

In addition to these meanings put forward by Dr, Sweetman

jffikxXKsx}«jb«M»Kxksks£X, it seems in the light of the studies made

during toe course of this thesis that yet another Greek word may have

influenced the development of meaning of qndma, namely oeconomla

which was used in a presentation of the Trinity made by St, Hippolytus

and also to a lesser extent by Tertullian, whose contribution to this

particular line of development of doctrine has been overshadowed by

his more faiailiar Trinitarian doctrine based on persona. Oeconomia

was of course toe regular Greek term used to designate the ixhakhs

xxr^^cxHxgwYirxxxEl^xxncfxax.'ito"^Incarnation and the place

of the Incarnation in human history. Its use by St, Hippolytus

may have been motivated by a desire to assimilate the terminology of

Trinitarian doctrine to that of the Incarnation and of grace. ('70)

It would seem then that at the time of its entry into

Arabic terminology qnSaS, when used in connection with toe Godhead,

would have retained, both its reflexive and its objective senses.
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It would seem likely also that the emphasis of the term was on the

inner meaning of the thing specified and not on the outward appearance.

Thus the Trinitarian terminology of Eufychius does not

present any major problems. He was chiefly concerned to translate

into Arabic the teaching contained in De Fide Orthodoxa but his two
uses of an

jsssgg® uqnilra would seem to imply that he was Baking/attempt to add

elements of Trinitarian doctrine developed from sources other than

those used by St. John of Damascus*

Section Two

YafoyS Ibn 'a61

It is not necessary to traverse again the complicated

arguments of the thesis of Yahya ibn *Mi studied in Chapter two.

Rather his terminology will be reviewed in the light of what is

currently understood to have been the usage of those terms in early

Islamic theological and philosophical speculation. • In passing it

should be noted that although in this treatise Ya^ya does not use

uqngm there exists one treatise of his "jawSb ash-shaikh Yafoyd Ibn

'Adl "an ;aasa*il sa'ala'anha sa'll ft-l-aqanlm ath-thalatha el-ilah

il-wlhid" in which this term is used. (71 )The discussion in this

latter treatise is more general but it does not differ substantially

from the main lines of his thought put forward in the treatise stud¬

ied in this thesis. It suffices to note that the term uqnflia was

known to him although it did not suit his purpose to use it exten¬

sively.

In the beginning of the treatise it was noted that Ya/yya

ibn 'Adl began by stating that his intention was "to show forth the

soundness of the Christians' belief that the Creator i^one jawhar
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and three glffit, each one of which is other than the other two in

ma'nag In the concluding passage of the section in which he sets

out the mirror analogy YafcyS made as a summary the statement that in

so far as it was an image the object was one# In so far as the

image existed in three afoval or, if it was preferred, three gif&t,

it was three. Thus the image had become multiple by reason of its

gif?.t#

In the section in which Ya^yt employed the mind, thinker

and thought analogy he stated that the mind was a that and that the

meaning of its existence did not include the meanings of its exist¬

ence as thinker or as thought (ma'qfl). Also thai he who

was one dhat would contain three gifSt, for he is 'aql and'Sqll and

aa*q?tl# A little further on na't is employed in the meaning of

gifa.

In.--both:-tlna-first- and.-at-^eond aootiono Ya^/a uses -.tIia,..mords^

safe-ab and 'ilia interchangeably.

Two ether meanings are given for the word gifa, namely

faaug.3*, and khSgga# Thus in this treatise YahyS uses either as

synonyms or as explanations of his term gifa the following words -

na't, hal, aaugfi' and khllgga. In addition to these it should be

noted that Ya^tyS. uses the term qawam once and that in the sense of

hypostasis or "aubsistent."

Finally it should be noted that YafcyS uses 'ilia and sabab

interchangeablyboHv Hul> ji^t" cx^A, leolunvS. »
It is clear from the title of the treatise". » . one jawhar

and three gifat" and also from the twin facts (a) that the term

jawhar does not appear again until the conclusion and (bN that,gifa

is throughout explained by associating with it several other words

that Ya^ya ibn'Adl intends his definition of jawhar and pifa to emerge
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from two given premises, jawhar and gifa, rather he is using these

words as convenient instruments for conveying the Christian doctrine

of the Trinity. The meaning which he will give to them Trill be

derived from the doctrine and not vice versa.

Thus it would seem best to start the discussion of Yafctya's

terminology with the word dMt. This word is used throughout with

the consistent meaning of essence. Contrasted with it is the

notion of existence (wujdd^, (72)
In this light it is possible to begin the discussion of

gifa which is now seen to be connected with the notion of essence

from Tvhicn existence has been abstracted,(73) It was stated above

that gifa is throughout the treatise associated with other terms.

The first of these to be considered is frftl. ( Ha't need not be con¬

sidered for it does not appear to have any other significance other

than epithet)H^a term used in metaphysics, logic and Muslim theology.

In the first two of these disciplines it implies the mode of something

which is subject to change while in Muslim theology it implies a

quality belonging to an existent thing but which is itself neither

existent nor non-existent.(74) In this view hal is a hind of universal.

In relation to Allah these afrwSl were seen as being His qualities e.g.

"being a knower* ( *Slitalya)• However this doctrine was soon re¬

garded as heterdox and was discarded by official kalSn* It remains

to decide which of these three uses of the term ^51 was the one which

Yafcya ibn £AdI had in mind in this treatise*. Now since in logic

and in metaphysics foil contains the notion of change It is difficult

to see that Ya£ty§ could have used the term as it was used in either

of these two disciplines because the notion of change in the eternal

Godhead is impossible to entertain. Thus the Muslim theological
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a quality belonging to an existent tiling but which was itself neither

existent nor non-existent. Al-Juiwaini who was opposed to the use of

this concept in relation to God was to define £21 as the extension of

a substance, that is, something added to the existence which has for

its own attribute neither non-existence nor existence,(75) Still it
is necessary to bear in mind that in this treatise Ya^yS uses y&L as

one of several epithets describing his terra gifa and a final decision

on the sense in which he employed each terra must wait until tire dis¬

cussion of each has been undertaken.

The next term to be considered is mawffi*. "iaudd* in

metaphysics has the wide sense of m&j^all or else it has/narrower sense

of the subject in which an accidents ('ara$) is said to inhere. In

logic iaa\tfg.u* is synonymous with g&all and is thus opposed to raajy&til

(attribute). it is probably unwise to try and fix on any one of

these usages as being exactly that which YajgyS had in mind especially

as all these terras were probably not as precisely defined in his time

as they were later, but the general trend is clear enough. It

would seem that in describing gifa as a siawyu* he was implying that

in his usage in this treatise gifa had tire sense of a subject,

Finally there is the term kh&gga. This terra Implies

that which is the property of a being or that which can be predicated

of a.,being. Either usage would fit in with the previous epithets

applied to Ya^ya's use of the word sifa,

To sum up - it would seem, that in tills treatise Ya£y2

ibn *AaI was using gifa in the sense of an essential quality which

could be predicated of a being and yet which was itself a subject of

which something could be predicated. This tentative meaning of

gifa has the merit of harmonising with the Christian term hypostasis
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(qawSra)# Then in this treatise Yu^yS would imply by jawhar and ,sifa

an abstract essence which had essential qualities#(75)These essential
qualities would also be subjects of which particular existence

(mij&dllha eain) could be predicted. Also Yafctya would seen to iden¬

tify- the abstract essence (dhat) with tiie Father who is one of the

glfat and also the cause of the other two gifatari _ Then since the

Father as gifa is a sriaw^S' with a particular existence essence and

existence would seen to be finally one in Him#

In his use of na'na/in the title of the treatise Ya£ya

would seen to be stressing that in the last resort any terms used for

tiie Trinity are but attempts to put the mystery before the human mind

in an intelligible fashion# The aim set out in this treatise and

in others is clearly that of defending the orthodox Christian doctrine

of the Trinity in a religious and cultural d iiaate different from that

in which the doctrine had originally been formulated#

The remaining teres used by Ya^yS ibn *Adl can now be

briefly reviewed, yabi'a (nature) is used in the second section

of his treatise in the statement that the Jubica of the Father, the

Son and the Holy Spirit is one end trie same. This is reiterated

further on in the statement that the Son and the Spirit are one and

equal in jawhar and $abl*a etc. *AqlJ 'aqjl/and na'q&l/although
used here by YafcyS. as a convenient analogy to describe the Trinity do

probably also reflect the Aristotelian concept of Sod#

In conclusion it can be said that with YapyS ibn 'Adi
there begins the attempt by Christian Arabic writers to re-formulate

the orthodox Christian doctrine of the Trinity in teres accessible

to the Islamic religious and cultural climate. His contribution

was twofold therefore, first the attempt to provide a terminology for
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existing doctrine and secondly by the due application of the principle

of causality Yahya opened a line of development of the doctrine for

the future.

Section Three

Elias of Pisibis

In his treatise "risala fl wafodaniyat il-khfiliq wa tathllth

aqanlaihi " which was studied in Chapter Two, Elias of Kisibis uses

a distinctive terminology. He expands his short title by stating

that he intends to show what is meant by the statement that Allah

is- "one jawhar and three aqanlm". He takes as a preliminary

assumption that Christians and Muslims are in agreement as to what is

meant by the oneness of God. Having described Allah as "jawhar",

Aself - sol sit*■*sgh'ia bi-nafsihil?. He then gives

the Syriac term for "qa'im bi-nafsihi", This is "kiyan". Elias

then says that the (Syriac) term for that which is neither accident

nor general substance (kiyan 'Siarn) is "uqnilm".

Further on Elias makes a reference to the kiySn of Allah

and also to His dhSt. He follows this by making a distinction
(xWvi pa_4

betxveen (gifat dhatiyaJancl/(gii'St fi'llya^and says that the names of
/ O-H v * L pe V uv C to

God belong to one of these two categories. Later Elias makes a

further clarification in his terminology '-hen he says in effect that

sifSt should be reserved as a term for the gifat fi'llya such as
j!

al-irada wa-l-jM wa-r—ra^uaa and that aqanlm in the sense of khSwagg
—— — , , , ~ ■

dhatiya should be used for adh-dhat wa-l~fcikma wa-l-ya,;, St.

It would seem then that Elias uses jawhar with the sense

of qa'im bi-nafsihi. He then gives kiySn as the Syriac for qa'im

bi-naisihi and follows this later by referring to the dhlt and to the

kiySn of Allali together. Thus kiySn could either have the connotation
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of dh*t which itself does not seen* to bear any other interpretation

than essence, or it could hove been used there to i iply existence, as

a distinct concept from essence* Further on Elias states that kiySn

in Syriac means a self-existent being and this would bring it sore

info line with "substance". Probably the point of the whole dis¬

cussion is that Elias is determined to show as clearly as possible

that when the Christians apply the term jawhar to Cod they do not use

it in the sense in which the mutakalllHfihused this term.

Qa'lm bi-rafsihi does not seem to differ radically in mean¬

ing or intent from qd'ira bi-dMtihi« If there should be implied

by the use of nafs a suggestion or" nafs in the sense of the form of

a living thing then it might appear that Elias, by using q&'iia bi-

nafsiM rather than qS'im bi-dhStihi, was intending his terminology

to be taken in a less abstract sense than would have been implied by

the use of the latter term. Neither of these two terms would seem

to Jiave been finally approved for application to Allah by orthodox

kalSsu At-Tei'tSegni describes Allah as ndh-dh&t al-wajlb al wujfld.

(the necessarily existent essence).

By giflt Elias evidently intends to imply the Muslim theol¬

ogical use of the term, that is that they are attributes derived from

the uranic names of God.(78) It is not necessary here to compare Eli¬

as' division of these attributes with those made by the mutah&lliiaSui.

It is his intention to show that the aqSnlm are not epithets but that

they are real entities. This is reinforced by his use of khawd^g

to explain jifat. Thus Elias is perhaps adding to the theological
term sifa the implications of the metaphysical term khassa, that is

the notion of the property of a being or of that which can be predi¬

cated of a being. Khawfipg is further qualified by dhdtiya and

thus "lias makes it clear that he is stressing that the aqSnin belong
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to the dhSt#

It now remains to compare the terminology of "Ellas of

fllsibis with that of Ya£y8 ibn *Adl# Firstly, while "both use

Jawhcr, when applied to Allah. as implying dh£t, there would

seem to be a slight difference in that for Ya£y5 dhlt is completely

abstracted from existence while in Flies' treatise it is employed

in a less abstract sense. Secondly, by gifft both Flias and Yc£ya

intend to imply "essential qualities" although for Flias the theolo¬

gical import of the term is more important than the m- taphyslcal

while in Ya£ya*s treatise the usage, with the possible proviso of

the slight theological tincture of £51, is purely metaphysical#

Thirdly, Ellas does not use qawSa in his treatise while Ya£y5 used

it once in his#

The fourth and most important term to be considered is

uqnfhm# As was seen in Section Two, this term was known to Ya£yS

ibn. *Adf as the Arabic term for member of the Trinity# He

certainly understood this term as implying hypostasis# It is not

clear from, his other treatises whether he understood ucnSm as having

other shades of meaning than hypostasis although the reflexive and

objective ?enses of the Syriae word would seem perhaps to be brought

out in his distinctive analogical treatment of the doctrine of the

Trinity. At any rate it is clear from his apologetic work as a

whole that his intention was to defend and expound the orthodox

Christian formulation of the doctrine in the Islamic climate. Any

other considerations were purely secondary to this main purpose#

For Hlias on the otherhand it is the Syriac word which is

uppermost in his mind. From his treatise is gained more light

on the Syriac connotations of ucmlm since he states that in Ryrlac

uqnftm means that which is neither accident nor general substance.
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TMs statement perhaps lollies that qnSmS was a metaphysical term as

well as a theological term. It is not possible in this thesis to

unravel all the possible meaning of the Syriac word qirlsaS. It

seems reasonable to suppose however that by the time of Eli&s of

Nisibis the Arabic world uqnura had the connotations of hypostasis

together with those of its Syriac theological and metaphysical

background, To these two groups of connotations, it car. be argued,

should be added a third. This is the causal connotation contri¬

buted by YafcyS. Ibn *Ad£j for although Eli&s makes no mention of

Y&hyS and Ms work it is clear from Ms argument that in his view

hitoaa and fcay£t stem necossarily from the dhat. It is an essential

part of any formulation of the doctrine of the Trinity that some

attention be paid to the relationships between the members arid the

only relationship, immediately discernible from Klias' treatment is

that of necessary causality.

It would seem that in Ellas' treatise there is another

colouring given to tire notion of causality. This is revealed in

the choice and arrangement of the names chosen by Klias for the

three members of the Trinity, Certainly the choice was chiefly

determined by the need to use names which corresponded to tire

"attributes" of the Muslim theologians as well as to those of names

of God revealed in the Christian Scriptures. Yet there is a conn¬

ection between these three names or rather there is a connection in

tire analogy behind these, "While being is the source, yet wisdom

and life are essential to the full reality, God is a living,

rational being. Since created living beings arc composed of organs,

God can be visualised as super-organic, a Being in Wuom can be seen

mirrored the human consciousness of essential individuality and yet

of equally essential collectivity. Ya^yS had referred to the
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nujtam'(KCtt of the Godhead, Alias is not so explicit nd yet there

would seem to be implied in his treatment of the Trinity a sioilar

social anthropomorphic preconception. Thus causality and organic

development when sten in the light of the Scriptural and other defi¬

nitions of the Christian Trinity would cease to be abstract and re-

oote notions and would regain a primal living force 'Mela could be

rationally applied to the rejuvenation of individual men and of

human society, While this interpretation of Slias' thought may

seem tenuous it is lent suostance by the possibility of the influence

on the Syriac word qpdisll of the Greek oeconomla, This was discussed

in the first section of this chapter.

In sum then one can say that the treatise of Elias of

hisibis studied in this chapter and in chapter "two show that the

Christian Arabic terminology to express the doctrine of the Trinity

had developed from the time of Eutychius and that the influence of

the Islamic environment was instrumental in causing Christian theolo¬

gical divisions to be overridden in this particular field of doctrine

at least.

Section four

Paulus ar-Rliiib

In the early part of the first treatise of . aulus ar-Rlhib

he made a distinction between the attributes of God and God Himself

Who is "one Jawhar in three aqgnlta, Father, Son: and Holy Spirit,"

Then discussing an analogy of the Trinity Paulus refers to three

a*ySn in one jawhar. Next he explains what he intends to convey
se-lf-SiAlo-j*beiV,

by describing God as jawhar, Jawhar is to be understood as/(qa im

bi-dhatihi)

Th? three aqanim are said by Paulus to be adh-dh't, an-nujq

and al-hayat. When asked why "living* and were noH" mere
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epithets like "all-hearing" etc. Paulus replied with a distinction

between glf"t dhltlya and gifat used of God in an analogical sense

only, . The opposition retorted that all fifSt were accidents but

that Christians had made them a*y£n, To this Paulus replied that

the term a'rad was only used for the gifSt of coarse essences; the

gifSt of light essences were guwit and were inseparable from their

essences. "In the Creator these giflt are a'yan; they are the

aqinfa of the all-Highest,"

The vocabulary of the second treatise does not contain any

variations on the terminology of the first treatise considered.

In Paulus ar-PShib*s usage the Christian theological term

jawhar has now developed further in that it signifies not only dhat

but also q&'in bi-dhStihi»(79) The Syri&e term IriySn would seen to

have been assimilated into janhar,(80)The names of the three aqanim

are given by Paulus as adh-dbSt, an-gutq, and al-^aylt« The change

from the usage of Ellas of Pisibin is in the use of an-nu^q in place

of al-^iikma. Possibly this change was made to facilitate the com¬

bining of Ellas' statement of the doctrine of the Trinity with the

demonstration of Trinitarian doctrine given by Eutycfaius, on which

Paulus trould seem to have drawn heavily for Ms basic exposition;

that is, Paulus has adh-dhSt and an-nufrq. and al-^cy5t corresponding

to el-lb and al-kaiima and ar-rSfo, An-nu^q is nearer to al-kallma

than is al-hikaa while it still conveys the notion of rational being,
(81)

It is to be noted with regard to Paulus* use of the term

gif&t that he distinguishes among the glfat of God in. a different

way from Ellas, Again this would seem to be in order to combine

the essential point of Ellas' argument with the doctrine contained

in the Kittb al-furban. In referring to the giflt of light

sub stances/quwdt rather than as a'rid Paulus would seem to be
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echoing a statement of Eutyoalus. A similar statement is also to be

found in the he Fid. Orth. where the essential powers of God are

discussed.

finally Paulus ar-itSiiio says that in the Creator these

pifat (or quWSt) are a'ySn. (82) By this he would seem to imply that

the gifSt or acjlnin or quitv.lt are hypostases. It is to be noted

that qawamSt is no longer used for hypostasis.

In the terminology of Paulus ar-Klhib there does not

appear xo be any new contribution to the development of the doctrine,

lather there is an attempt to synthesise the traditional .lelkite

presentation with the doctrine of Eiias of JSisibls. It was noted

in Chapter Two that Paulus explicitly states the causal conception of

Ya£y§. ibn (A3l without comment*

Section Five

Before closing this chapter concerned with terminology it

seems useful to refer to a statement of ash-Fhahrastan! mentioned in

Chapter One, Section Two, in which he writes of the perfection of

Cod (according to the Christian view) as consisting in the jawhar and

tiie gifat, while the perfection of man consisted in the sh&khs and

the gifSt. The comparison is presumably between the unique God

and the individual human.

Since &sh-ShahrastSni does not attempt any comparison

between gffat and aqSnim it would seem possible that for fala aqanlm

did not bear an anthropomorphic connotation, that is, they were not

visualised as individual persons.
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COI'jCLliSION

It is the conclusion of this thesis that in each of the

texts studied in Chapter Two there is internal evidence for the view

that the exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity by the early

Christian Arabic writers was influenced by the Islamic religious and

cultural environment; that this influence was not only general and

diffuse but that it also affected the choice of terms and their

precise definitions; that though the Islamic influence produced

apologetics of a negative kind, it also provoked an attempt to study

afresh the traditional presentation of the Trinity and to formulate

the relationships within the Trinity in a positive manner; that

furthermore the approach of the Christian Arabic writers to the

question of the relationships within the Trinity was different from

that of Latin Scholastics and of sufficient originality to deserve

its own place in the history of the development of Christian doctrine.
(83)
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1, The v/orks of L»E» Brov,ne, J,W, Sweetman and R, Falser have been

referred to during the preparation of this section. References

will be found in the bibliography. These works, together with those

of L, ftardet and M.M- Anawati, were found to be invaluable in the

provision of general information. The stand-point adopted in this
thesis differs, however, from those of the scholars enumerated above

in that here Arabic Christian theology is viewed as a phenomenon

worthy of study in its own right. It is suggested that when full studies
of the development of Christian doctrine within the Islamic Empire

have been undertaken, it will be necessary to take the contributions

of the Arabic Christian writers into account when future

assesments are made of the whole Christian inheritance of mediaeval

theology and philosophy,

2, Ash-Shahras tani ed. Cureton p.p, 171-179 incl. Account of tine

Christian religion and of its sects,

3, Paulus ar-Eahib - Vingt Traites etc., ed. L, Cheikho p,p» 27-34

Inclusive,

4, L,E« Browne chaps, 4-5 Bolipse of Christianity in Asia,

5, L,i, Browne, J.F, Sweetman, also the evidence in the treatise

studied in this thesis,

6, This remark is a reiteration of that made in trie Introduction

where it was suggested that metaphysics provided the main cultural

bond between Christians and Muslims in the early Islamic period,

7, Graf - G-eschichte der Christlichen nrabischen Literatur, Vol II

p.p, 32-34



8. Corp, Script, Christ Orient, vols. 20and21 ecU Br. P, Caehia

transl. Professor W, Montgomery "'att, Introduction by Professor

Watt,

9. Kitgb al Burhan. Section 7
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15. " " "31
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17. The suggestion that ^ih!5.t may be a translation of personae comes

from the writer of this thesis, further on it is pointed out that

Kutychius mentions wuj'lh as an unacceptable term for members of the

Trinity,

18, KitSb al BurhSn Section 36

19. " " " " 53

20. " " " " 54

21, " " " " 55

22 " " " "64 o-

23. " " " M 66

24. " * " "69

25. " " " "71

26. " " " " 109

27. " " " " 110

28. n m m « 1?3

29* " * " " 139

30. " " " " 147 and 11,8

31. Be Fide Orthodoxa - Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers Vol. IX.



32# There would seem to bo in Eutyohius and In the later writer,

studies in this thesis a tendency to reserve the fullness of personal

qualities to the Father alone#

Ugnfim has not been translated at all in this thesis and least

of all would it be translated as persona since the word developed in

a context where the proper name of the Deity, Allah, was undeniably

endowed with "personal" qualities# There is a noticeable reluctance

to endow the Son and the Spirit with "personal" qualities which seem

to be reserved for G-od the Father. It will be seen later in the

work of Silas of Hisibis and ii/jfiUf of Paulus ar-RSnzb that this

led to the same term being applied (a) to the nature of G-od and (b)
to the Father,

33* Corp, Script# Christ. Orient# Scriptures Arabicl - Tonus 20

Introd# p« X#

34, The following notes are drawn from the art.'Trinite "in t" e Diet.

Theol. Cath. and also from G,L# PrestigejTod in Patristic Thought

It is not necessary to cite the many references by the Apostle

Paul to the Father, the Con and the Spirit as a joint, interconnected

reality, nor yet the references to the "Sod and Father of our Lord

.Jesus Christ," Of more interest here are the pointers to the means

by which Christians may attain a deeper understanding of the mystezy

of God which St, Paul offers, ''his means is the tool of analogy

and specifically the analogy between the nature of man and the nature

of God. Thus in I cor# 2 s 10-12 a parallel is drawn between the

spirit of man and the spirit of God, Throughout Sphesians ft#

Paul teaches that there is an organic connection between the unity

of G-od and the unity of Christians# In Romans S : 9-11 St# Paul

makes clearer how this organic connection is brought about; through

the Indwelling of Jesus Christ Christians become partakers of the



vivifying Spirit of Jesus Christ.

St. John's Cospel again makes use of the principle of analogy

and it is only here and in the Book of Revelations that is found the

first use of °"tord" as the equivalent of "Bon".

Developing a theme of St. John's Co anel St. Ireneour, says that
men to the Son 'Who in His turn leads

it is the Spirit Who leads/thera to the Father. He also stresses

that the Father, Bon and Spirit are known to menby reason of the

specific relationship of men to each of the three.

With the Apologists of the second century there begins the

first attempt to arrange the Father, Bon and Spirit into some sort

of rational order. For Ft. Justin,the Father Is the Creator,

Jesus Christ is the Bon Who is the Word and Who is in a second rank

after the Father, and the prophetic Spirit Who is in the third rank.

Cod is seen as the cause of being in all others than Him. It is

at this point that difficulties arose over the use of "Word" as the

equivalent of Son. "Word* carried two distinct meanings at this

tine; the first of these was the Creek logos which referred either

to spoken expression or to implicit rationality and the second was

derived from its use in Scriptures where it implied theophany.

Perireps in en attempt to combine the two meanings St. Justin and his

pupil Tatlan referred to the double state of the tf'ord, that is, the

Word considered as immanent and the Word considered as expressed,

St. Irenaeus did not follow St. Justin in this device of the double

state of the "'ord. ( It is of interest, however, that with St.

Theophilus of Anticch he concurred in referring to the Holy Spirit

as Wisdom. (it may be that this terminology Implied another attempt

to bring together the philosophical and Scriptural meanings of "v'ord",

that Is, that the prophetic Spirit may In a sense be the expression

of the immanent Word of Cod.) At any rate, it is to St. Irenaeus



that we are indebted for the great image of the Trinity which sums up

the positive development of Trinitarian doctrine in the first two

centuries. It is that of the two hands of God; the first hand is

the Son Who is to reveal the Father to men and the second hand is the

Spirit Who is to sanctify souls. The use of the metaphor of hand is

doubly significant, firstly because it is the graphic "criptural tern

to denote the power of God, thus for men the Son and the Spirit are

both equal manifestations of G-od's might, and secondly because its

use by ft, Irenaeus seems to Imply that personality in the modern

sense would seem to have been reserved by him to the Father.

35, Graf - vol II pp. 233-9

36, refits Traite's apoIofaetique^ ue YajjyS Be.n *Adi - Augustin p£rier

37, Paul Sbath - Singt Traites phll. et apol. a'auteurs arabes

Chretiens du lXe au XIV® siecie.

36. L.S, Browne - p.10

39. .» Montgomery Matt - Islamic Hiilosophy and Theology p»43

4°. Graf II pp. 220-2

41, Perier p. 93

42, Cheikho - Ylngt Traites de theoiogie et philosophic Chretiens.

PP* 70 - 75,

43, The following notes, with the exception of the part in parenth¬

esis, "..ere drawn from the article "Tri-aito" in the Met. heol, Cath.
and from "God in Patristic Thought" by G.L, Prestige,

It had been the combined efforts of the Cappadoci&n

Fathers which had brought about the slow abatement of the strong

theological and personal rivalries which had been engendered in the
East by the whole Trinitarian controversy of the 4th century. At

any rate it was their combined efforts supplemented by the work of
St, John of Damascus which was to p20vide the Christians of the



Iclonic Empire with the philosophic justifications of their oeiief

in the Trinity. This is not to say that the Cappadoci&ns solved

ell the theological problems occupying the minds of the Eastern

bishops during the period before the Christological controversies of

the fifth and sixth centuries. On the contrary it is a part of

this tresis to assert that certain positive tendencies in the theology

of those who had disliked the use of hoaoousi«j*s were to make a re¬

appearance in a more propitiftHJiime during the Islamic Empire*

These were the pre-occupation with the unity of G-od which were found

air eady in St. tucian of Anticch ana the pre-occupation with the

integrity of Jesus Christ. It is tempting to see in this the

existence of a Syrian approach to theology as distinct from those of

Hellenism and of the Latin Eest but the establishment of the exis¬

tence of such a school still requires a great deal of research and

ar even greater amount of historical re-orientation.)

It has been said that the role of the C&ppadocians was

to provide answers to the following questions; what is "person",

why arc there three of these in one G-od and what are tire differences

between these three "persons"• For St. Basil ousia meant that which

is common to individuals of the sane species while hypostasis is the

individual existent which posseses and is comprised of ousia. Thus

he opposes hypostasis to ousia in the same way as particular is

opposed to general and proper to common. Against the criticism

that if the hypostases are numerically distinct then why are they not

three gods St. Basil is firm that the divine nature is one in number.

He illustrates his meaning by giving similes of God in the shape of

the one rainbow which contains many colours, and of a king and his

image, that is, there are two objects and yet these two are numeri¬

cally one. St. Basil affirms orthodox doctrine by saying that it



is proper to the Father to be agennetos, to tne £>on to be gennetos

and to the Holy Spirit to be known oy men alter the Son and. for iiim

to take his substance from the Father# In sua, St# Basil insists

on otye God and toree "persons" but he cannot be said to have clari¬

fied how tii® tui'ee parsons are related to one another and to the God¬

head.

St# Gregory of Nyssa carried speculation concerning the

nature of the Trinity into another direction# lie posed the problem

as being essentially a question of what significance one gave to the

word "God"# If "God"' is first and foremost a word describing a

certain nature, then it is certainly possible to speak of one God

with three hypostases# St # Gregory also saw the corollary which

would follow this thesis, that there is a sense in which we can

speak of their being only one man and in fact he developed this theme

in a magnificent way# la sua, it depends on whether "God" is

regarded as an abstract term or as a concrete being: if the former,

then we shall inevitably arrive at three gods from our three Hypos¬
tases, if the latter, we shall recognize one God in three Hypostases#

Besides this interpretation of the word "God" Ft# Gregory

of Nyssa offerred another# He suggested that theos is really a

noun derived from the verb tueoreo ,:to oversee'# Thus the name of

God is essentially the name of an activity or operation# The

operation or activity of God moves from the Father by the Hon towards

the Holy Spirit* Still this does not really solve the problem of

how there is only one operator in the Godhead# Behind these specu¬

lations there ley his historical hyposthesis that Christianity was

tiie golden mean between uudaism xaxxkkxxtsmecthe one hand and polytheism



on the other.

In St. Cregoxy hazianzus we have an affirmation of the

oneness of God. There is only one God because there is only one

eternity. In God there is but one principle which is the Father;

the Son and the Holy Spirit we know by faith as respectively generated

by and proceeding from the first principle. Thus if we think of uod

as chiefly the first cause we shall see him as the monarchy (the single

source; )► but if we consider rather those in whom the first principle

resides we shall adore the three. Following the speculations of

St. Gregory of Nyssa, he also sees the unity of God. mirrored in the

essential unity of man. The historical disunity of men is seen as

the result of the fluxes of time.

In the writings of Di&ymts the Blind there is a summary

of the contributions of the Cappadocian Fathers to Trinitarian doct¬

rine. He tells us that St. Gregory of Nyssa spoke of the Son as

being immediately caused by the Father while the Holy spirit is only

caused by the Father through the intermediacy of the Son. In ter;a-

inology the Cappadccians accepted that persona and hypostasis should

be accepted as equivalent terms but they never themselves gave a

satisfactory definition of hypostasis.

St. Cyril of Alexandria in his writings on the Trinity

continued on the lines laid down by the Cappadocians. hike them

he wrote of the Holy Spirit proceeding from the Father through the

Son. His contribution was to emphasis the divinity of the Holy

Spirit.

In tiie sixth century the name of Leontius of Byzantium

was associated with the application to doctrine of abstract logic.

In his attempt to provide a common terminology to apply ooth to the

Trinity and the Incarnation he tenued to identify ousia with pbysis



but since physis bus no existence except in hypostases or individuals

his work led to nod being regarded as an abstraction iron the- three

hypostases, tritueisa in other words* In this tendency to abstrac¬

tion lie was folio tied by otner theologians of the sixth and seventh

century, &,L» Prestige lays 'die blame for the unhappy situation

of Trinitarian doctrine in this period on the influence of the nega¬

tive and ao8tract character ox' Christologicul speculation, "Chal-

cedon negatived Hestorlaolsm, (which «U an attempt to oake pbysis

concrete)and negatived the Monophysite conclusions wrongly drawn from

Cyril' s premises, "p280 It was tiie work of the writer known as pseudo-

Cyril whose contribution to Trinitarian doctrine, mainly the doctrine

of co-inherence "pcrichoresis" and the description of G-cd as a single

ousia, godhead, power, will, energy, arche, etc, which was to draw
it

Trinitarian -theology out of the morass into which/was sinking. The

greater part of this work was incorporated by St. John of Damascus

into his be lido Ox-fchodoxaj

44. Attention has been paid to the studies isabe by dugustin F6rier

in his "Yafcya Ben *AdI - Un philosophe arabe Chretien du Xe siecle,"

Perier laid emphasis on that aspect of Yajjtya's Trinitarian teaching

in which he stresses the mind, thinking, thought analogy and indeed

seems to imply that God is mind thinking itself* While Purler,

unlike Cheikho, translated 'ilia as "cause" and not as "principle"

he did not develop the point further. In this thesis, which is
■those

concerned more with pros® lines of development of Trinitarian

doctrine which were seen as fruitful in the context of the Islamic

Empire, emphasis has been laid rather on the application by Ya^yl
of his view of causality to the Godhead, It is to be noted also

that Purler, with Graf and Cheikho, tended to translate uqndm as

"person". Possibly it was this pre-concaption, coupled with their
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presuaed acceptance of the Thomist view of causality - where causal¬

ity is specifically ruled out as a possible relationship between the

members of the Trinity - which led them to pay little attention to

this aspect of Ya^yl's theological work,

45. see note (45)

45, see F» Coplcstone "History of Philosophy" vol I

p, 550 and also R. falser "Greek into Arabic" p*21

47. Href - vol 11 P,177

40, L,E, Browne, pp. 8-10

45, R« 'falser p.11 Graf vol II p, 105 following

50, Graf vol II pp, 177-8

51, Graf vol II p.179

52, Cheikho pp. 124 -129 (edited Ma'louf)

53* above p. 55 para 2

54, L. Cheiko - Trois Traits0 anciens de polfelque et de theologie

chretiennes •*, quoted by L.E. Srowne p, 123-4. This quotation

and interpretation are another example of the misunderstanding

of " e Arabic Christian theology due to the assumption that uqn&m

can be translated as "person",

55. Bl-irchad - ed, J,!D. Luciani p. 27

55, Graf vol II pp, 72-5

57, Chcikho pp. 1-12

50, Chcikho pp. 47-55

59, al-JQwaini pp. 16-17* It is of .interest that part of the

Muslim argument against the Creator being the cause of the

universe is used by Faulus ar-R3hib to demonstrate the existenoe

of the members of the Trinity. It was presumably hoped to

defend the Christian philosophical position that God is the



supreme cause and at the same time to use the Muslims' own theological

argument to demonstrate the reality of the Trinity#

60. Cheikho - p,6 line 6

Si. For the reason that this definition depended on prior recogni¬

tion of the reality of the Father, of the Bon and of the Holy

Spirit as distinct entities.

62. The only finally convincing testimony of the Christian belief

in the Fod is of course the witness of the Jife, words

and actions of Jesus Christ, The value of the insights into

the Trinity of the Christian Arabic apologists could only be appreci-
8>CC0D v6(i

ated fully by those who xsbsxxxk the Christian interpretation of

the mission of Jesus Christ.

63. Cheikho pp. 15-26 ir.cl.

64. Paulus ar-^Shib occasionally used ka-ltma also.

65. ~t Is of course noticeable that there are certain differences

in .Paulus* discussion of substances in that he usos both ^awhar

and VjSxi for substance, that is»both the Muslim philosophical and

the Muslim theological terms were evidently known to him. Also of

note ail' his use of q§* im bi-dhatihi for self-subsistont. Of.

a^fc-TaftSaRni *s commentary car the Creed of '.''ajai ai—Din &1—NasafI

translated by JS.E# Elder p.29»

67, It does not seem possible to say with certainty whether Euty-

chirts had in mind the Muslim concept of kalimat Allah or whether he

wrc using kallma 3lt5ply as a translation of logos.

66. pp. 2,7-63 " Cheikho

—Badgers herd,con, Lane's Dictionary, the LisRn al'arcfr etc., do

not appear to mention uonflm.

69. It will have been noted that Jawhar has beer left untranslated

throughout this thesis# The reason is that jawhar seems to



tear a slightly different meaning in each of the first three writers

studied,

70, The information on the "basis of which the following notes were

written is derived from the exhaustive article "Triiiit^" in

the post-war edition of the Dictionnalre de Thdciogte Gatholigue and
also .from a oareful study of the conclusions concerning the develop¬

ment of the doctrine of the Trinity reached by G,L. Prestige in his

"God in Patristic Thoughts Incidentally tills latter work is

referred to in the bibliography attached to the above mentioned

article.

In the third century there appeared the first two heresies

which directly questioned the Trinity, On the one hand was Adoption-

ism , whose Eastern originator was Paul, of Samosata, who probably

through over-emphasis on the humanity of Christ, ended by desying

His divinity and consequently by also denying- the Triune nature of

God, On the other hand were the Patripassians or Monarchiunlets

who tended to deny the Trinity in the name of the affirmation of the

Divine Unity. These explained the Incarnation by saying that the

father took flesh of Mary and thus became His own Sen, The latter

tendency, although one might say that it later penetrated the Hellenic

/rfcieewin itself an

important strand in the development of Trinitarian'doctrine in that

region. It is relevant to mention it here because it forms the

backgx'ound to the thought and work of Tcrtullian and St, Ilippolytus#

It is probable that some of the less wcll-kaacxsponct developed aspects

of Te.rtullian*s Trinitarian teaching may have been due to the influence

of St# Hppolytus. Works of the latter, who wrote in Wreck, are

known from the Catalogue of the Uestorion ' bed Jcsu to have been

translated into Syriao and Arabic and Crigen is recox-ded as having



listened to a sermon by St Hippolytus during his visit to Rome in

212. Although reference was made to the Seschlohtc fler Syrischea

literstur by A. Baumstark end to Vol. I of the Geschiehte der

Christllchsr, arablschcn I iterator by Gecrg Graf entitled Pie tfbersst-

gungen it was not found possible to determine whether the major

theological works of St. Hippolytus as distinct from the canonical

works attributed to him, had been translated into Syriac or rabic.

St, Hippolytus is one of the few early writers to attempt

a synthesis of theology. The main points of his teaching are as

follows, God is the Creator. At the head of the visible

creation is man, Tn order to become himself God, nan has only to

obey the orders of the Creator, God began creation by sending

out cf Hiraeelf the Herd, the immanent reason. It is this lo&cs

who gives to each individual his nature and existence. Evil

originates in man's will and it is thus that it enters the world.

Hie ford of God endeavours to set men free from necessity by calling

then tc liberty and to this end the Father sent the TTord to become

man Himself.

In his Trinitarian teaching there are two points of

interest for this- discussion. The first is his use of the "double

state" of the rord hypothesis, "t. Hippolytus refers to the Ton

as light from li^ht, water springing from a source, as a ray from

the sun. In fact he develops the idea a step Further, for in his

teaching the Tord is seen as first immanent and eternal, then tem¬

poral, external and co-ordinated to the creation of the world and

finally as the fen. This latter title is apparently applied to

the ford when He becomes incarnate and not before. The dangers

of ditheism and subor&inationism inherent in this theory were later
*

to come to a head in Arianisra, and perhaps Konoph'sitism may in one

sense be seen as the last vestige of this theory which in St. Hippolytus



hao already beeoao far removed from the question of the possibility

of a fruitful dialogue between the philosophical ffreck and the

Scriptural usages of the term ord"•

St. iMppolytus was to leave a better legacy to future

theologians than his hypothesis concerning the '"ord. When writing

about the essential unity of God in his treatise Advcrsus foetus, he

expressed himself as follows on the Trinity; "I shall not say two

gods, but one only; two prosopa, and in economy as third, the grace

of the Holy Spirit,* Here the word "economy* used by St. Irenaeu#

to express grace and its dispensation, is analogously^sed by ft.
Hippolytus to refer to the mysterious economy contained in the

mystery of the divine unity.

Like St, Hippolytus, ^ertullian referred to the second

prosopon as ford., reason and power of Cod and he likewise saw God

as having become "Father" only at the creation, lie also saidi

"If God is unique, there is in Him a certain economy, a dispensa¬

tion, a communication of unity from which flows a trinity." My,

Praex. 2 col, 137. Thus bj the presence of this economy are con¬

stituted the prooopa, That "economy" is used here analogously

to its use in reference to grace and the Incarnation is indicated

by its use in the sane treatise with precise reference to the latter

subjects.

On the question of the meaning for Tertulilan of persona,

Cr.L, Prestige says that "for Tertullian the person is rather the

concrete presentation of the individual than the support to a legal

title; of coarse the word persona is susceptible of a jurisdie

sense and it can also designate the moral person; but here it is

employed in a less technical sense; it serves to put in relief

what there is characteristic in the divine persons." ('6-od in
Patristic Thought" chap. 5 entitled "Organic Monotheism"),
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In sua one may say that Tcrtullian insisted on the

numerical distinction between the personaebut he also insisted that

the unity of substance v;as a numerical and absolute unity.

It is to be noted also that in his Yerceichnis arab-

ischcr klrchllcher Termini, G-eorg Graf gave uqrrffm as having been

derived from oikonoaos. His reason for this was apparently that

the term aqnfe or perl^aps qnflia was used by Abu Qurra with the meaning

of "diocesan treasurer," On the other Iiand he gave the meaning of

uqaua when applied to the Trinity as being person or hypostasis.

For the whole question of the meanings inherent in #<konom*fc c

G,L, Prestige chap. "Divine Providence" pp. 57-07 inol,

71, Purler - "Pctits Traitcs etc," pp, 23-43

72, On the use made by Ya^yS ibn *MI of dhat and of the other

terms referred to in this section reference was made to the relevant

articles in the Encyclopaedia of Islam (new edition where possible)
and also to the Lexlcme de la Langue philosophique d'lbn SlnS by

A«M, Goichon,

73, fhile attention was given to the Muslim theological position

that the gifat Allah were the abstract qualities lying behind the

asm£' Allah, it would seem that while Ya^ya ibn '.Ml may have had

in mind an attempt to show a correspondence between the Muslim

doctrine of qualities and the Christian doctrine of the Trinity, in

this treatise he is clearly intent upon devising his own philoso¬

phical term to describe the relationship between the members of the

Trinity and the Godhead itself,

74, D,B. MacDonald "Muslim Theology" pp, 159-160 also creed of

al-Fudali in the appendix p»319# also works referred to in note
73. Doubtless it was the metaphysical aspect of the Mu'tasili
controversy which was of concern to YaJjtyS in this treatise rather

than the
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future implications for Muslim theology*

75* The A.sh*e,ri school in general was opposed to this use of £al

76, Jawhar is of course to be understood here as substance, '-hat

seems to be implied by the use of jawhar is an emphasis on the reality

of God's essence (dhSt), Yet this dhSt can be considered as

abstract since it only actually exists in the three glflt and not

outside them,

77, al-.Tuwaini p, 19 however does use qS'im binaf*sihi as applicable
~W"

to Allah,

78, See note (73)

79, By this statement is meant that jnmh-ar in Christian usage in

Trinitarian doctrine would seem to have become a term distinct in

meaning from its (jawhar) use in Kalft.ni and in Islamic philosophy,

80* That is, not Only a self-subsistent being but also an essence

which is self-subsistent/ih L.

81, that is, 'ilm

82, *ain is given in hexique de la Langue philosophique d*Tbn f£n£

p,297 as an essence existing concretely in a given individual,

83* In the article "Trinit^" of the Diet, Theol. Cath, there is

given a summary of the views of the great scholastics - that is a

summary of the major developments in Trinitarian doctrine by the end

of the 14th century in the Latin West,

On the question of relationships there were two main

schools of thought. The Thomists, who held to the principle that

the divine persons are constituted in the oppositions which bring

about their distinctions, declared that the Holy Spirit Is only

distinct from the Father and the Son by reason of the procession;

that is, the opposition of active splratior (from the Father) and

passive spiration (from the Son) marked the distinction of the



Holy Spirit us u person. The Sootists held, tout even if" the

Holy . pirit did not proceed x'roa toe Boa, He would yet he distinct

by reason of the personal properties implied in his relation to the

Father, since Hie Holy Spirit cones i'roia the Father and from the

Son, those two are but one principle#

It would ho presumptuous on the oasis of a study of

four ..rabic Christian writers to attempt a full comparison of

Arabic Christian Trinitarian doctrine with that of Latin Scholas¬

ticism# let there is one first impression which shoulu oe

recorded# It us that not withstanding the intellectual merit of

the Trinitarian doctrine of the Latin dchoxastics, there seems

in first comparison with the doctrine of the Arabic Christian writers

studied, to be a lack of human context# in the first three Arabic

writers especially, there was to oe noted a sense of Hasan coaitnit-
. . ,, , ^ Moreover

merit to & specru xo environment ana its problems# boanae', even

the insights of xa^jyll ibn *i»ui were never divorced from nis view

of the nature of human society# The same was true of dlias of

Hisibis# The unity in diversity of the nuoan race is but a spade

reflection of the unity in diversity of the Trinity and bivine

Providence is but an overflowing of Hie bivine econoay of the three

members of the one hod#
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