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Early 20*" Century Theological Controversies in Ethiopia:
A Letter of the Coptic Metropolitan Petros of 1904

MAGDALENA KRZYZANOWSKA — STEPHANE ANCEL,
Universitait Hamburg”

In November-December 2012, the team of the Ethio-SPaRe project visited
several churches and monasteries in the Timben region (Dig‘a Timben
wdrdda, Central Togray zone) and digitized a substantial portion of their
manuscript collections. A very interesting document was found in one of the
books housed in the Qaddast Maryam monastery in Qiqiama — a letter writ-
ten by the Coptic Metropolitan Petros (1881-1917) in 1904. The present article
aims at editing and commenting this important historical document. Even if
the tenure of Petros is known to historians in broad outline, clear information
concerning his activity is certainly lacking. What is more, the period of his stay
in Togray between 1903 and 1914 is basically not documented. To the best of
our knowledge, until now, no writings of the Metropolitan concerning the
Ethiopian Orthodox Church have emerged and become known to the schol-
ars. Thus far only one document signed by the Metropolitan has been pub-
lished (though not commented), that is, his letter to Alfred Ilg dated to 1896.!
The present letter deals with the Trinitarian and Christological doctrines
and is addressed to the clergy of Togray. Because of its historical signifi-
cance, we decided to translate this document, provide some comments on it
and eventually publish it. For one thing, this publication gives the chance to
lay down the facts of the tenure of Petros in Ethiopia. For another, it sheds
light on information about a little known theological controversy, which
appeared in Tagray at the beginning of the 20 century. Also, the analysis
of the new historical material leads to proposing a more balanced and accu-
rate view on the role of the Coptic bishop within the organization of the

Ethiopian Orthodox Church.

The tenure of Petros between 1881 and 1904

Petros was Coptic Metropolitan of the Ethiopian Orthodox Tadwahado
Church from 1881 to 1917. He appears as Petros VII in the traditional lists of

* The research resulting in this article was conducted for the project “Ethio-SPaRe: Cultural
Heritage of Christian Ethiopia, Salvation, Preservation, Research”, funded by the Europe-
an Research Council within the EU 7% Framework Program IDEAS; http://wwwl.uni-
hamburg.de/ ETHIOSPARE. The authors wish to thank Abreham Adugna (Universitat
Hamburg) and Orin Gensler (Addis Ababa University) for their precious help and advice.

1 BAIRU TAFLA 2000: 213 (text), 472f. (tr.).
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the Coptic Metropolitans of Ethiopia, but as Petros IV in the historically re-
constructed lists.? The previous Coptic Metropolitan of Ethiopia, *Atnatewos,
died in 1876 Because of hostilities between Ethiopia and Egypt, King
Yohannas IV (r. 1872-89) delayed the replacement of the metropolitan for
four years.* He finally decided to request not for one but for four bishops.
The request for several bishops was not unprecedented in the history of Ethi-
opia, since its rulers usually tried to avoid the absence of the bishop after the
death of the incumbent bishop. The aim was keeping and, at times, even im-
proving the ecclesiastic control over clergy.” However, such petition was ac-
cepted by the Alexandrian Patriarchate only once, during the reign of Zir‘a
Ya’>qob (r. 1434-68) when two Metropolitans, Gibra’el and Mika’el, were
consecrated.® At the time of King Yohannos IV, the problematic religious
situation dramatically conditioned his request. Even if Yohannos did not ap-
parently need the bishop to convoke the council at Boru Meda in 1878 or to
impose the Tdwahado doctrine as the only one authorized in the kingdom, he
definitively needed several bishops to controll the local clergy and to super-
vise the conversion of the population.” Thus, in January 1881, he sent 12,000
Maria Theresa thalers to the Coptic Patriarch in Cairo, Cyril V (1874-1927).8
Then, in June, an Ethiopian delegation was sent to Cairo with gifts for the
Patriarch and the Egyptian ruler.” As a result, on 8 July 1881, the Coptic Holy
Synod accepted the Ethiopian request!® and Patriarch Cyril consecrated four
Coptic Bishops for Ethiopia: Matewos (1881-1926), Lugas (1881-99/1900),
Marqos (1881-83) and Petros. The four prelates reached Miqald, the capital
city of Togray, on 29 October 1881.!" The witness of their arrival in Miqala,
the French traveller Gabriel Simon, tells us that according to the initial plan of
Yohannos, one of the Bishops, not indicated by the name, was to assume the
leadership of the Ethiopian Church.!? Without denying the fact that the ques-

2 SHIFERAW BEKELE 2010: 139a; Haruy WALDA SALLASE 2000: 96; MUNRO-HAY
2005: 4.

3 TEDESCHI 1999: 109; BAIRU TAFLA 1977, note 131.

4 ID.1977: 150 (text), 151 (tr.); ZEWDE GABRE-SELLASSIE 1975: 108.

5> Ibid.; SIMON 1885: 345,

6 MUNRO-HAY 2007: 28-36; GETATCHEW HAILE 1981: 73-78.

7 The population of Willo was to be converted to Christianity while the populations
of Goggam and Siwa were to deny the Qab‘at and Sigga log doctrines, respectively.
The problem of the conversion of people definitively won over the Coptic authori-
ties; cf. ZEWDE GABRE-SELLASSIE 1930: 303.

8 SIMON 1885: 249-251.

9 ZEWDE GABRE-SELLASSIE 1975: 108.

10 MURAD 1958: 1; ZEWDE GABRE-SELLASSIE 1975: 108.
1T SIMON 1885: 346; ZEWDE GABRE-SELLASSIE 1975: 109.
12 SIMON 1885: 344,
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tion of rank among the four prelates was posed at their arrival, the Italian Peri-
ni reports that the Coptic Bishops refused to establish any hierarchy among
them.”> Nevertheless, the chronicler of the reign of Yohannss, a posteriori,
clearly sets apart Petros, designated as A # &4 liqi papasat, from Matewos,
Luqas and Marqos, designated as 240 papas.'* Also Asmi Giyorgis in his
historical work singles out Petros from the other Coptic Bishops. Accord-
ing to him, however, Petros was appointed as 840 papas and the three oth-
ers only AA.N: $RN episqopos.!> Two possibilities are offered to us: the
differentiation in terms of rank between the Coptic prelates was established
after their arrival in Ethiopia and, consequently, concerned only the Ethio-
pian context, or Petros was consecrated as Bishop of higher rank already by
the Patriarch.

Before we try to investigate which of these two options is more likely
and realistic, let us discuss the nomenclature and the usage of high rank
ecclesiastic titles by the Alexandrian Patriarchate and by the Ethiopian Or-
thodox Church. From the Patriarchate point of view, the Coptic Bishop of
Ethiopia was traditionally the mutran, an Arabic word meaning “metropol-
itan”,'¢ which was always translated into Goaz as papas.'” The Patriarch of
Alexandria in Go%z sources was called ligd papasat that is “the head of the
metropolitans” — term which basically refers to his authority over them,
while in Arabic he was called °aba, “pope”, or batriyark, “patriarch”.!8 Or-
dinary bishops were called episqopos, in Arabic ““usquf”.'® In theory, the
Metropolitan (mutran/papas) had the right to consecrate bishops (Cusquf/
*episqopos) who were subject to his jurisdiction. However, during the 13®
and 14t centuries, the Patriarch of Alexandria gradually became the only

13" PERINI 1905: 340.

14 BAIRU TAFLA 1977: 152 (text), 153 (tr.).

15 ID. 1987: 738 (text), 739 (tr.).

16 GRAF 1954: 107. The Greek-Coptic word meétropolités is rendered in Christian Arabic
as matrabulit or mutran. The term mutran was always used in the letter sent by the
Coptic authorities for designating the Coptic bishop of Ethiopia; see MURAD 1942: 132.
The term mutran corresponds also to another word in Go‘oz, @ PEANN mitropalis.
However, it was not used and papas was preferred by the Ethiopians. The translation of
the canon concerning the election of the Patriarch of Alexandria present in the Senodos
and in the Fatha Nigdst is in this case very clear: “The election of a Patriarch shall take
place only in the presence of the bishops and the mdtropalis, who is the papas”. See in
the Fatha Nigést in GUIDI 1936: 301.; ID. 1899: 24; PAULOS TZADUA 1968: 19; see in the
Senodos in BAUSI 1995: 91.

18 GRAF 1954: 25; see also MURAD 1942: 110, 130, 135.

19 BITTNER 1909: 250; GRAF 1954: 8.
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hierarch who was eligible to appoint bishops.?° As a result, the Coptic Met-
ropolitans lost their power as archbishops in Egypt. From that time on-
wards, even the Metropolitan of Ethiopia could not consecrate bishops, just
like his counterparts officiating in Egypt. The change of the ecclesiastical
situation in Egypt explains the disparity in the Senodos and in the Fatha
Nigist, the two main Ga%z canonical sources, about the authority of the
Coptic bishop of Ethiopia.2!

As mentioned before, in the chronicle of Yohannos IV Petros is referred
to as ligi papasat, the title which implies at least some jurisdictive power
over the bishops, as well as the right to consecrate them. The chronicler uses
almost the same term in reference to the Patriarch of Alexandria with the
exception that he adds the information HAONT7LCE (zd-Askondorya, “of
Alexandria”) after the title of the Patriarch.22 However, from the Coptic per-
spective, the Bishop of Ethiopia could not have a higher rank than the Metro-
politan (papas/mutran), since the Patriarch of Alexandria monopolized all the
archbishopic powers. Furthermore, it is highly improbable that the Patriarch
of Alexandria would accept the same title as the “main” Metropolitan of
Ethiopia. All in all, it transpires that while Petros was considered the Metro-
politan (metropolites in Coptic/mutran in Arabic) by the Coptic Patriarchate,
he was addressed as ligd papasat in Ethiopia.

The disparity between the Coptic and the Ethiopian way of understand-
ing the Petros” position is reflected in his official seal. The seal appears in
the edition of the chronicle of King Monilok II%, in the above mentioned

20 In the 14™ century, the Coptic theologian Yithanna ibn *abt Zakarya stated this fact
in the 51° chapter of his nomocanon; cf. PERIER 1922: 746; see also KHS-BURMESTER
1967: 154.

In the Senodos, the Bishop of Ethiopia is authorized to consecrate bishops subject to his
jurisdiction; cf. MAURO DA LEONESSA 1942: 50 (text), 78 (tr.). However, in the Fatha
Nigast, the Bishop of Ethiopia did not have the right any more to appoint bishops; cf.
GUIDI 1936: 23f.; ID. 1899: 29; PAULOS TZADUA 1968: 18. The canon concerning the au-
thority of the Bishop of Ethiopia comes from a canonical work ascribed to Martita of
Maipherqat written in Syriac probably in the 6™ century; cf. VOOBUS 1982: 62f. (text),
55f. (tr.). Later, this canonical work was translated by the Coptic Church under the title
“84 Arabic canons of Nicea”; cf. MEINARDUS 1962: 231-242. These canons were then
translated into Go%z and included in the Ethiopic Senodos before the 15 century; cf.
BAUSI 2010: 623b. Yet a new translation appeared in the work of an Egyptian theologian
al-Safi abt °l-Fad#’il ibn al-°Assal in the 13™ century. This specific book, in turn, was
rendered into Ga%z in the 16" century and appeared under the title Fatha Nigist; cf.
PAULOS TZADUA 2005: 534a.

22 BAIRU TAFLA 1977: 86, 150 (text), 87, 151 (tr.).

23 ZEWDE GUEBRE-SELLASSIE 1930: 308 figure 46.

21
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letter written to Alfred Ilg?* as well as in the letter to the Togrean clergy,
which we will come to later on. The official rank of Petros is inscribed in
the seal in three languages: Arabic (Butros mutran), Go‘oz (Petros ligi
papasat) and Coptic Bohairic (Pitros méetropolites [sic]). Thus, the inscrip-
tion confirms that according to the Coptic Church, Petros was considered,
just like his predecessor, the Metropolitan in Ethiopia. However, in the
Ethiopian context, Petros had a higher ranking than the papas. Let us men-
tion that even in his letter to Alfred Ilg, Petros designates himself as /igdi
papasat (BPCEN : AP ¢ RA4T).2> One could wonder if, in 1896, it implied
the Bishop of Tagray’s claim against the hegemonic aspirations of Matewos,
the Bishop of Siwa. Basically, only few Ethiopian sources used the title /igd
papasat. In manuscripts found by the Ethio-SPaRe team in Togray and
clearly identified as being written during the reign of Yohannoas IV, the
scribes employed the term papas in reference to Petros.? Only once ligdi
papasat is used for this purpose.?’

The chronicler of Yohannas IV points out that from the beginning of the
negotiation with the Coptic Patriarchate, the King aimed at separating the
Coptic Bishops and sending them to different regions.?® Simon does not be-
lieve in this plan but he mentions such a possibility.?’ In fact, the four Bishops
stayed with Yohannoas for the first two years. Sending them off to the regions
was postponed because of the fierce rivalry between Tikla Haymanot, nagus of
Goggam, and Monilok, nagus of Siwa.® In 1883, Yohannos made an effort to
bring peace between them and summoned a reconciliation conference at Boru
Meda where he met with the two Princes. At that time, the areas of jurisdiction
of the four Bishops was also discussed. The rulers decided that Matewos would
stay at the court of Monilok, Lugas would follow Takli Haymanot and
Marqos would assist the son of Yohannas, ras Ar’aya Sallase (1869/70-88), in
Dibri Tabor. Finally, only Petros was to stay with King of Kings
Yohannas IV.3! Becoming the Metropolitan of the King of Kings also meant

24 BAIRU TAFLA 2000: 213 (text), 472f. (tr.).

2 Ibid.

26 See manuscripts digitized by the Ethio-SPaRe team: MAC-004, KY-064, UM-022,
QSM-009, AGM-005, AMQ-002.

27" See the manuscript MR-019 digitized by the Ethio-SPaRe team.

28 BAIRU TAFLA 1977: 152 (text), 153 (tr.).

29 SIMON 1885: 344.

30 During the battle of Embabo between the troops of Tikli Haymanot and Monilok in
June 1882, the four Bishops were still with Yohannas; cf. BAIRU TAFLA 1977: 738
(text), 739 (tr.).

31 ZEWDE GUEBRE-SELLASSIE 1930: 190, 303; Marqos died just after his arrival in Dibri
Tabor.

125 Aethiopica 17 (2014)



Magdalena Krzyzanowska — Stéphane Ancel

that Petros could have been designated as ligd papasat. However, it seems to be
a matter of usage rather than a fact. The Metropolitan, who sat on the right of
the King of Kings, took the title which enabled him to stand out from the oth-
ers, but without real authority over them. And indeed, Petros did not seize
more power than the other Coptic prelates.’? Each papas was installed in the
region under the rule of the Prince to whom he was entrusted, without dis-
turbance from the others. The Bishopric was totally divided and, consequently,
Matewos and Luqas were totally independent. The French traveller Jules Borelli
does not mention any hierarchy among them and was extremely pleased when
Petros allowed him to enter Togray after Matewos let him enter Siwa.»

Petros accompanied Yohannos to the battle of Matimma and was present
when the King of Kings died from his injuries on 9 March 1889. On his
deathbed, Yohannos bequeathed his throne to ras Mingisa and Petros sup-
ported him against Yohannos’ other nephews. On 3 November 1889, Monilok
of Sawa was crowned King of Kings by Bishop Matewos. Petros protested
against this act arguing that having been the Bishop of the previous King of
Kings, he was the one who was supposed to crown the new ruler. Despite his
objection a letter from the Patriarch of Alexandria confirmed the coronation
and, at the same time, the new “status” of Matewos.3* Thus, the transfer of the
secular power from Togray to Siwa had the same repercussions for the Bish-
opric: Petros, the Bishop of Tagray, lost his primus inter pares status in Ethio-
pia. But again, it did not mean that Matewos had an authority over Luqas and
Petros. Just after the battle of Matimma, Lugas and Petros stayed in Dibri
Tabor, but later Monilok sent Luqas to Lalibila and Petros to Yiaggu,* proba-
bly to isolate them from the centre of any secular power jeopardizing
Mobnilok’s rule. Luqas was given back to Takld Haymanot after the Prince
submitted himself to the new sovereign of Ethiopia. Petros, in turn, was kept
in Addis Abiba until the problematic political situation in Togray was settled:
Monilok definitively could not permit him to join ras Mingisa, who threat-
ened his authority over the country.

Matewos and Petros together exercised their power at the ecclesiastical
court in Addis Abiba.?¢ In 1891 Moanilok decided to divide Ethiopia into three
dioceses, intending to clarify the jurisdiction of the three Bishops. Two Bish-
ops ruling at the same place with exactly the same power was definitively not
32 The role of the Bishop consisted mainly in the consecration of churches and in the ordi-
nation of priests and deacons; cf. 7bid. 210; ANNARATONE 1914: 262f. They could also
place excommunication; cf. BAIRU TAFLA 1987: 738f.

33 BORELLI 1890: 118.
3% ZEWDE GUEBRE-SELLASSIE 1930: 303f.

35 Ibid. 284.
36 Ibid. 299-302.
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a favourable situation and could probably provoked conflicts. Luqas, who
died in Goggam between 1899 and 1900, was granted authority over Takld
Haymanot’s territories (Goggam, Agiw Modor, Kiffa). Petros received juris-
diction over Togray, Eritrea, Lasta and Wag, while Matewos received au-
thority over the rest of Ethiopia.?” The diocese of Petros was really smaller
than his previous one as he lost a large part of the central highlands (Gondair
region, Bagemdor). But the division into dioceses proves again that the three
Coptic Bishops had the same type of ecclesiastical authority and Petros
could hope to enjoy the same independence as before. Finally, in 1899, ras
Mingisa submitted himself to Monilok and from that moment on the situa-
tion in Togray settled step by step. In 1903, Petros was permitted to come
back to Togray.’

The letter of Petros found in the manuscript collection of the Qiqima
monastery

Extremely limited historical information is available on Petros’ stay in
Togray between 1903 and 1914. Only the Italian traveller Ferdinando Mar-
tini provides us with some information on the occasion of his visit to Petros
on 27 April 1906.>° More information on the Coptic bishop appears later
when he crowned ras Mika’el Ali (1847/50-1918) as nagus in Dise in 1914
and when he decided to support him against Siwa aristocracy after the coup
d’état of 1916.4

The letter that we deal with has been found in a manuscript kept in the
Qoddsst Maryam monastery in a village called Qiqiama, located in Dig‘a
Timben wdirdda between towns Hagird Silam and ‘Abiy ‘Addi*! The mon-
astery was founded by King Yohannos IV, whose associate and close compan-
ion, Gibra Giyorgis, became the first abbot of the community. The monastic
library includes a fine Octateuch manuscript on the last folios of which we
find the letter of Petros presented here.*? According to the colophon (on
fol. 150r), the manuscript® was written in 1664, in the 32" year of the reign

37 Ibid. 3041f.

38 Ibid. 305.

39 MARTINI 1943: 309-312.

40 Cf. POLLERA 1926:221; BERHANOU ABEBE 2001:317f.; SMIDT 2001: 67f.; GEBRE-
IGZIABIHER ELYAS 1994: 346.

41 NOSNITSIN 2013: 388-396.

2 Ibid. 392-395.

43 152 fols., dimensions: mm 394 x 295 x 75. The shelfmark given by the Ethio-SPaRe
project to the manuscript is QDGM-003. The manuscript was identified as coming
from Miqdala library; see ANCEL — NOSNITSIN 2014: 90-95, here 94.
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Fig. 1: Letter of Petros, manuscript, Qoddost Maryam monastery, Qaqama, Togray,
fol. 151v
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Fig. 2: Letter of Petros, manuscript, Qoddost Maryam monastery, Qiqama, Togray,
fol. 152r
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of King Fasilidis (163267, here called “Alima Sigad). The letter was writ-
ten on 25 April 1904 (17 Miyazya 1896 “A.M.), but we do not know what
the circumstances were when the document was penned. We can only as-
sume that Petros personally visited the monastery since the letter contains
his seal. The letter of Petros is written on the flyleaves of the manuscript, on
two ruled and pricked folios, 151v and 152r [Figs. 1 and 2].#* The seal of
Petros appears twice, in the upper margin of fol. 151v and in the lower mar-
gin of fol. 152r. Even if faded, the Arabic inscription is still partly visible on
fol. 151v [Fig. 3] while the Goz inscription is to some extent legible on
fol. 152r [Fig. 4]. As mentioned before, it is the same seal as the one pub-
lished in the edition of the chronicle of Monilok and in the letter of Petros to
Alfred Ilg from 1896.%

Fig. 3: Seal of Petros, letter of Petros, Fig. 4: Seal of Petros, letter of Petros,
manuscript, Qaddast Maryam monastery, manuscript, Qoddost Maryam monastery,
Qiqima, Tagray, fol. 151v Qiqima, Togray, fol. 152r

Characteristic features and exact periodization of the script(s) of the 19
and 20 centuries have still not been sufficiently studied.* Therefore, we
will restrict ourselves to drawing attention to some features of the hand that
penned the letter. The handwriting is of rather mediocre quality mainly
because of the irregularity in the shape of the letters. They are produced in a
manner common to the Ethiopic scripts with the pen nib at 0° angle to the
writing line, resulting in bold upright vertical strokes and thin horizontal
strokes. The curved stoke of such letters as P, A, & appears thinner where it
is most twisted and broader in its more straight areas. To make the writing
of some letters easier, the scribe started penning the first stroke from a thin
line,¥” as in the letters & and £ (in AALN, fol. 151v, 1. 6). Finishing the

44 Fol. 151v: 29 lines; fol. 152r: 35 lines.

4 ZEWDE GUEBRE-SELLASSIE 1930: 308, figure 46; BAIRU TAFLA 2000: 213.
46 UHLIG 1988: 768-806.

47 So called “Haarstriche”, see ibid. 781; “hair-like strokes”, see ID. 1990: 107.
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stroke with this simple flick of the pen is less frequent, for instance in the
letter 7 (in @*§ &7, fol. 152r, 1. 3). The shape of the letters has an angular
form. The letters are tall, slender and spaced well apart. In a number of
words, for instance A7% 1 (fol. 151v, 1. 3), &6 (fol. 151v, 1. 9), €CaA=N9"
(fol. 1521, 1. 2) and HAdAU- (fol. 152r, 1. 9) the loop of the letters of the 5%
order, that is, £, i, € and A is reduced to a short thick dash. Similarly, the
loop of the letters of the 7% order looks like two short thick dashes since the
scribe failed to connect them with two parallel lines. The examples that
illustrate this case mostly concern the letter A= as in Va=nav- (fol. 151v, L. 3),
Nae (fol. 151v, 1. 8, 1. 9), Aa="i9° (fol. 151v, 1. 23) and ®CaA=Ng® (fol. 152r, L.
2). Also, the vowel marker of the letter ¢ in 04€.ANSN (fol. 152r, 1. 7) is re-
duced to simple dashes.

The Ambharic writing does not differ that much from the contemporary
practice. There are only two peculiarities which may be worth a remark.
First, the letter 16 (in 716, fol. 151v, l. 9) is penned with an additional dash
extending to the left from the bottom of the left leg. This feature is attested
in Ambharic texts dated to the 18 century.*® Secondly, the palatalization
marker consists of two dashes that extend diagonally from the top of the
letter, one to the left and one to the right (for example & and *F in hAZET :
h@527F, fol. 151v, 1. 2). In contrast, the present day convention is to pen
the dashes horizontally.

It is reasonable to assume that the letter found in the Octateuch is a copy of
the original letter of Petros that was made to record this important document.
The original letter, most likely written on paper, was sent to the addressee.
The present document is written continuously without any visual organiza-
tion of basic textual units, such as the part containing an address to the reader
and greetings, the main body of the letter and the concluding part. It is diffi-
cult to say whether this unstructured stream of words mirrors the visual or-
ganization of the original letter. However, among the edited letters, private
and official, penned around the same time as the letter of Petros, we most
often encounter letters with at least rudimental division into three parts.*’

A few erasures and corrections made in the text show that the scribe
proofread the text, possibly under some kind of supervision. This, in turn,
indicates that he was aware of the significance of the document and serious
consequences which any unintended changes may have brought about. The
corrections usually involve adding omitted words and letters, and, in one
case, crossing out a part of the word and substituting it with another. Punc-
tuation is applied in a consistent and logical manner. There are three differ-

48 GETATCHEW HAILE 1983: 158.
49 ULLENDORFF 1972: 229-270.
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ent punctuation signs used in the text: two dots ( f) for separating words,
four dots ( #) for separating sentences and two dots with a dash above and
below ( Z) for separating two related ideas within a sentence. Apart from a
few exceptions, all numbers are written in Ethiopic numerals, for instance,
bavAh-t “one Divinity”.

Since Ambharic was used as the language of communication in the Ethio-
pian Church, the letter sent by the Metropolitan to the Togrofifia-speaking
educated community was in that language. Aside from Ambharic, the letter
also contains a few Go®oz sentences. Both languages may be viewed as form-
ing two layers: the author leads the main argumentation in Ambharic, the
profane language, and supports his stance with quotations in Ga%z, the
language of the Scriptures and authoritative religious texts. Let us discuss
both layers beginning from Ga‘z. The Ga%z layer of the letter consists of
quotations from the New Testament, from Haymanotdi *abiw (“The Faith
of the Fathers”) — theological miscellanea from which the author cites the
Church Fathers — from the Anaphora of St. Mary and from some other
unidentified writings. Also, Go%z is the source of numerous words em-
ployed as technical terms in the theological discussion. Finally, a few for-
mulaic expressions, by which we mean fixed phrases applied in specific acts
of communication, are written in Go%z. These are the introduction of the
sender of the letter (®AANF : HEIP..., fol. 151v, 1. 1-2) and the excom-
munication (A2AM7 ¢ AN... ®@FH : ALh7, fol. 152r, 1l. 30-34). Most of
the quotations are introduced by various Ambharic expressions indicating
direct speech, such as the simplest and most common &74a... “as he said”,
NAA... “he said” as well as A= : avAOA-F... “he answered him saying:”,
Nae : aeOhlaqt... “he testified to him saying:”, which specify the type of
the speech act. With the exception of 1 Pet 3:18, all the remaining citations
are identical or almost the same as in their source books.>

The Ambharic layer appears very dominant in the letter. It starts with a
formulaic expression used at the beginning of any letters (&£4n ¢ h...,
“may it reach”, fol. 151v, l. 2) and the everyday greeting. Then, the author
explains the cause of the letter and mentions the authority of the fathers that
stands behind him. After that, the argumentation follows which is conclud-
ed with listing and anathematizing those who would deny the Tdwahado
doctrine. In two instances, the author explicitly applies the way of leading a

%0 The New Testament citations have been compared against the following church
editions: ch%.0 187 1975; 8P 50  A@-A=N : A& MG : T ¢ NPFCATLO- 1948; [z
@RAnGt 2 hLAT 0 2 WPECA“L 1951, The point of reference for the quotations
from Haymanotd ’abéiw is 18715 + hl@- 1967.
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polemics known from the cmdamm—commentary 51 They are indicated with
such expressions as NAZ°7 ¢ (LA-:... “if they say ‘why’,” (fol. 151v, 1. 25)
and &N ¢ A7 2 9°7 1 (LA ... “as for this, if they say ‘how’,” (fol. 151v,
1. 28). The type of Ambharic, in which the letter is penned, indicates Modern
Ambharic, namely the language that is known from written sources from the
second half of the 19" century and is to a great extent in use today, especial-
ly in religious circles.>? Nevertheless, one syntactic peculiarity, which now-
adays is obsolete but was still present in the language at the beginning of the
20" century, is worth mentioning. That is, on one occasion, the writer of
the letter uses content clauses composed of the complement 47 - and the
simple imperfect form of the verb, NN : K797 £ 1906 « Wrbd : W77 «
1@~ (fol. 151v, 1. 29). This construction is currently substituted by the com-
plement 47£ - followed by the relative imperfect.>® The quality of Amharic
is indicative of the native speaker knowledge of the language. The abun-
dance of citations and their exactness, the smooth and skilful flow of argu-
mentation, the knowledge of the andamta-commentary jargon and the ease
with which the theological matters are discussed suggest that the author of
the letter was very well-versed in the teachings and the doctrinal position of
the Tdwabado Faith.

Given that the sender of the letter, Petros, came from Egypt, where he al-
so obtained his theological education, we may rightly ask if he initially
wrote the letter in Arabic and had it translated into Amharic and Go%:z.
This possibility should be excluded based on the linguistic features and the
content. Aside from one Arabic word, A (fol. 152r, 1. 8), being in fact a
loan word in Ga‘az, the language of the letter does not show any signs of an
Arabic Vorlage neither on the syntactic, morphological nor lexical levels.
The word nA+ used in reference to the Pauline epistle, instead of Go‘oz
At suggests that, indeed, the Metropolitan had a major role in making
up the letter. As for the content, it reveals the way and the sources of argu-
mentation peculiar to the Ethiopian theological tradition. To make this
claim even more convincing, let us mention that the Anaphora of St. Mary
was still unknown to the Coptic Church at the time of Petros.>*

51 Concerning andamta-commentary, see: COWLEY 1983: 19-61; STOFFREGEN-PEDERSEN
1995: 6f.; BOLL 1998: 62—-81; MERSHA ALEHEGNE 2011: 8—12; STOFFREGEN-PEDERSEN —
TEDROS ABRAHA 2003: 258a-259b.

52 APPLEYARD 2003: 111f.

>3 GOLDENBERG 1965: 10.

>* At that time, the Coptic Church used only the Anaphoras of St. Cyril, St. Gregory
and St. Basil.
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Theological context of the letter

In his letter, Petros aims at exposing the Trinitarian and Christological doc-
trines accepted by Alexandria, and thus by the Ethiopian Church and State,
to the clergy of the “land of Ag‘azi” (ldhdi + A9M9N.). Although the expres-
sion “land of Agazi” was usually employed in reference to Ethiopia, in this
case it may refer specifically to the central regions of Togray. The expres-
sion is rather obsolete and does not exist in Modern Amharic. However, it
is still used by the elders in some parts of the present-day Togray when they
talk about the region they live in.>> Petros’ letter, being didactical in charac-
ter, presents and also explains difficult but crucial theological issues. In
what follows, we will summarise the contents of the letter and, subsequent-
ly, we will try to analyse the key points that it raises.

The letter was sent as a reaction to the presence of “wicked people”
(N4 : APF) among the clergy who were challenging the Tdwahado doc-
trine (AL : Peh& : “I0T7 : 18719T). At first, he says that the Father,
the Son and the Holy Spirit are of one and the same intellect (A1), word
(FA) and breath (A0174-0). Petros explains that they represent one divini-
ty, called Lord (A“M.ANhC), Divinity (aeAh-) or God (A9°AN), in three
persons, which respectively generates (0A4,), is generated (-I'@A4.) and is
the sprout (#¢-90.). Thus, he contests the existence of any hierarchy among
the Persons of the Trinity. Then, he gives an answer to the technical prob-
lem posed by the statement which says, at the same time, “one Divinity in
three Persons” (&AM ¢ MANAT : @ &P A% ¢ NavAh-F, fol. 152r, 1. 3) and
“one Person is equal to one Divinity” (@2Ah-t : AhA : Ahé : avAbht,
fol. 152r, 1l. 3f.). In this way, he insists on the impossibility to separate no-
tions of “person” (AhA) and “divinity” (eeAh-t). After this, he comments
on the statements concerning Christology by saying that “[Christ] is one
Person, one Nature; united in the Mode of Existence, united in Nature,
[being] the Son of the Father, the Son of Mary, He was honored by the [hy-
postatic] union” (8ANA: B0MCE: Pr: NP7 : +TPV&: N0WCE :
TPVE& : OAL : Al : AL : TICLI° : TPV & N, fol. 152r, 11. 9f.) and
highlights that for him Christ knew (only) two births (8A&-F). Then, he
exposes the problem of the death of Christ on the cross. He contends that
only the flesh and not the divinity died on the cross and explains that, on
the contrary, “Divinity died in the flesh” (e@Abt : 12 @ 1, fol. 152r,
1. 20f.). He finishes his letter by pointing out several theological ideas
which he condemns.

35 Information given by Wolbert Smidt (Mekelle University); see also SMIDT 2010a: 890b.
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Petros does not explicitly say who the people that are challenging the
Orthodox faith are and where they are. Nevertheless, the religious context
of Togray at that time and the theological themes that he deals with allow us
to identify the characteristics of these opponents and their location. The
council of Boru Meda in 1878 had imposed Tdwahado/Wild qab Christo-
logical doctrine as the only one accepted in the Christian kingdom. Qab’at
and Sigga [o¢ doctrines were condemned.> But it did not put an end to
theological controversies in Ethiopia. At the end of the 19% century, a con-
troversy concerning the Trinity and the concept of divinity (eeAh-t,
miilikor) emerged.’” In Waldobba hermitage, monks divided themselves
into two rival factions. The first one, called the “house of abuni Minas”,
after the name of a known spiritual father of that place, professed that Trini-
ty represents “one Divinity in Three Persons”. This doctrine was summa-
rized as the “one Divinity” (8aAb-t, and mdlikor) doctrine. The second
one, called the “house of abuni Ta‘ami Krostos”, after the name of another
recognized spiritual father, professed, on the contrary, that Trinity represents
“Three Divinities in Three Persons”. It was known as the “three Divinities”
(Eavaht, sost malikot) doctrine.’ Apparently, the religious dispute had its
source in the problematic interpretation of the statement written in the
Milko’a $allase (“Image of the Trinity”): @vAp-t : AA : Ach%- ¢ HH.Aao- :
14-F, “Each of Your faces has Divinity”.>” Starting from Waldsbba, the con-
troversy spread to other parts of Togray and appeared among the clergy of
different monasteries like Dabrd Abbay and Débri Bizin, and finally among
the clergy of Aksum.®® The theological dispute gained vital importance and in
April 1907 King Monilok IT (r. 1889-1913) was urged to write a letter to
Waldabba calling for reconciliation of the two movements.®! Evidently, it did
not solve the problem and so the monarch sent another letter in June 1910.62
In both letters, Moanilok threatened those who disobeyed with anathema from

%6 Concerning the council of Boru Meda, see among others studies: CAULK 1972: 23-41;

TESFAZGHI UQBIT 1973: 83-86; CRUMMEY 1978: 427-442; YAQOB BEYENE 1977: 1-9,
31-59.

57 TEDROS ABRAHA 2010: 992a-993a.

58 BERHANA MASQAL TESFAMARYAM 1996: 238; BARTHUN KABBADA 1983: 124ff.

59 aoph 1 240, 1985: 2; TEDROS ABRAHA 2010: 992b; BERHANA MASQAL TESFAMARYAM
1996: 241.

60 TEDROS ABRAHA 2010: 992b; BERHANA MASQAL TESFAMARYAM 1996: 242f.

61 TEDROS ABRAHA 2010: 992b.

62 The letter was sent in Waldobba on 1 June 1910 (24 ganbot 1902 °A.M.). The photos
of the letter and its transcription are published by Birihun Kibbida in his book
about Waldobba; cf. BARIHUN KABBADA 1983: 141-149.
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Bishop Matewos.®> As mentioned, Waldobba was under the jurisdiction of
Matewos while Aksum and Central Togray were under the jurisdiction of
Petros. In November 1914, a council in which Petros participated, was even
set up at Dise to overcome the problem involving clergy of Aksum and of
Dibri Abbay monastery.®* In fact, at that time Dise became the See of the
new diocese of Petros as the Bishop of Togray and Waillo under the patronage
of the newly crowned nagus Mika’el.®> Even if, apparently, the dispute calmed
down in Aksum and Dibri Abbay, it continued over the 20™ century in
Waldobba where it still lingers on today.®®

Obviously, the letter of Petros written in 1904 refers to this Trinitarian
controversy. It seems that it was sent to the clergy of Aksum or to the monks
of Dabra Abbay. In his letter, Petros aims at proving that Trinity represents
“one Divinity in Three Persons”. At first, he treats the old and well known
heterodox doctrines like those of Arius, Macedonius, Apollinaris or Sabellius
(fol. 151v, 1l. 22-25). But then, when he exposes then the “arithmetic” prob-
lem posed by the statement telling, at the same time, that “they are Three
Persons in one Divinity” and “one Divinity is equal to one Person” (fol. 152r,
1. 3f.), he refers to unnamed “heretics”. Thus, in this passage, Petros targets
the followers of the “three Divinities” doctrine without calling them as such,
but he exposes their theological argument.

The letter also mentions other controversies. Petros reminds the main
theological statements officially accepted by the Ethiopian Church. In rela-
tion to the Trinity, he makes a clear reference to the statement saying that:
“The Father generates, the Son is generated, and the Holy Spirit is the
sprout” (fol. 151v, 1. 16-21). This reference permits him to contest the
Catholic doctrine of the Filiogue. As such, he invokes the dispute which
occurred with Catholics during the 16 century.

If his purpose was both to remind the statements accepted by the Church
and to confront those who, in the past, had contested them, he was also
concerned with other Ethiopian theological movements. Just after explain-
ing the necessity of not separating the notions of divinity and person for
Trinity, Petros invokes the statements accepted by the Tdwahado doctrine
concerning the Christological teaching in telling that: 8AhA : 80hCL -
Cr: ONR7 : TPV& : NUMCL : TPV : OAL: hll: OAL: TICLP :
NHPV& : Nl 2 EALT : A7 ¢ ATI°TAT = “We believe that He is one
Person, one Nature; united in the Mode of Existence (kdwin), united in

63 TEDROS ABRAHA 2010: 992b; BARIHUN KABBADA 1983: 144, 147.
64 TEDROS ABRAHA 2010: 993a.

65 ANCEL 2011: 506; SMIDT 2001: 361-373.

66 TEDROS ABRAHA 2010: 9932; BARIHUN KABBADA 1983: 123-140.
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Nature (babray), [being] the Son of the Father, the Son of Mary, He was
honored by the [hypostatic] union, [so there are] two births” (fol. 152r,
1. 9f.). At first, this sentence exposes the statements accepted by Tdwahado
doctrine during the controversy on “unction” and “union”, also summa-
rized as “0FPh& : AL : QMG L” “[Christ] is the Son [of God] in nature
by the [hypostatic] union”. It opposes followers of both Qab’ar and Sigga log
movements.®” It is interesting to note that Petros tries to avoid misunderstand-
ing in using both “kawin” and “bahray” to express the notion of “nature”.68
Secondly, it is a summary of the Tdwahado doctrine on the number of
Christ’s “births”, as it was expressed at the council of Boru Meda in 1878.
Even if Petros admits that during the hypostatic union “the Son was
honored”, he professes the “two births” (“hulitr ladit”) of Christ, which are
the eternal birth from the Father and the temporal birth from the blessed
Mary. This doctrine opposed the “three birth” (“sost ladit”) followers (main-
ly from the Sigga lo¢ movement), who believed in a third “birth” which hap-
pened when the unction by the Holy Spirit took place (at His incarnation or
His baptism).®? In fact, Petros continues his discourse by focusing on the ab-
sence of a third “birth” during the life of Jesus Christ.

The last part of the letter deals with the problem concerning the death of
Christ and the statement claiming that “Divinity died in the flesh” (fol. 152r,
1. 20f.). Here again, it is a clear allusion to the debate with the Catholics.”
Finally, he concludes his letter by reminding the main doctrines that he re-
futes and he threatens those who profess them (fol. 152r, 1l. 27-34). He refers
to Catholics (those who profess Diophysite doctrine and Filiogue), but also to
Protestants (those who deny the transubstantiation), to the Sigga [o¢ move-
ment (those who say “Son of Grace through the unction””?), and to the
Qob’at followers (those who say “Son of nature through the unction””2).

Written in 1904, the letter shows an early state of the involvement of
high ecclesiastical and political authorities in the Trinitarian controversy,
which occurred in Tagray at the beginning of the 20™ century. The nick-
names of each group (“one Divinity” and “three Divinities”) do not appear.
They will be clearly identified only in the letters of Monilok in 1907 and
1910. Also, Waldobba is not mentioned in the letter. The sending of this
letter in 1904 was nevertheless motivated by the spread of the dispute about

67 GETATCHEW HAILE 1990: xi; cf. also ID. 1986: 205-209.

68 TESFAZGHI UQBIT 1973: 33, 35f.

69 ID. 1973: 84; YAQOB BEYENE 1977: 1-9; ID. 1981: 15 (footnote 48), 281f.; GETATCHEW
HAILE 1990: ixf.

70 ADMASU GAMBARE, 1954: 180; TESFAZGHI UQBIT 1973: 65.

71" GETATCHEW HAILE 1990: 27 (text), 25 (trs.); cf. also ID. 1986: 205-209.

72 1p. 1990: 29-34 (text), 26-31 (trs.); cf. also ID. 1986: 205-250.
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the number of divinities for the Trinity in the central regions of Togray. It
seems that Petros did not really know all the characteristics of the contro-
versy or its origin, perhaps because the Waldobba region did not belong to
his diocese. However, the controversy was brought into the heart of
Togray. In this letter, Petros targeted all potential opponents to the official
doctrine of the Ethiopian Church present in Ethiopia at that time, such as
Catholics, Protestants, Sidgga [og and Qab’ar.”? Petros as bishop of that re-
gion, was apparently the first one who officially reacted to solve the prob-
lem. And one had to wait for the letters sent by Monilok IT to Waldabba in
1907 and 1910 to see that the high authorities of the Church finally identi-
fied the origin and the two groups of the “milikor controversy”. Thus, it
may be concluded that the letter presented here is probably the oldest
known historical document issued from high ecclesiastical authorities which
refers to the “milikor controversy”.

Text

Fol. 151v: av AR ¢ HESYP : PN : AP ¢ RRAT : HOO Voot 2 W AHER
£ M4 : OLPCLU : AAMAY 74 AL : NCATN : A% : APSN = “IC
0 : OFLAP : LLLN: NALT : hoSET : 1-407 1 $547% : AA ¢ VAN
av- ; @0t 1 vl : A9, £ W% : AATU- A% 1 8T ¢ 75« AN AN
C: Lao0T7 : N : APT : OAL : Poh : “I0T7 : 127197 : P7.0A0-m- :
Nhs+ « 07L& ¢ 1ot PA : N0 ¢ A8 : ANV @ CAONTIZCES ¢
CAACRL  YLNITH t RIL 1 1~ 1 LT ¢ ALKN : NCOAFD 1 hPCET
7 0PACE : M@~ : U-A- 2 77 : BATA : A : N.mL P T = A = A.avA
(F9° : BAALN : BACI° PN = BATSIL : MG : 10 : BAYA & (AT ¢ AT
A0 97 FATATU : LATO- 1 P50 APEN: AT 2 @Rk oo :
DAL : AMANMNC : N~ : aPAAAT : 239" ¢ L7 : N9°F: N00: A7
T BPEN: OAL : G 1 AA®- : AN9° ¢ (W@~ 1 PN : N7l @kl :
OALP ¢ A : [erasure’>] :+ a@ANLAT + A%9° ¢ £TNYT ¢ L6+ LARTTT ¢
ChPCETT : PLE7 : 189  : AAGAT LAV Al : A0+ AN : OLUP7 s
PONL : Cov 74N ¢ P50 : AVFO- : 70 AA : AN 2 CALE]@-9° : (10 ¢ AN
®-£7 : LOAA- : (IFTAP ¢ GA9° : ANA- 2 A°MLANNC : oAb : A9°ah « 20

73 Catholics were very active in Agame and Irob regions, and of course in Eritrea due to
the Italian colony; cf. ANCEL 2012: 92f. Less active Protestants were also present in
the northern part of Togray and in the Eritrean highlands. An Ethiopian ecclesiastic,
Wildd Sollase Konfu (1841-76) had created a Protestant movement in Hamasen; cf.
SMIDT 2010b: 1110; ID. 2010c: 426a—427b.

74 9, is a monogram.

75 Still readable: avaqAt : 390 « BHY7.
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AN = OALI® : Al(+: PO i O [erasure]P7 ¢ AA[erasure’®] : AgP74.N :
P50 1 PATO- 1 10~ : AA 2 PA : CATO-9° 1 ACK NP7 : £0AA- : 1A
¢ GA9° « AhA 1 AMANC : At 1 A9°AN : LOAA = o740 : PS50
9° 1 NS 2 ANTT40 : LT ¢ AL 2 AOAL : ANTT4NT@- : Yo 1 AA -
ANT740 : PAT@-9° : (Ix : WEPT : LOAA- : (1FFAP : GA-9° « AMA- 1 A%MLA
NcuC ¢ aPAhF ¢ R9°AN 1 LOAA : NAHY : TIC ¢ 7 ¢ A M A NG £ T7
oAl : Th9°AN : A0FNNAT : A7A07 © A°M.ANAC ¢ NOACE : NavAh
T+ 2 89~ ¢ AM.ANDC : MANA : T « Y- : ©A8, : A ANhC ¢ TOAS, :
AM.ANhC 2 w9, ¢ AMA NG 2 BAMANDC ¢ ORMANNC ¢ O-A
At PN AT90 1 OTLA I avAhet : ANACE : 810 1 (ANMA : Yo~ : 0AS, :
avAht ¢ t@AS, 1 avAht : wiq, ¢ avdhdk 2 Bavdhek I avAbH0 2 @Ak
[erasure’’] ¢ AhAF : Ho-Afav-: 12F ¢ P4AT 1 A750 1 ANATN 1 HA
7A0.° ¢ A9°AN : NavAbh 1 NOMCE @ 810~ 1 (ANA ¢ Fro- @ @AS, : R9°
AN : @AY, : A9°AN : w9, A9CAN : BAICAN : A9°AN 1 @Akt A 2 A
AN : 04k OAL 1 A9°AN : K-k o740 1 PLN 2 RTEA  ATTEPN =
490a0F9° 1 RTL 1 RCEN: Al 474 1 WAL ¢ Gm-C : A78L 1 avPRTI0N
9o av Pl PNt hOB: ATA f ATL ¢ AATCENY° ¢ av9(C 2 avFo)
b a9C : CPTf ATAT : ATL : ALATIC 1 0T EPT 1 HHH AP O ¢ 4%
A = ALTN79° ¢ ANAT ¢ [erasure] BAYML.AMNMNCG ¢ BavAht : BA°AN : T°F
@ : RIANT : A7L : ANAPNT : A7L : ANA9° : BANA : 814 : A7A = NAI°
7 (L& ANA 2 QANA 1 hAPT : V10 : (AT ¢ 9°0C : NAdt: ¢ 2AM
TERTYIL A 2 £ (e (LAS 2 10 2 7L NE9° 1 AN : hC
PEN 2 Al : OOAL : @aPFLN 1 P50 1 BhuAR : NAe £ A0 L8977 ¢ O
Ut 1 MG - = GavE 9 1 ALy oA ¢ toAS YT
NOAL T « Arert « ML ¢ WLt « DLl « Qhavaft: ¢ 87N
N:ATL :9°7 : (LAt COAL : A\LA : Cav PN : P50 2 DAk 1 PO 2 AOVTT
40 AN £ A7 « 990 h1Pd « WTS.1Y « - [Fol. 152r] A8, « t+avit
© : PANTI°T : DAY : 10~ ¢ APOAP : ALk : AI°%U- : PS™IP = hav : 1P
0t HAY®1P0 + W75 : AT PEN : Ab : R2AF : HATANW.L = P50 €CA=N
9° : Do : 1P : He[erasure]d.AFA : HAS : A750 i TH9° : 0704 : BFF
@ : aTEPT : V7 LULAGN- ¢ NANAT ¢ 0 LTPhS 1 Navaht : PAD-T ¢
LHo- : avAh-l : AhA 1 AhA 1 oAbt : ALOAYI® ¢ avph0 : §7 ¢ AhA ¢+
PU.MPAA ¢ 1@ 1 LAA- : ATV ¢ QAT T 1 hhA : AA 2 avAb s AA:
ALCIW- 1@~ =2 RS 1 17 : avAD 7« DANA : AMAT : havabht : 4700 ¢«
hEANAT : BANA @ avART : OAL : (@ : Py : A@-: A9°AN : PT1: PO :
~2 80 A7 AN 2 OTLAR 2 AICICE{N)9° £ HATTH.TH- ¢ @Ak : A
HANAC : HhY? : ANA £ 041 1 A0A ¢ H0Y £ A9°AN : NAA : Ao-a-09° ¢

76 Still readable: -.
77 Still readable: 12-F.
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NEANLNH : P08 : N€[crasure]AFA : 0~ : A L Lm-Nav- : APON : VIC *
HePw-U- : A7k« ANLA 72 N7k GA9° : ®hh ¢ AR ¢ NCAFN 1 HAOA
Ut 718C « It 2 avdbel: 2 120 1 ANA 2 NAA = BAYA : BAMCE « P ¢
NP7 : TPVE& : NOMAKCS ¢ TPVE : OAL : A1l : OAL : “1CL° : NPV
LN ¢ AL AT ¢ ATITAT = MR : A ch ¢ 0L V- ¢ 4590 : OA
2 1 AM.ANDC : OTOAL 1 RI°NANT ¢ AT50 1 do-a=0 = QAAL-ONY° :
HEACL : APENYI® : HATANS : OLLADT : Nav 1 Thavy : (V) : ADAR :
AMANDC ¢ EALT ¢ NAA & TOALI : 10Gav-} ¢ Amavd : F+m9°$
g° : F9avt : NEOC : ANV : AP LD 1 GA9° : avADT : OAL : NOD-Y
A+t AP ¢ P2 ®Aor) @ NCATN : TAPA 1 020 ¢ MAT LAY ¢ ONRT
At DO@-RY : @kl AOPA: L0 00 NIV WT50 : P50 APC
N: P50 : 20-A=09° : OO 2 A7H 2 04 ¢ 7h' ¢ AA M ANDC ¢ 12107 «
091 : ®AS- ¢ [erasure]Al ¢ A7 ¢ BU1TNT : 4248 AN = OOTEPT ¢
N7« avAhq : 02D Pod 2 NTA 2 ARG £ (), 2 aodbA : P 2 R D
@ : PO AN PSN: PAOT 2 TN LHO- 2 o0 2 RIE:
aAht : AAT9° ¢ LAA- : RS JV9° : “INIT@- : ACAOET : 1LavAlE:
Y- : Akt V7 : RISV TINE 2 14T BOhC e 2 TR0 AATA9C ¢ AT
A APT : Y@ 1 AR (120 2 Pt TINT 2 AT T o (LA P16
Nz ) avpPF £ Y@ 2 ROTrhA ¢ P4 Nav : 1 : LAY : HO--E: 1 4.
AMT : 160 : @)D 2 5910 FI° : @Kav() 1 HDow @ F00av- ¢ j Pt 2 0«
H.AT: A6 77000 : Nk 1 A& DY+ R790 = ARCN[erasure] ¢ HATA
e : 299 : NavAht: : he@- : 10 : HA Lov@-F : Y@~ 1 h PO : aPAD}
Y05 1 avApt : 10N £ NTAC ¢ ANA f Ao 1 PP 1 OAL : YO~ = avfid- :
T POANT : av 31 poqb ¢ A71L : 0P M0F ¢ L5 ¢ ©F = hREPP ¢ O ¢
0P : CAONGY- : A9°I A : AL : (LY : OTR4L@-7 : A9° TV~ : (VT :
1279+ 1 CATTU- + (F4-07 : P57 1 GhhT : £CITU-: hiLy : 1279
Tt N7 0PF: E0RCS : EANA 1 PTLA- 1 NOVICPI° : TN AATAYC 1 97,
Ot @740 2 PG(0)T 1 HPLO @ AI°OAL : CULA : NPNGT 2 avFhn : 5
Nz A0 : AR (EALH) £ 74 : NPt : 00740 : P50 : CAURCE : AR«
A 10 TAO-m : ) 2 avADT 2 LT ¢ @M ¢ Lav : avAp :
hLWPI9° : ovHNCE 1 1@~ : W78 : 07N = (20N ¢ Al : OOAL 1 Oav
7é0N: P50 NANLE : HEAS-U- 1 LFavC 1 ONRL : TOEhPCET : LT
[erasure]{.AP :} @NG° : P°K Ak £ A4 : BCOP : 02NN 2 BET@
BCHEYY 1 1L9CT 2 WL PP : ONhL. : EOTHP NP TTPL : ONAL. 1 EPNALN
7t @OAL : T heav- = AP 1 ARAT : ONAL : LAPL : AT : AALTEN : @)

78 The word 0 is coming from Arabic language and is unusual even if it can be found
in Ga‘az sources.

79 A part is omitted. It should be: H&E@-v~ ¢ ATk ¢ [0~COT £ F9°VCF ANA] AL
T Wk 990,
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H:ALhT ¢ A MEA : W 1 OF hG : NIPOLFIAL : oot 1 it : (IHov
1IN hov s TOZ 1 ATLENL 18N 2 11« $PoT =

English translation

[Fol. 151v] The letter sent by Petros, Metropolitan of the kingdom of Ethi-
opia, the servant and the apostle of Our Lord Jesus Christ, the son of Saint
Mark the Evangelist. May it reach the blessed and saintly children and
friends who live in the land of Ag‘azi. How are you? I am well, thanks be
to God. It greatly saddened me to hear that among the priests wicked peo-
ple have risen who are changing the doctrine of (lit. “the doctrine which
says”) “the only Son”. 80 The faith of Alexandria and Ethiopia is one. When
our Lord Jesus Christ asked the apostles in Caesarea [Philippi], “Who do all
people say that I am?” they answered, “One says that you are Elijah, one
that Jeremiah, some that one of the prophets (lit. “like one prophet”)”.
When he said to them, “And you, who do you say that [ am?” Saint Peter
answered him, “You are the Christ, the Son of God”. And upon hearing
this, the Lord said to him, “Blessed are you, Peter son of Jonah”.8! And the
Father testified to Him in these words, “This is my Son.” 82 And I have
taken this and I am writing to you the faith of our Fathers, the Apostles and
the Three Hundred.®® The Father, being in and of himself intellect, is [also]
the intellect of the Son and the Holy Spirit. They do not have another intel-
lect. Through Him they are called possessors of intellect. In His separate
perfect Person He is called Lord, Divinity, God.®#* And the Son, being in

80 The Ethiopian Orthodox theologians commonly refer to the Tdwahado Christologi-

cal doctrine as the doctrine of the ‘unique Son’ (AL : P/ML), an abbreviation of the
statement: I1Ph& : ®AL : P& (“by the [hypostatic] union He is the unique Son
[of God]”); cf. ADMASU GAMBARE 1954: 64, 89. With this expression, they emphasise
the union of the divine and the human nature in Christ.
81 Mt 16:13-16.
82 Mt 3:16.
83 “The Three Hundred’ refers to the 318 Orthodox Fathers who, according to Ethiopi-
an tradition, were present at the Council of Nicaea in 325.
In line with the Alexandrian tradition, the Ethiopian Orthodox Church emphasizes the
unity of the Three Persons in one Divinity. The Tdwahado doctrine accepts Jacob Bara-
daeus’ declaration: “Ich spreche und glaube und bekenne, dass der Vater die Weisheit
(vobg nous) und der Sohn die Vernunft (Moyog logos) und der heilige Geist das Leben
(Comy zae) ist” (“I say, I believe and am convinced that the Father is the Heart, the Son is
the Word and the Holy Spirit is the Life [and, or the Breath]”; CORNILL 1876: 443). The
Ethiopian Orthodox Church uses these metaphors: the Anaphora of the Three Hun-
dred, verse 47, reads: “My Father, I, and the Holy Spirit are the sun, the light and the
heat”; cf. @& ché. : P40 1962: 131. Also, the Anaphora of St. Mary says: “The Father

84
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and of himself the word, is [also] the word for the Father and the Holy Spir-
it. They do not have another word. Through Him they are called possessors
of speech. In His separate perfect Person He is called Lord, Divinity, God.
And the Holy Spirit, being in and of itself the breath, is [also] the breath for
the Father and the Son. They do not have another breath. Through it they
are called possessors of life. In its separate perfect Person it is called Lord,
Divinity, God. Because of this we call [all] Three equally Lord, [all] Three
equally Divinity, [all] Three equally God. Lord in Nature and Divinity is
one. Lord in Person(s) is three.®> Lord generates, Lord is generated, Lord
[is] the sprout, one Lord.®¢ As the Gospel says, “And the Word was
Lord”.%” The Divinity is one in Nature (and) is three in Person. The Divini-
ty generates, the Divinity is generated, the Divinity [is] the sprout, one Di-
vinity. And as Basil of Antioch says, “And the Divinity is the Persons who
are the holy Faces”.®8 God in the Divinity and Nature is one, in Person(s) is
three. God generates, God is generated, God [is] the sprout, one God. As
Athanasius says, “God is the Father, God is the Son, God is the Holy
Spirit”.8? Again, we do not say with Arius, “The Father is the creator, the

is the sun, the Son is the sun, and the Holy Spirit is the sun”; cf. @& hé. : $50. 1962:
115; see also TEDROS ABRAHA 2010: 990; PIOVANELLI 1994: 204{.

This is a reference to the statement accepted by the Tdwahado doctrine: “One Divini-
ty in three Persons”. See in the Mdsheti lobbuna: “1h9™r ¢ avdgrav : i : NBavA
i : NEANAT @ Ho-Afav- 1 A 1 OOAL 1 ®av 340 s P50 (“We believe before
everything in one Divinity and in three Persons who are the Father, the Son and the
Holy Spirit”); cf. CERULLI 1960: 140 (text), 164 (tr.). See also the words ascribed to
John of Antioch as exposed in the Haymanotd “abdw, chapter 103, section 2, para-
graph 1; cf. Y879+ : AN@- 1967: 463.

This a reference to the statement accepted by the Tidwahado doctrine: “The Father
generates, the Son is generated and the Holy Spirit is the sprout”. See in the Mishetdi
lobbuna: “h 0l + @kl : OAL : OAL : O”ED ¢ TN PG0: ATOAL : Oh
0 RPPNAR = OALY 1 Okl : AL 1 TOAS, : RIHN = OVTAN 2 PENY 2 Wi
9. ¢ @Ak =” (“The Father generates the Son and let proceed the Holy Spirit, He is
not born and does not proceed from anyone else. The Son is (indeed) the Son, born
from the Father. And the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father; ¢f. CERULLI 1960:
145 (text), 170 (tr.). Here Petros clearly used this statement to explain that the Father,
the Son and the Holy Spirit represent one Divinity (called Lord, Divinity or God) in
three Persons, which respectively generates, is generated and is the sprout.

87 Jn 1:1.

88 From the letter of Basil of Antioch to Saint Mar Cosmas of Alexandria as exposed in the
Haymanotd *abéw, chapter 96, section 1, paragraph 5; cf. Y8751 ¢ All@- 1967: 420.
As exposed in the Haymanoti *abéw, chapter 25, section 4, paragraph 4; cf. 187191 :
hlw- 1967: 74.
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Son is the creation””® and with Macedonius, “The Holy Spirit is inferior”!
and we do not with Apollinarius assign [different] hierarchy of dominion
and [different] hierarchy of subtlety®? and we do not say what any other
heretics [say]. We say, “These Persons are one Lord, one Divinity, one
God”. We do not say with Sabellius and with Islam, “One Person, one
Face”.” If one asks “why”, [the answer could be:] because person existing
within person, it is as if with one counsel, with one authority, like one man
they produced a joint work. And the joint work is the mystery about which
Cyriacus [of Behnesa] said [beginning from], “The Father, the Son and the
Holy Spirit think” up to “they judge”.®* Again, if one asks how this is that
there is no difference between generating from being generated, being gen-
erated from generating, causing to proceed from proceeding, proceeding
from causing to proceed, it is like the birth of the Son, the origin of the Ho-
ly Spirit, the word and the breath issue from the intellect [and] a spring
issues from [the same] spring, but it is [all] indissoluble. [Fol. 152r] It is
because of this that, as Ignatius the Bishop of Antioch said, “His birth does

9 As exposed in the Mishafi barhan, book VI; cf. CONTI ROSSINI — RICCI 1965: 134
(text), 75 (tr.); see also in the Mdizgibi haymanot; cf. CERULLI 1960: 6f. (text), 72f. (tr.).
In the preparatory service for the liturgy, chapter 4, verse 43 the statement that “we be-
lieve also that Christ is not in the least degree inferior because of His incarnation ...” is
declared; see also the Anaphora of Cyril, verse 97; cf. P& ché. : 40, 1962: 53, 229.
91 As exposed in the Mdshafi barhan, book VI; cf. CONTI ROSSINI — RICCI 1965: 134
(text), 75f. (tr.); see also in the Mizgibi haymanot; cf. CERULLI 1960: 71. (text), 73f.
(tr.). The statement, refuting it, is declared in the Anaphora of John Chrysostom,
verse 72: “May this Holy Spirit, who is neither searchable nor inferior ...”; see also in
the Anaphora of Jacob of Serug, verse 38; cf. @& héd. + P40 1962: 214, 235. The
statement telling that the Holy Spirit is inferior to the Son seems to be an idea ascribed
to the Catholics still recently by Ethiopians, even if it is not true; cf. TESFAGZHI UQBIT
1973: 50; ANCEL 2012: 98, 100.
The doctrine ascribed to Apollinarius has not been identified. Cyril of Alexandria
mentions Apollinarius in his letter to Awfamius, Haymanoti °abiw, chapter 73, sec-
tion 15, paragraph 27; cf. 1£71¢1 : A@- : 1967: 274. However, only the Amharic
“translation” of this passage (col. b, page 274) specifies the Apollinarius’ idea: “A7% :
AFATCEN : 150 1 AATAP ¢ AAADI® £ av0C19° : AAOAmMU-9°” (“] did not say with
Apollinarius: [Christ] did not assume a soul’ and I did not give any ranks”).
93 As exposed in the Méshafi barhan, book VI; cf. CONTI ROSSINI — RICCI 1965: 133 (text),
75 (tr.); see also Miishafa mastir, chapter 1; cf. YAQOB BEYENE 1990: 2 (text), 2 (tr.).
Petros refers to the Anaphora of St. Mary (which is ascribed to Cyriacus of Behnesa),
verse 58—66, where 27 joint activities of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit are
enumerated. He mentions the first joint work (verse 58: “The Father, the Son and the
Holy Spirit think”) and the penultimate (verse 66: “The Father, the Son and the Holy
Spirit judge”); cf. @& ché. « P54 1962: 114.
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not stop with his first [birth], just like a spring is from a spring”.%> Also as
Saint Cyrill [of Alexandria] said, “Like a spring which bubbles forth
forever”.%¢ And they are one in more than this [what is listed above]. The
heretics, however, taking, “They are three in Persons and one in Divinity”,
they say, “Divinity cannot be called person, [and] person cannot be called
divinity, but it is that Divinity encompasses Three Person[s]”.”” By saying
this they take person separately and divinity separately. We, however, do
not separate divinity from person and person from divinity. Out of Three
Persons one Person, the Divine Son, became man, man became God, “The
word became flesh” as John the Evangelist says.”® Also, Gregory of Nazi-
anzus said, “He is God who became man and man who became God”.”
Also, Paul in the second part of his epistle to the Colossians said, “See to it
that no one deceives you with philosophy [and] what is vain deceit [and]
errors of this world and not on the law of Christ in whom dwells all the
fullness of the Godhead in bodily form.”'% We believe that He is one Per-
son, one Nature; united in the Mode of Existence (kdwin), united in Nature
(babray), [being] the Son of the Father, the Son of Mary, He was honored
by the [hypostatic] union, [so there are] two births.!! As Paul says, “When

95
96
97

Unidentified quotation.
Unidentified quotation.
He refers to the contradiction which says at first that “one Divinity, three Persons”
and secondly “Divinity and Person are equal”. His response is clearly an answer to
the problem posed by monks in Waldsbba and then in Dibri Abbay when they
proposed that Trinity is composed with three Divinities rather than only one.
9% Jn 1:14.
99 As exposed in the Haymanoti *abéiw, chapter 61, section 4, paragraph 23; cf. 267151+ =
hllm- 1967: 217.
100 Ref. to Col 2:8f.
101 At first, this sentence is a summary of statements accepted by Tdwahado doctrine
during the controversy on “unction” and “union”, also summarized as 0-+Ph& :
®OAL : GhC e “[Christ] is the Son [of God] in nature by the [hypostatic] union”. It
opposed to both followers of Qab’at and Sigga la¢ movements; cf. GETATCHEW
HAILE 1990: xi. Petros uses both kawin and bahray to express the notion of
“nature”; cf. TESFAZGHI UQBIT 1973: 33, 35f. But also, it is a summary of Tawahado
doctrine as it was expressed at the council of Boru Meda in 1878 on the controversy
concerning the number of “birth” of Christ. Even if he admitted that during the hy-
postatic union “the Son was honored”, Petros professed the “two birth” (bulirt
ladit) of Christ which are the eternal birth from the Father and the temporal birth
from the blessed Mary. It opposed to the “three birth” (sost ladit) followers (mainly
issued from Sigga [o¢ movement) who believed in a third “birth” which happened
when the unction by the Holy Spirit took place (at His incarnation or His baptism);
cf. GETATCHEW HAILE 1990:ixf.; YAQOB BEYENE 1981: 15, footnote 48, 281f.;
TESFAZGHI UQBIT 1973: 84.
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the fullness of time had come, God sent his Son, born of a woman”.192 Also,
Basil of Caesarea [and] Severus of Antioch said,'® “And it is fitting for us to
believe in two births of the Son of God”.!® And after being born, He was
baptised in His 30" year; having been baptised, He taught for 3 years and 3
months. For the salvation of the world the Divine Son was crucified in the
flesh [and] He died.!% As St Peter said, “For Christ was crucified in the
flesh for us and for our sins. He was hung on a tree in the flesh”.1% Also, St
Paul said, “For if while we were enemies, we were reconciled to God
through the death of his Son, all the more so, having been reconciled, will
we be saved by his life”.! When we say Divinity died in flesh, then here-
tics, in taking the reading which says, “If you say Divinity died, you will
become the killer of the Holy Trinity” [they] are saying that the flesh died
but and not the Divinity.'% Saying like that they must be ignoring the sub-
ject matter [of this passage]. The scholar, however, said like that to people
who say, “[the nature of the relationship between the two natures is that of]
dwelling, [Christ has] two natures, He did not assume the soul”. If one says,
“How is it that Divinity died in the flesh?” it means separating the flesh and
the soul. Emmanuel died like we die, which is a separation of soul and
flesh.1® Again, as Severus of Antioch says, “For according to their reading
if He did not die our death [so] how could we glorify his death for our sal-
vation?”11% Also, flesh in the Divinity is everlasting, it is immortal, since the
Divinity is everlasting. What is called the Divinity is the Son who became
[was incarnated as] man in His separate Person. It is this [faith] through
which either we receive suffering or through which we enter the Kingdom

102 Gal 4:4.

103 Tn singular in the text.

104 Homily of Basil of Caesarea as exposed in Haymanotd *abéiw, chapter 34, section 5,
paragraph 6; cf. 7£71¢1 : AN@- 1967: 117. Petros refers also to words ascribed to
Severus of Antioch as exposed in Haymanoti *abiw, chapter 84, section 1, para-
graph 8; cf. ibid. 357.

Here Petros aims at showing that there was no “birth” of Christ after the eternal
birth from the Father and the temporal birth from the blessed Mary.

106 Reference to 1 Pet 3:18.

107 Rom 5:10.

108 Petros refers to Catholics as this doctrine was ascribed to them by the Ethiopian
theologian at that time. See the report of the dispute between Ethiopian scholars and
Catholic missionaries proposed by the Ethiopian theologian; cf. ADMASU GAMBARE
1954: 180; TESFAZGHI UQBIT 1973: 65. But this dispute was also reported by Pedro
Piez; cf. BOAVIDA — PENNEC — RAMOS 2011: 338.

Statement ascribed to Severus of Antioch in Haymanotdi *abiw, chapter 85, section 3,
paragraph 25; cf. 18719 : AN@- 1967: 367.

As exposed in Haymanotd abéiw, chapter 85, section 3, paragraph 28; cf. 1bid. 368.
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of Heaven. Oh my children, in her [the faith] guard yourselves from all evil.
He who has heard what is written here and firmly stays in this faith, may
He make you blessed, saintly, and absolved. However, he who would go
astray from this faith: those who say two natures [and] two persons;!!!
those who say He did not take on [His] soul from Mary;!''? he who says
that the Holy Spirit proceeded from the Son;''? he who says [Christ is the]
Son of grace through unction of the Holy Spirit {the three births};!'* he who
says [Christ is the] Son of nature through unction of the Holy Spirit;!'> he
who says that the bread having changed does not become divine flesh and
the wine having changed does not become divine blood but is [just] a re-
minder;!'¢ by the authority of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit,
may he be split by a two-bladed sword, may he be excluded by the mouth
of the 12 Apostles, and at the Second Coming may he be kept far from His
throne, by the authority of the 318 Orthodox of Nicaea and by the mouth
of the 150 Constantinople [fathers] and by the mouth of the 200 Ephesian
[fathers] and by the mouth of all the bishops and by my own mouth of me
Petros, may he be cursed. This writing was written in 1896 Year of Mercy
in the year of John on the 17® of the month of Miyazya (25 April 1904
A.D.) in Dibra Ginnit Qiqima.

N1 Christological doctrine usually ascribed to diophysites by Ethiopian theologians.
Here Petros refers to the Catholic doctrine even if it should be described as “one
Person, two natures” (as described in the Mdizgibi haymanot; cf. CERULLI 1960: 11
[text], 77 [tr.]). In fact, according to Ethiopian theologians, to separate the two na-
tures of Christ means also to divide the person in two, because they did not believe
that there may be in Christ a nature without its own subsistence and personality. So,
according to them, to accept two natures of Christ would mean recognizing two na-
tures with two wills in contradiction with each other; cf. AYELE TEKLEHAYMANOT
n.d.: 253; BANDRES 2003:27; see also the letter of Diyonasyos to Sentyos in
Haymanoti *abiw, chapter 99; cf. 18711 : Al@- 1967: 438-444.
It is a reference to the dispute with Catholic concerning the origin of the soul of
Christ; cf. COHEN 2009: 136-140. It is also possible that Petros targets all those who
deny the Theotékos doctrine, namely that of Mary as ®@A4%.- : A9°AN (“begetter of
God”), meaning Protestants.
It is a reference to the dispute with the Catholics concerning the Filiogue doctrine;
cf. COHEN 2009: 133-136. King Gilawdewos (1540-1559) have already contested it
in his letter to the Catholics; cf. ULLENDORFF 1987: 166 (text), 170 (tr.). The pro-
ceeding of the Holy Spirit from the Father is also explained in the Mdizgibi hay-
manot and in the Mdéshetd lobbuna; cf. CERULLI 1960: 7f. (text), 73f. (tr.); 140 (text),
165 (tr.).
114 Petros refers to followers of the Sdgga log movement; cf. GETATCHEW HAILE 1990:
27 (text), 25 (tr.).
15 Petros refers to the followers of the Qab’at movement; cf. ibid. 29-34 (text), 26-31 (tr.).
116 Petros may refer to those who refute the transubstantiation, meaning the Protestants.
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Summary

In November—December 2012, the team of the Ethio-SpaRe project found a letter written
by the Coptic Metropolitan Petros (1881-1917) in 1904. The letter was copied into one of
the books housed in the Qaddost Maryam monastery in Qagdma. It deals with the Trinitar-
ian and Christological doctrines and is addressed to the clergy of Togray. Because of its
historical significance, the present article aims at editing and commenting this document.
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