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Second Iconoclastic Period. So far as I can see, modern scholarship
- is in complete agreement in its views on the Iconoclastic Controversy
in the ninth century. The Russian historian F. I. Uspenski called the
iconoclasm of the Second Period “already spiritually exhausted.” According
to Ostrogorsky, the iconoclasts of the ninth century “lacked the intellectual
freshness which had been characteristic of Iconoclasm in the eighth cen-
tury.” “The new Iconoclasm produced no new ideas. It resigned itself to
repeating the old theses of its teachers” which were now “formulated more
vaguely, diluted, and robbed of their previous vigor.” Elsewhere Ostrogor-
sky even attributes to the Iconoclastic Council of 815 senile impotence,
“epigonenhafte Impotenz.” These views, propounded by the man who had
made the most profound and brilliant study of the Second Iconoclastic
Period and who was furthermore one of the very few who had had access
to some of the unpublished manuscript material dealing especially with
the Second Period, were pretty generally acclaimed and underlie the more
popular books on the Iconoclastic Controversy. To Martin “in these later
stages of the controversy the philosophical and theological arguments were
subsidiary to the appeal to authority.”* And if everybody is agreed that
there was very little originality on the iconoclastic side during the Second
Period, it stands to reason that scholars often do not have a very high
opinion of the orthodox writers of the Second Period who undertake the
refutation of the supposedly traditional iconoclastic arguments.

In the course of my work on the Patriarch Nicephorus of Constan-
tinople,” I have come to the conclusion that the current view cannot stand
the test of critical examination. I shall attempt to show in this paper that
the iconoclasm of the Council of St. Sophia, far from being the weak replica
of the First Period, far from being tainted with “senile impotence” and
with “the exclusive reliance on authority,” is on the contrary the philosophi-
cal climax of the entire Controversy. During this period the attention of
both sides, iconoclasts and iconophiles, centers around one fundamental
problem: the nature of the true religious image. Here was the most basic
aspect of the entire problem that had hardly been touched upon during
the eighth century. So long as it was not taken up, discussed, and settled
in one sense or the other, the Controversy was concerned with relatively
superficial aspects of the problem. It was only in the ninth century that
iconoclasts and iconophiles came to grips with the real issue, and the theo-
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logians of the ninth century show real originality in the way in which they
probe its depth.

Little need be said here about the life of the man to whom we are
indebted for what we know about the position of the iconoclasts of 815
and who devoted his entire adult life and his writings to a militant refuta-
tion of iconoclasm: the Patriarch Nicephorus. He was born at Constan-
tinople during the reign of the famous iconoclastic Emperor, Constantine
V. His father, an Imperial Secretary, was an ardent image-worshipper and
was exiled by the Emperor because of his religious convictions. Thus
iconoclasm was the great issue that overshadowed Nicephorus’ life from
the days of his childhood. The young man received a most careful education,
and when he was grown up received an appointment in the Imperial Sec-
retariate. In this capacity, he was the subordinate of Tarasius, whose suc-
cessor he was to be on the patriarchal throne. Young Nicephorus attended
the Seventh Ecumenical Council of 787 where he probably acted as manda-
tor, i.e., as a spokesman for the palace. Several years after the Council
Nicephorus retired from the court, founded a monastery on the other side
of the Straits, and devoted himself to ascetic exercises. Later on the Patri-
arch Tarasius appointed him director of one of the Church’s largest chari-
table institutions in Constantinople, and in 806 he became Patriarch of
Constantinople, thanks largely to pressure exercised on the clergy by the
Emperor Nicephorus. During his patriarchate, Nicephorus clashed on vari-
ous occasions with the monastic party led by Theodore Abbot of Studios.
However, when in 813 Leo V the Armenian ascended the imperial throne
and soon began to favor iconoclasm, Nicephorus and the monastic party put
up a common front against this new outbreak of the heresy. Nicephorus was
deposed and exiled to the monastery which he had founded. The exiled
Patriarch decided to continue his fight by turning to the literary field.* From
the new outbreak of the Controversy shortly before 815 to his death in 828
Nicephorus wrote a large number of treatises, all of which attack specific
documents written or adduced by the iconoclasts in favor of their views. It
is unnecessary to draw up the impressive list of his theological works which
were directed against the arguments of Constantine V, against certain patris-
tic texts quoted by the iconoclasts such as those of Eusebius, Epiphanius,
Macarius, and so forth. These texts have been published by cardinals Mai
and Pitra. Here we are interested exclusively in an unpublished treatise by
Nicephorus which is the climax of his literary activity, as well as the most
complete treatment of the issues involved.

This last and most important work by Nicephorus had a very long title:
“Criticism and Refutation of the unlawful, undefined and truly spurious
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Definition set forth by men who seceded from the Catholic and Apostolic
Church and adhered to a foreign way of thinking, to the destruction of the
saving dispensation granted by God the Word.” The very title of the work
gives a hint of its content; for at least since the days of Irenaeus * works of
an anti-heretical nature had gone under the title of *Exeyxos xai *Avarpomn,
Detectio et Eversio, “Criticism and Refutation.” In the case of Nicephorus
the heresy which he combatted was of course iconoclasm. So far as I know,
only two manuscripts, both at Paris, the Graecus 1250 (B) and the Coislin-
ianus 93 (C), contain this treatise. In 1939 these two manuscripts, as well
as manuscripts of other treatises by Nicephorus, were examined at the
Bibliothéque Nationale by one of the oldest and most learned friends of
Dumbarton Oaks, my late teacher, Professor R. P. Blake. According to Pro-
fessor Blake, somebody in the ninth century made a two-volume edition of
Nicephorus’ theological works. The "EXeyxos kai *Avarpomj appeared in the
second tome. The Paris manuscripts Graecus 1250 and Coisl. 93 derive from
that second volume and date, according to Professor Blake, from the thir-
teenth and fifteenth centuries, respectively — although another excellent
paleographer was inclined to assign them to the fourteenth and twelfth cen-
turies.” I have copied the entire treatise from Paris. Gr. 1250 and collated
parts of Coisl. 93. The treatise as a whole is still unedited, though the Bene-
dictine Banduri had planned a publication in the early 1700’s, Serruys an-
other early in our century, and a young Russian scholar, J. D. Andreev, a
third in the 1920’s.° However, the treatise quotes at length from the Defini-
tion of the Iconoclastic Council of 815, and these quotations were edited in
our own century first by D. Serruys and later in a brilliant book by Ostrogor-
sky.” This method of picking the heretical raisins and leaving the orthodox
cake was of course entirely unfair to Nicephorus™ treatise. What is more,
the raisin-pickers overlooked a great deal, roughly one half, of the heretical
material and consequently arrived at half-baked and even erroneous con-
clusions.®

Let me explain what I have in mind by examining for a moment the
structure of the unpublished treatise. It clearly falls into two major parts,
and the raisin-pickers have concentrated their attention exclusively upon
the first part. In this first part the author quotes large sections of the Defini-
tion issued by the Iconoclastic Council of 815 and refutes it sentence by
sentence. The second and longer part of the treatise is the refutation of a
florilegium of patristic quotations compiled by the iconoclastic bishops of
815. That such a florilegium was compiled is clear from the Scriptor Incertus
de Leone Armeno,® as well as from indications in Nicephorus’ treatise. The
treatise makes it clear, furthermore, that in it the patristic quotations col-
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lected by the iconoclasts appear in the order in which they were attached to
the Definition of 815 and that none of the quotations is omitted. It is this
patristic florilegium attached to the Definition of 815 that has been neglected
by previous students of Nicephorus and which will allow us to draw certain
conclusions which the text of the Definition alone would hardly justify.*

We must now consider for a moment the treatise to which we are in-
debted for our quotations. It is clear first of all that it was not completed
prior to the murder of Leo the Armenian on Christmas Day 820." It was
written therefore when the Patriarch was in exile. There is some uncertainty
about the conditions under which it was written. Later in the century,
Photius referred in one of his letters to the relative freedom that Nicephorus
had enjoyed in his exile under Leo V, especially to the fact that he had free
access to books.”” This is borne out by the "E\eyxos kal *Avarpom, where
Nicephorus not only quotes from a great number of patristic texts but on
occasion even is able to consult several manuscripts of the same work and to
derive from them variant readings.”® In another passage, however, he ab-
stains from pronouncing on the genuineness of a quotation on the grounds
that he had been unable to obtain a manuscript of the work in question. He
gives as his reason the fact that he was “already locked up in a very safe
prison, was in no way granted freedom, certainly not to set foot outside, but
not even to send out word.” ** In view of this somewhat conflicting evidence,
we must assume that at times he was more severely guarded than at others.
We may imagine the exiled Patriarch residing in the monastery which he
himself had founded and dedicated to St. Theodore not far from Chalcedon.
There he must have lived, sometimes in complete isolation, at other times
in relative comfort, always pondering the great issue of iconoclasm which
had overshadowed his life and especially his entire tenure of the patriarchal
office.

What was the content of that famous Definition of 815 which the first
part of the "E\eyxos kal *Avarpomrj was meant to “criticize and overthrow”?
It praised the Isaurian Emperors and the Iconoclastic Council of 754 for its
fight against religious images and reénacted its canonical legislation. The
Council of 754, so the bishops of 815 said, gave a long period of peace to the
Church until it was ruined by the womanly simplicity of the Empress Irene
and the Council of 787. Then the Lord took pity upon the world sunk into
a flood of sin and sent it a second Noah (the Emperor Leo V). The Icono-
philes, following the heresies condemned by the six ecumenical councils,
either circumscribed the divine nature together with the human nature by
painting the image of Christ, or separated the two. The bishops of 815 con-
cluded by condemning the worship of the spurious images, invalidated the
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decisions of 787, accepted those of 754, and declared the making of images
to be devoid of worship and useless — while at the same time, in a spirit of
compromise, expressly abstaining from calling them idols.

Such is the content of the famous Definition of 815. While a new edition
of this Definition is needed," it is clear that a new study of the first part of
Nicephorus’ treatise will not add much to our knowledge of the Definition.
If one looks only at the Definition, one will have to admit that it is an ex-
ceedingly tame and disappointing document. The iconoclastic bishops say
as little as possible on their own authority: they summarize and approve
the iconoclastic Definition of 754, they summarize and reject the orthodox
Definition of 787. Into their summaries they insert skillfully a review of the
principal arguments used against religious images by the earlier iconoclasts.
Only certain epithets give an inkling of what we shall recognize as the Coun-
cil's main thesis: the Saints are called “sharers in the form [of Christ]” (frg.
9 rovs ovppbpdovs adrod dyiovs), the icons are called “soulless” (frg. 13
dixots eixéoe). Only once in the Definition does the Council of St. Sophia
speak on its own authority, a fact which is clear even stylistically from the
use of the first person plural:

Embracing the straight doctrine we banish from the Catholic Church the invalid
production, presumptuously proclaimed [by the Seventh Ecumenical Council of 787]
of the spurious images (rév yevSwvipowy elkdvor). 16

These epithets and this pronouncement — I repeat that it is the only one
where the iconoclastic bishops speak in their own name — contains only one
real objection to religious images: they are called “spurious.” To a ninth-
century Byzantine who studied only the Definition (and not the florilegium )
of 815, this charge of the spuriousness of pictorial images can have meant
only one thing: a repetition of a famous argument used earlier by Con-
stantine V and by the Council of Hiereia that a pictorial image of Christ
was “spurious” and that the true image was the bread and wine of the
Eucharist."” It will be seen presently that this was not at all the real doctrine
of the Council of 815, yet there can be no doubt that in their Definition the
bishops of the Council of St. Sophia take cover behind the shield of conciliar
authority. It should be added that while they do not hesitate to revile their
opponents in a general way, they hesitate to drive them into theological
despair: the argument of idol-worship is officially disclaimed by the Coun-
cil, and the famous dilemma of Constantine V — Monophysitism or Nes-
torianism — is presented without naming these heresies.'® In a word, the
Definition was expressed fortiter in modo, fortiter in re theologica, sed
suaviter in re ecclesiastica. There can be no doubt that the iconoclastic bish-
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ops of 815 thought that by relying in their Definition on conciliar authority
and by abstaining from charging their opponents with specific heresies,
they might have an easier time in winning them over to their side.

Let us now examine with some care the patristic florilegium refuted in
the second part of Nicephorus treatise. It quoted a passage from each of
the following sources: ™

Apostolic Constitutions (frg. 17)

Asterius of Amaseia, Homilia I: De Divite et Lazaro ( =P.G. XL, 168 B)
(frg. 18)

A certain Leontius (frg. 19)

Theodotus of Galatia (frg. 20)

Basil of Seleucia (frg. 21)

Amphilochius of Iconium, Encomium on St. Basil ( = Oriens Christianus
XXXI [1934] 68 5q.) (frg. 22)

Basil the Great, First Homily on the Creation of Man in the Image of
God ( =P.G. XLIV, 273A-B) (frg. 23)

Gregory of Nyssa (frg. 24)

Gregory Nazianzen (frg. 25)

John Chrysostom, In Romanum Martyrem ( =P.G. L, 616) (frg. 26)

John Chrysostom, Homily on Abraham (frg. 27)

John Chrysostom, On the Gaoler (frg. 28)

A letter by the ascete Nilus to Olympiodorus (P.G. LXXIX, 577) (frg.
29)

A great number of passages attributed to Epiphanius (frgs. 30A-D)

In our analysis of this florilegium we are interested primarily in the fol-
lowing questions: What objections to religious images are the patristic
quotations contained therein supposed to convey to the reader? And do
these objections tally with those expressed (or at least alluded to) in the
Definition itself? To facilitate an answer to these questions, it will be advis-
able to reduce the patristic material of the florilegium in order to be able
to recognize its purpose. Now if we wish to penetrate to the core of icono-
clastic thought in 815, it will obviously be advisable to study most carefully
those quotations of the florilegium that had not been used before by the
Council of Hiereia. I shall henceforth designate such passages as “new
passages.” If anywhere, the motivation and tendencies of iconoclastic
thought in 815 should appear in these “new passages,” i.e., in our fragments
17, 18, 19, 21, 23, 24, 26, 27, 29, 30 B, 30 C, 30 D.** Of these “new” quota-
tions, the passages from the Apostolic Constitutions (frg. 17), from John
Chrysostom’s De Abraham (frg. 27), from Nilus® letter to Olympiodorus
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(frg. 29), and from Epiphanius’ letters to the Emperor Theodosius (frg.
30 C) and to Johannes of Aelia (frg. 30 D), do not seem to contain any idea
that was not already contained in the passages used by the Council of
Hiereia. Of the other “new passages,” the most important and most elaborate
was undoubtedly that taken from Epiphanius’ Treatise against Those Who
Are Engaged in Making, after the Fashion of Idols, Images in the Likeness
of Christ, the Mother of God, Martyrs, Angels and Prophets (frg. 30 B).
Here is the claim that images of the saints do not honor but rather dishonor
them. Here, as in the Definition itself, the images are called “spurious”
(Pevdévvpor). Here is the request to set up the Apostles’ commandments as
their images through the virtues (ovxodv eixévas airév [i.e., 7év *Amoorérwr]
T0s avrdv évrohas O dperdv omjowuer) — which I understand to mean that,
to portray the Apostles, one has to acquire their virtues and obey their com-
mands. And we also have here the assertion that the Apostles never com-
manded anybody to look at their images in memory of their form (i8¢a).
Pictorial representations of Christ and the saints are “spurious” images
(Yevddvupor eixdves), in reality they are not images at all, according to
Epiphanius. Why not? Because, according to 1 John 3:2, as quoted by
Epiphanius, “when He appears, we are to be like Him,” and, according to
Romans 8:29 (the wording of which Epiphanius changed slightly to suit
his purposes), the saints “would share in the shape of the Son of God.” If
that was so, i.e., if the saints were somehow like Christ, then a pictorial
representation of saints was possible only if it was possible for Christ. Was
it possible for Christ? Obviously not, for he is incomprehensible and uncir-
cumscribable, otherwise he would not be like the Father and would be
unable to give life to the dead. Christ, Epiphanius says, can be worshipped
only “in the spirit and in truth,” and any pictorial representation of him is a
“pseudonymous image,” a “spurious” image. The same must be said of the
saints, whose true image is not a pictorial portrait but the imitation of
their virtues.

So much about the passage from Epiphanius. The remaining “new pas-
sages” underline the thesis of Epiphanius’ treatise (and of the Council of
St. Sophia ) that pictorial representations of Christ and the saints are not true
images. The quotation from Asterius of Amaseia (frg. 18) forbids pictorial
representations of Jesus Christ and ordains the listener “to carry Christ in
his soul and to carry the incorporeal Word about in his mind (vonras).”
The passage from Leontius (frg. 19) points out that painters rightly disagree
regarding the image (elkdv) of Christ because it was different at different
stages of his life and that the likeness (Suowwoidior) can be acquired only
in the heart. The passage from Basil of Seleucia (frg. 21) states that the
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only way of commemorating the saints is by reading about them, not by
“the evil art of these figures.” In interpreting Genesis 1:26 on the creation
of Man in the image and likeness of God, Basil the Great (frg. 23) is said
to make a distinction between “image” and “likeness.” A painter’s “image”
is “lying vain and idle,” whereas creation in God’s “likeness” gave Man the
power of becoming like God. The purport of this quotation was to show that
St. Basil did not have a very high opinion of Man’s creation in the “image”
of God but saw the dignity of Man in the power given to him by divine grace
to make himself resemble God through his own efforts — a view in harmony
with the iconoclastic contention that the true representation of Christ and
of the saints was the virtuous man. The quotation from Gregory of Nyssa
(frg. 24) emphasizes the supra-corporeal nature of Christ. The sentences
from John Chrysostom’s In Romanum Martyrem (frg. 26) insist that Christ
cannot be perceived by the senses and that he is concerned exclusively with
human souls and their salvation.

The “line” indicated by the “new passages” is, therefore, clear: pictures
of Christ and of the saints are “spurious,” and their only true image is the
virtuous Christian worshipping God in his heart.”

Now the reader will recall that the one contention made in the Definition
of St. Sophia on the authority of the Council itself was that pictorial
images are “spurious.” It is certainly no mere accident that the entire pa-
tristic florilegium is an elaboration of that thesis.** It now is clear, also, that
the point about the spuriousness of pictorial images made in the Definition
was not a replica of the earlier thesis of Constantine V and of the Council
of Blachernae that the only true image of Christ was the bread and wine of
the Eucharist. Theologically, that doctrine, making of the Eucharist an
image of Christ rather than his body itself, was dangerous ground which
had given an altogether too easy weapon to the iconophiles. The doctrine
of the spuriousness of pictorial images means something entirely different
to the Council of St. Sophia from what it had meant to the Council of
Hiereia — although the term remains the same: the true image of Christ is
no longer the Eucharist but Man endowed with the Christian virtues.*

If the interpretation of the Council of St. Sophia as given here has any
merits, then the iconoclasts of the Second Period were indeed not merely
repeating the arguments of their predecessors of Hiereia. The bishops of St.
Sophia are concentrating as explicitly as possible on what had been by im-
plication, as Ostrogorsky had seen,** the central problem of the Controversy
since the days of Constantine V: the nature of the true image. To Constan-
tine V the true image had to be consubstantial with the original: kai ei kakds,
Spbovaoy avriy [Ty eikéva] elvar Tob eikovilopévov.”® For the Council of St.
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Sophia, the “true image” of Christ and the saints was not any kind of pic-
torial representation. The only true image was, in the language of the quota-
tion from Basil the Great (frg. 23), Man who “with permission of God, made
himself resemble God.” Here was an iconoclastic doctrine that, philosophi-
cally speaking, was immeasurably more profound than that of the earlier
period, although by implication it was still based on the same premise. This
premise was that the image had to be consubstantial with the original. The
Christological arguments first advanced by Constantine V and then taken
up by the Council of Hiereia were more basic from a theological point of
view; they connected the image controversy with the earlier Christological
disputes. But they applied exclusively to the image of Christ. Constantine
V once had said, in one of his programmatic speeches, that if he could con-
vince his listeners that the image of Christ was inadmissible, it would be
easy for him to repeat the operation for other religious images.* Actually,
the case for iconoclasm was more easily made in the case of the image of
Christ than for that of the saints — though it is very far from my purpose to
belittle the ingenuity of Constantine’s formulation of the Christological
argument. It was after all obvious to every Christian that Christ was more
than an ordinary human being, and the pictorial representation of Christ
was therefore theologically at least questionable. But such a way of think-
ing was not applicable to the saints. To invalidate pictorial representations
of Christ and saints, it was necessary to strike much deeper, to develop a
philosophy of religious representation, and this is precisely what the Council
of St. Sophia did. True, the Council availed itself of a doctrine implied and
even of the terminology used in the works of Constantine V. To this extent,
therefore, it is true that the spirit of Constantine V triumphed in 815. But
the Council of St. Sophia spelled out in detail the implications of Con-
stantine’s philosophy of religious representation, of course without spe-
cifically referring to it. A religious personality, Christ or a saint, could be
represented only by something consubstantial with this personality. From
this it followed that the pictorial image of a religious personality, Christ or
saint, was not a true representation but “spurious” and therefore in-
admissible.

So far we have deduced the meaning of the Council of St. Sophia from
its Definition and from its patristic florilegium, without paying attention to
Nicephorus™ refutation. In fact, our interpretation is confirmed when we
turn to the “EXeyxos xai ’Avarpomy. The very title of the treatise is illumi-
nating:

Criticism and Refutation of the unlawful, undefined and truly spurious Definition set
forth by men who seceded from the Catholic and Apostolic Church and adhered to a
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foreign way of thinking, to the destruction of the saving dispensation granted by God
the Word.??

Every word of this title is chosen with deliberation. I have commented be-
fore (p. 39) on the implications of the words “Criticism and Refutation.”
It is also obvious what is meant with the charge that the iconoclasts were
destroying the “saving dispensation granted by God the Word.” This is the
traditional claim of the iconophiles that the iconoclasts, by rejecting Christ’s
image, were denying the Incarnation. But how are we to interpret the con-
tention that the Definition of the Council of St. Sophia is “unlawful, un-
defined and truly spurious™? Is this mere rhetoric, or do we have here basic
contentions of the militant Patriarch? It would seem to me that these three
adjectives sum up Nicephorus’ main objections to the Definition of 815. The
Definition is dfeopos or unlawful: the meaning of this charge is explained
particularly at the beginning of the treatise. The Definition is unlawful,
first, because the bishops assembled at St. Sophia had signed a written
promise “on the altar of God and in the face of God and the angels and the
entire congregation of the Church” not to assemble in holy synods (B 175a).
Nicephorus secondly considers the Definition “lawless” because, as he says
in the text of the treatise, it raised a dogmatic issue, but Rome and the
patriarchs were not represented at the Council (B 175b). The charge of
“lawlessness” against the Definition thus has the very specific meaning that
no local synod at Constantinople could nullify the decision of an Ecumenical
Council. The typically Byzantine pun that the Definition is “ill-defined”
(dépioros) has an equally precise meaning. In the body of the treatise,
Nicephorus criticizes the iconoclasts for being entirely negative, for reject-
ing the iconophile position without offering anything of their own:

But they define nothing. They demolish and reject the other view. . . But they
neither affirmed nor constructed anything of their own, for they had nothing to
affirm . . . and the lie is undefined and unsubstantial, and they could not stop it.
Their Definition has only the power of denial and negation but possesses in no way at
all a principle of affirmation. Therefore it may not even be called a Definition if defini-
tions properly so called proceed from affirmations and from assertions and reveal what
the subject is rather than what it is not. For a definition is a brief saying revealing the
essence of the subject . . .**

From this excerpt it is clear that Nicephorus called the Definition “un-
defined” because it merely rejected that of the Seventh Ecumenical Council
without saying anything positive of its own. Now we remember that there is
indeed some reason for this criticism. Most of the Definition of 815 was
taken up with the rejection of the Definition of Nicaea and the reaffirmation
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of that of the Council of Hiereia. We noted, however, one significant excep-
tion: the one thing that the Council of Blachernae does on its own authority
is that it calls the images “spurious.” Is it not significant that Nicephorus
applies to the iconoclastic Definition of 815 the very epithet “truly spurious”
which his opponents had fastened upon pictorial images? Does this not indi-
cate that Nicephorus considered this iconoclastic thesis, i.e., that pictorial
images were not “true” images, one of the most important lines of attack
used by his opponents, comparable in its importance only with the Christo-
logical implications of the iconoclastic position? Is it not as if Nicephorus
wanted to say in his title: “You call religious images ‘spurious.’ I tell you,
and I shall demonstrate to you in the body of my treatise, that they are true
images. What is ‘really spurious’ is your own Definition.” In view of the
occurrence of the epithet in the title of the treatise, where every word, as
we have seen, is heavy with meaning, this does not seem to me an unwar-
ranted inference. In fact, most of the treatise is devoted to a rejection of
two lines of argumentation: the one based on Christological doctrine, and
the other based on the new doctrine of the true image. At first sight it might
seem that the refutation of the Christological doctrine takes up much more
space than that of the doctrine of the true image. Strictly speaking, the
refutation of the spuriousness of pictorial images takes up only three folios
out of a total of one hundred and sixty (in manuscript B), while N icephorus
returns to the issue of Christology repeatedly and at great length. But after
all it should be kept in mind that the Definition itself dealt with the spuri-
ousness of pictorial images in exactly one word and that the real burden of
the charge was elaborated upon in the florilegium of patristic quotations. In
reality, then, the entire second part of Nicephorus treatise — or ninety-five
out of a total of one hundred and sixty folios — is devoted to the refutation
of the doctrine of the true image. Nicephorus’ refutation thus seems to bear
out the thesis of this paper concerning the real meaning of the iconoclastic
Council of St. Sophia.

One last remark before we conclude our discussion of the iconoclastic
side and turn our attention to the iconophiles. It remains puzzling that the
iconoclasts of 815 relegated the positive side of their contention to the flori-
legium and only hinted at it in the Definition. One may speculate why this
was done. In the first place, it was good strategy to “define” as little as pos-
sible, and since the object of the Definition was negative — the rejection of
religious images — there was no need to make the positive side of the icono-
clastic views a part of the formal Definition. But secondly, there simply was
no conciliar authority for the positive side of the doctrine of the true image,
and the iconoclasts of St. Sophia thought — probably rightly — that in order
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to prevail it was expedient not to advance, in the formal Definition, beyond
the positions covered by the authority of the Council of Hiereia.

If, then, the distinction between false and true images is the major new
attack of the iconoclasts of the ninth century, the question arises: How did
Nicephorus meet it? Nicephorus begins by stating that to call Christ’s pic-
torial image false (yevdis) is equivalent to saying that every image of Christ
is false: “But there never could be the absurd argument which would deny
that a thing endowed with real existence and naturally capable of repre-
sentation by image could not be delineated in one particular way but admit
that it could be represented in some other way.” * If the iconoclasts were
right, then neither Man in general nor the priest in particular would be in
the image of Christ.

The only trouble with this counter-argument is that the argument which
it calls “absurd” is precisely the thesis of the iconoclasts — and you do not
refute an argument by calling it names. As if he realized the insufficiency of
his effort, Nicephorus therefore goes on with his refutation. An image is a
likeness (6poiwpa), and as such it belongs to the logical category of relation.
The similarity between thing represented and representation binds them to-
gether in form though they differ in nature. Consequently, where there is
similarity, the two things that resemble each other come into being together
and are destroyed together.’® If you have the portrait of an emperor and
if the emperor is a true emperor, then his image will be a true image; but if
he is a false emperor, then his portrait will be false. In fact, the image of a
false thing is not an image at all, like centaurs and goat-stags. Now in evalu-
ating this counter-argument of Nicephorus, difficile est saturam non scribere,
so full is it of the most elementary logical blunders. It just is not true that
there can be no falseness of the image without falseness of the original: the
process of pictorial representation can certainly “distort” the truth contained
in the original. And if Aristotle had said in the Categories ** that correlatives
come into existence simultaneously and that they cancel each other, he of
course did not mean that they depended upon each other in their existence
but merely in their relation. Neither Aristotle nor his Byzantine commenta-
tors would have said, as Nicephorus claims, that if an image of Christ was
false Christ himself was false, or did not exist, but merely that in this case
Christ was no longer the original for this particular kind of image. But what-
ever the validity of Nicephorus’ counter-arguments, we are here interested
primarily in the fact that he applies to the problem of religious images a
concept of Aristotelian logic, i.e., the category of relation.

The application of Aristotelian philosophy to the problem of images does
not stop here. To disprove the spuriousness of the religious images, Niceph-
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orus further relies on the Aristotelian doctrine of causation. Nicephorus
knows five meanings of the word “cause,” of which three agree with Aris-
totle’s own: the efficient, the material, and the final cause. But in the place
of Aristotle’s formal cause there appear the instrumental and the exemplary
cause.”” For his present argument Nicephorus uses exclusively the exem-
plary cause. The exemplary cause of Christ’s pictorial image is Christ him-
self or his form, and the iconoclasts by calling the images “spurious” destroy
the corporeal form or pattern itself after which the image is modeled.”

The question naturally arises: How does Nicephorus deal with the posi-
tive side of the iconoclastic argument, i.e., with the contention that the true
image of the saints is the reproduction of their virtues? So far as I can see,
he deals with it only twice, namely, in connection with the quotations from
Theodotus of Galatia (frg. 20) and from Amphilochius of Iconium (frg. 22).
If the virtues of the saints can be reproduced, so Nicephorus says in discuss-
ing the first quotation, this should all the more be true of their bodies. The
virtues are activities exercised by the bodies of the saints. Their bodies are
therefore active, productive, causes, and prior, while the virtues are passive,
receptive, effects, and secondary. The virtues of the saints reveal their capa-
bilities, but their form (i8éa) reveals the saints themselves and is therefore
more worthy of honor.* This defense, which is again couched in the lan-
guage of the schools, would emphasize the physical over the spiritual aspects
of the religious personality, but the point should perhaps not be pressed un-
duly since this was hardly Nicephorus’ intention. Similarly, in refuting the
passage from Amphilochius of Iconium, Nicephorus points out that the
bodies of the saints bear witness to the condition of their souls and are the
instruments of their sainthood. He adds that the sense of sight is the fore-
most and most impressive of the senses ** —a statement for which again
there was ample precedent in Aristotle and in the philosophy of the Byzan-
tine schools. On the whole, one must admit that Nicephorus’ refutation of
the principal iconoclastic thesis is not convincing. His treatise is learned
and applies to a theological problem concepts of Aristotelian logic and phys-
ics. It is incisive and decisive where the genuiness and interpretation of
a Biblical or patristic passage is concerned. Yet neither the argument from
the category of relation, nor that from causation, nor that from the relation-
ship of body and virtues seems a valid answer to the iconoclastic argument
of the spuriousness of pictorial images.

We must now return to the general problem to which this paper is de-
voted and try to summarize our conclusions. Was the Second Period of
Iconoclasm really one of “spiritual exhaustion,” of “senile impotence,” of
mere reliance on authority, of slavish imitation of the First Period? We have
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seen how this misinterpretation of the evidence arose. It is due to the simple
fact that in order to be conciliatory and to make the best use of conciliar
authority the Council of St. Sophia, in its Definition, did indeed to a large
extent simply repeat and approve what had been said by the Council of
Hiereia. But we know now that the real thesis of the Council was developed
in the florilegium, and that during the Second Period of Iconoclasm the
empbhasis lay elsewhere than before. True, somewhere or other, in the Defi-
nition or in the florilegium, every single one of the old arguments used by
the earlier iconoclasts is repeated. This is particularly true of the famous
Christological argument. True also that the new “line” of 815, in its formu-
lation, “The pictorial image is spurious,” reminds one of Constantine V and
of the Council of Hiereia with their doctrine of the Eucharist as the only
true image of Christ. The difference lies, however, in the new positive mean-
ing implied by this term and made explicit in the patristic florilegium: for
the Council of St. Sophia the only true image of Christ and of the saints is
Man endowed with the Christian virtues. It is on this point that the Council
of St. Sophia places the emphasis, and the final judgment on the Council and,
with it, on the iconoclasm of the ninth century, must be based on the answer
to the question: How original was that position itself? Here everything de-
pends on what one calls “original.” If we mean by it a position never taken
by anybody before, we must state categorically that it was not original at
all. For Origen, in the third Christian century, the problem of a Christian
art had hardly existed, yet he had justified the Christian opposition to pagan
cult images, in a passage to which Jean Daniélou and Professor Florovsky
have recently called attention, by exactly the same argument as that used
by the iconoclasts in 815:

[Our] cult-statues and fitting offerings to God are not fabricated by uneducated
craftsmen but are rendered clear and formed within us by the Word of God: the virtues,
which are imitations of “the first born of all creation” (Col. I 15) in Whom are the
patterns of justice, prudence, courage, wisdom, piety and of the other virtues. There-
fore cult-statues are in all those who, in accordance with the Divine Word, furnish for
themselves justice and courage and wisdom and piety and the furnishings of the other
virtues. . . And in each of those who, to the best of their ability, imitate Him even in
this respect there is the cult-statue “in the likeness of the Creator” (Col. III 10) which
they furnish by contemplating God with a pure heart when they have become imitators
of God (Ephes. V 1). And in short, all Christians attempt to erect the aforesaid altars
and the cult-statues mentioned before, not those that are without soul and without per-
ception and that let greedy demons reside in objects without soul, but those that receive
the Spirit of God, coming to rest upon the aforementioned cult-statues of virtue and
upon him who is “in the likeness of the Creator” as Its own [kindred]; thus the Spirit
of Christ will also settle upon “those who share in His shape” (rois, v’ olrws dvopdow,
ovupdppos, cf. Rom. VIII 29), to use that expression. . .36
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From the Alexandrian School the view of the virtuous human soul as the
image of Christ was taken up by the Fathers of the Church, notably by
Gregory of Nyssa, however with the difference that the pagan statue, which
for Origen had been replaced by the true Christian man, now appears merely
as a literary simile.*

An examination of the Definition (including the florilegium) of St.
Sophia, thus, seems to point toward a connection of the iconoclasts of 815
with Origenism.*® This brings to mind a recent study of iconoclasm by Pro-
fessor Florovsky to which the present writer is greatly indebted. In it Pro-
fessor Florovsky inferred, from the use of Eusebius’ Letter to the Empress
Constantia by the iconoclasts in the eighth century and from its unquestion-
ably Origenist flavor, that the inspiration of iconoclasm was Origenist.** We
now have an incomparably broader basis for Florovsky’s thesis: the decisions
of the Council of St. Sophia in 815 are steeped in the thought and argu-
mentation with which we are familiar from the passage quoted from Origen.
Let us not forget, however, that among certain iconoclasts, notably with the
Emperor Constantine V, there are clear indications of Monophysite tend-
encies.*’ Let us remember also that the notion of the virtuous man as the
true image of the deity was older than Origen, who took it from Clement of
Alexandria and shared it with his pagan contemporaries Plotinus and Por-
phyry.** Both the Origenist and the Monophysite labels of iconoclasm,
therefore, seem somewhat narrow, and its true nature can perhaps be seen
best if we consider what Origenism, Monophysitism, and iconoclasm have
in common: they put undue emphasis (from the orthodox point of view) on
the divine aspect of Christ at the expense of his humanity. Origenism, Mono-
physitism, and iconoclasm, thus, are — and this was again suggested by
Florovsky — manifestations of that strand of Hellenic mentality to which
the concept of “Christ crucified” seemed “foolishness” (I Corinthians 1:23)
and which made piety a concern for the inner man.

The main thesis of the Council of St. Sophia, then, was not “original,”
in the sense that it had never been stated before — though it certainly had
not been stated in this way by the iconoclasts of the First Period. But I am
afraid that if originality is defined so strictly there will be very little origi-
nality left. In the history of thought, originality does not lie only in the first
formulation of a thesis. There can be real originality where a thesis first
proclaimed more or less incidentally by others is made the foundation stone
for the solution of a new set of problems. This is what happened in the
Second Period of Iconoclasm with the doctrine of the true Christian cult-
statues formulated by Origen. The iconoclasts of the Second Period are cer-
tainly not indebted to the First Period for their principal thesis. True to
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Hellenic tradition, the iconoclasts of the Second Period use Origen’s doc-
trine of the true Christian cult-statue as a basis for an elaborate attack on
Christian religious images. Here was real originality,* just as there had been
originality in Constantine V’s connecting the image problem with Chris-
tology. Originality may be claimed not only for the iconoclastic but also for
the iconophile side, which, in order to meet the new “line,” relied on Aris-
totelian philosophy. The spiritual force of iconoclasm was therefore far
from spent in the ninth century. In fact, the full depth of the attack on reli-
gious images was not probed prior to the Council of St. Sophia. The opposi-
tion to the pictorial images of the saints, for example, could be put on the
same footing as that to images of Christ only after the problem of the nature
of religious images as such had been raised. This fresh and vigorous attack,
as is frequent in the history of thought and particularly of religious thought,
produced an original and learned, if not altogether convincing and final,
defense on the part of the image-worshippers, and particularly the literary
masterpieces of Theodore of Studios and of Nicephorus of Constantinople.

HosART anp WiLLiaM SMmriTH COLLEGES
Geneva, New York

NOTES

1. F. 1 Uspenski, as quoted by A. A. Vasiliev, Histoire de Uempire byzantin, 1 (Paris,
1932) 380; Georg Ostrogorsky, Studien zur Geschichte des byzantinischen Bilderstreites,
Historische Untersuchungen 5 (Breslau, 1929) p. 56; also Geschichte des byzantinischen
Staates, Byzantinisches Handbuch, in Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft XII, 1, 2
(Munich, 1940) p. 141; Edward James Martin, A History of the Iconoclastic Controversy
(London, 1930) 190; Emile Amann, L’Epoque carolingienne, Histoire de I'Eglise 6 (Paris,
1947) 230: “Jean [Hylilas] se fit ouvrir les bibliotheques et les chartriers tant des couvents
que des églises: il n’y trouva que les actes du concile de Hiéria; depuis trois quarts de siécle
la critique des iconoclastes n’avait pas fait de progrés.” In the last resort, all these statements
go back to the iconophile Scriptor Incertus de Leone Armeno, P.G. CVIII, 1025 A-B, who
asserts that the committee charged by the Emperor Leo V to compile a florilegium of icono-
clastic quotations did not make progress until they found the florilegium attached to the
Definition of the Iconoclastic Council of Hiereia (754) and looked up the passages quoted
there. Although, in this paper, I shall have to disagree repeatedly with findings of Ostrogor-
sky, I want to record here my indebtedness to his publications, without which my work
would have been impossible.

2. 1 hope to complete, in the near future, a biography of this author, as well as an
edition of his unpublished main work, the "Exeyxos xai *Avarpom).

3. The biographical data are based on Ignatius Diaconus’ Vita Nicephori written within
one generation after the death of the saint and published by Carl de Boor in the appendix to
his edition of Nicephorus’ Opuscula Historica (Leipzig, 1880) 130-217.

4. The full title of Irenaeus’ Contra Haereses was "ENéyxov xai "Avatpomijs Tijs Yevduvipor
yvioews BBMia mévre; cf. the edition by W. Wigan Harvey, I, 1.

5. R. P. Blake, “Note sur l'activité littéraire de Nicéphore I Patriarche de Constanti-
nople,” Byzantion XIV (1939) 1-15; Paul Maas, “Die ikonoklastische Episode in dem Brief
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des Epiphanius an Johannes,” B.Z. XXX (1929-30) 279-286, esp. 279. Maas’s ninth-century
archetype is possibly identical with the edition in two volumes the existence of which was
proved by Blake. Robert Devreesse, who does not cite Blake’s paper, assigns Coisl. 93 to the
eleventh or twelfth century (Le Fonds Coislin, Paris, 1945).

6. On Banduri’s projected edition see his Conspectus (most conveniently in P.G. C,
17-38). On Andreev’s project, Ostrogorsky, Studien, 47.

7. Daniel Serruys, “Les Actes du concile iconoclaste de I'an 815,” Ecole Frangaise de
Rome, Mélanges d'archéologie et dhistoire XXIII (1903) 345-351; and Ostrogorsky,
Studien, 48-51.

8. In this article, as I must sadly confess, I have myself sinned in the same way as
others before me. I can only plead that the paper is based on a careful transcript and study
of the entire treatise.

9. Scriptor Incertus de Leone Armeno: see above, note 1. A. Ehrhard (in Karl Krum-
bacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Literatur etc., Handbuch der klassischen Altertums-
wissenschaft IX, 1 [2d ed., Munich, 1897] p. 68) thought that the florilegium was lost.
Banduri as well as Serruys recognized that the florilegium was preserved. Ostrogorsky, Studien,
58 f: “Auf die eigentlichen Bestimmungen des Konzils folgt eine Kette von solchen Zeugnissen
aus den Kirchenvitern. . . Auf die Wiedergabe all dieser Zeugnisse glaubte ich verzichten
zu konnen. . .” By omitting the florilegium, Ostrogorsky came to an erroneous appraisal of
the Council of St. Sophia, as we shall see.

10. First part of Nicephorus’ treatise: B fols. 173a-235b and C fols. 1a-66a. Second
part: B fols. 235b-332a and C fols. 66a-158b. In B fol. 237a, immediately preceding the first
quotation of the iconoclastic florilegium, we find the following line: doxy ris rdv xpijoeor
avarporis; while C fol. 66b has in the margin: dpy3 rév xpjoewv. The formulae introducing
each quotation of the florilegium are printed in the Appendix and will show that Nicephorus
is quoting all the quotations in the order in which they appeared in the florilegium.

11. Nicephorus, "E)eyxos kai ’Avarpomsj, on Leo V: eis olov Téhos 7 émikexelpnuéva
éfBéfnke, 10 Bvoraomiplor péya kexpdéerar, & kai {dv kakds kabaipdv éBelilov kai dvaipoduevos
&dikos 79 Mbpy Tav dvaydy alpdrov wAéoy Expavé Te kal kaTepblwvey, déia dvrws T émixepa Tis
eis XpoTov $fpews Seédpevos 6 ahiripos (B fol. 174a, C missing). Again Nicephorus says (C fol.
35a~b, lost in B), in answering frg. 11 of the Definition (see Appendix) and after character-
izing Leo V in harsh terms as a persecutor: xai &8¢ [i.e., as follows] ds dApfis e'meiv efkarpor € py
Kipios ZaBact dub orddayxva éXéovs kai oikTippdv abrod éméBAefer éf odpavod dylov karownryplov
alTod kai katyAénoev kal éBofjfnoev Npiv kal TOv émavacrdvra Tj ékkAnala gdlov kai kAdwva
mapadofus karylvavey kal 1§ kararyide Tis drooracias kal Svoaefelas émrdfas eis abpav yakpdoar
éoTnoey kal TéV ovpdopdy ToVTwr TOV alTiov, THY WdvTwv TGV Kakdy wopipeTdryy $low, yndows
Beokpitors pereoy Gv 7y déios ékmodiw émoujoato, oh8ey ékbAvey Tovs katd Tiv8e TV dpxTy dravras
peylore kal éawoiy Tepireodvras vavayle eis Bubov amorias karohabfelv. These are allusions to
the murder of Leo V in the Palace Chapel of St. Stephen on the morning of Christmas 820
(see J. B. Bury, A History of the Eastern Roman Empire [London, 1912] 52 f.) and to the
tolerant religious policy of Michael II.

12. Photius, Epistulae, I 16 (P.G. CII, 768 B).

13. I quote an instance primarily editorum Gregorii Nysseni in usum. The Council of
St. Sophia quoted a passage from Gregory of Nyssa, without further identification, as follows:
pnkéTe TV cwpatddy kal Sovhikyy popdiy év T ceavrod wioTe dvatvrioy, dAAL TOV év 9 86y Tot
Iarpos Svra Kkal & popds ®eod vrdpyovra kai Beov Gvra Adyoy, Tobrov mpookive, kai i) ™Y Tod
SotAov popry (B 278a, C 107b). Nicephorus remarks (B 279b, C 109b): yuwdoxew 8¢ xpy s &
TLOL TOVY AvTiypdpuv déperar Tov év T doly Tod Marpos dvra kat ®edv Svra, Todrov mpoakive. Aafovra
v T0d dovAov popdriy.

14. In discussing the authenticity of an Encomium on Basil attributed by the Council
of 815 to Amphilochius of Iconium (frg. 22), Nicephorus says: fuiv yap odk ééeyévero, kairor
mOAG  kapolow, Otv py éi péve dvriypdpw, kal ToUTw veoypddw, mepiruxely év Ppovpals
dopareordTats 70y éykabepypévors kal pndapod éxévfepudlew ovykexwpnpévors, od pny ohde wdda
mpoTelvew mwomoTe (B 275a, C 105a).

15. In the Appendix the reader will find a new edition of the Definition of 815. I had
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originally thought to reprint that of Ostrogorsky. Soon, however, I convinced myself that in
certain respects Serruys’ edition was better than that of Ostrogorsky. Ostrogorsky’s fragments
5, 6, and 7, which he was so proud (Studien, p. 48) to have added to those collected by
Serruys, are in reality quotations by Nicephorus from the Council of Hiereia (754). This is
made quite clear by the trend of Nicephorus™ argument (which it would take too long to
sketch here). The fragments 5, 6, and 7 are even printed among the Acts of the Seventh
Council of Nicaea (787), (frg. 5 Ostrogorsky = Mansi XIII 324 D-E, 328C; frg. 6
Ostrogorsky = Mansi XIII 221C; frg. 7 Ostrogorsky = Mansi XIII 225D, 229A, D-E).
Serruys seems to have realized this: “Cest ainsi quil [Nicephorus] reproduit en partie les
actes de 754” (p. 346). Ostrogorsky’s error was due, partly, to insufficient study of Nicephorus’
presentation, partly to the fact that frg. 5 is written in B, and frg. 7 in both manuscripts, in
the way in which fragments from the Council of 815 are normally presented in these
manuscripts. Frg. 6 is marked in neither manuscript as belonging to the Council of St.
Sophia. For these reasons it was impossible simply to repeat Ostrogorsky’s edition. On the
other hand, I could not use Serruys’ text since Ostrogorsky had correctly added two frag-
ments (frgs. 4 and 11 my numbering = frgs. 3 and 13 Ostrogorsky). Also I, myself, was
able to add two fragments (frgs. 1 and 12) which had escaped both Serruys and Ostrogorsky
because they are only Nicephorus’ paraphrases (not verbatim quotations) of lost passages
from the Definition of 815. I also have corrected a few minutiae. I have no illusion that in a
task where such outstanding scholars have erred I shall be able to present the final text. That
will have to wait until after the critical edition of Nicephorus’ treatise is completed. All
quotations, in this paper, from the Definition (including the florilegium) of 815 will be num-
bered according to my own edition to be found in the Appendix, but, to make comparisons
easier, the reader will find in the Appendix a concordance of the three editions.

16. Frg. 14.

17. Constantine V, Ieiows II, frg. 21 (Ostrogorsky p. 10) «al eikav éoTi Tob cwparos
adrod kal & dpros Ov AauBdvoper, popddlwv Ty odpka abrod, @s eis Timov Tod cdparos éxelvov
yevdpevos. Council of Hiereia: Mansi XIII, 261E-264C, quoted by Ostrogorsky pp. 21 f.

18. Frgs. 12-13.

19. Each of these quotations raises problems of attribution, of meaning, and so forth,
into which we cannot go at the present time. To give but one example: the passage attributed
in the florilegium to Basil (frg. 23) may actually be Gregory of Nyssa’s; see E. v. Ivanka,
“Die Autorschaft der Homilien . . . ” B.Z. XXXVI (1936) 46-57. To make communication
easier, I shall in this paper speak of “passages from Basil” or “from Gregory” or use the
phrase “Basil or Gregory says” where precision would require clumsy formulae such as
“passages attributed by the Council of St. Sophia to Basil or to Gregory” or “the Council of
St. Sophia attributed to Basil or Gregory the saying . . .” I should like to state here, how-
ever, that such formulae should not be construed to imply any opinion regarding authenticity
or real meaning. In other words, at the moment we are not interested in the views of Church
Fathers such as Basil or Gregory on pictorial images but in an analysis of the view on
pictorial images which the Council of St. Sophia attributed, rightly or wrongly, to the
Fathers cited.

20. The “old passages,” i.e., those already quoted at Hiereia, are our fragments 20
(= Mansi XIII 309E where it is attributed to Theodotus of Ancyra); 22 (= Mansi XIII
301 D where the fragment appears in much shorter form); 25 (= Mansi XIII 297A); 28
( = Mansi XIII 300A); 30 A ( = Mansi XIII 292 D-E). Frg. 18 (Asterius of Amaseia) was
quoted in 787 (Mansi XIII 305B) but by the Orthodox, not by the iconoclasts. Incidentally,
several of the prize pieces of the Council of Hiereia were omitted by the bishops of the
Council of St. Sophia. In the first place, no Biblical passage appears in the florilegium as such
— though two are quoted in a text attributed to Epiphanius. Secondly, Eusebius’ famous
Letter to the Augusta Constantia was omitted from the florilegium —a fact specifically
emphasized by Nicephorus. There were other less important cases of exclusion.

21. A subsidiary (and connected) theme that occurs in many of our passages (20, 21,
29, 28) are declarations in favor of the written and spoken word (over what is perceived
by the eyes) which is apt to produce, in the listeners” souls, the true image of Christ. I plan
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to deal with this theme, which implies a preference of the sense of hearing over that of sight,
in a different context.

22. We see now that the other “epithets” contained in the Definition itself (above,
p. 41) are also connected with the central thesis of the florilegium. If the Definition had
called the saints “sharers in the form of Christ” (rovs cvuudpgpovs adrod dyiovs), we see here
the influence of Epiphanius (frg. 30B, referring to Rom. VIII 29) and his theory of the
virtuous man as Christ’s image. If the Definition had called pictorial images soulless (dyvyos),
just like frg. 28 of the florilegium, the reader is reminded of true images that are not
“soulless” but are in fact the souls of the Just. Furthermore, we can now understand why the
“old passages” (above, note 20) were taken over from the florilegium of Hiereia: frgs. 20,
22, and 25 were indeed precious supports for the central thesis of 815, while frg. 30A was
probably taken over simply because it was iconoclastic and was attributed to the same
witness as the most important piece in the entire dossier of 815 (frg. 30B). The last
reasons probably account also for the inclusion of frgs. 30C and 30D, which are unconnected
with the central thesis of 815. What motives prompted the inclusion of frgs. 17, 27, and 29,
I am unable to say.

23. The Council of Hiereia had expressed, in one of its anathemas, what was to become
the central thesis of the Council of St. Sophia, Mansi XIII 845C: & is 7as 1év dmdvray dylwy
idéas & eikdow dyixois kai dvatdois ¢ VAwdy xpwpdtev dvacTnlodv émrnSetor pmdeuiav Svmow
pepoioas, . . . . kal oDyl 8 pdAdov Tas Tolrwy dperds Sud TV év ypadais mepl abrdv Sphovuévwy
oidv Twas éuyrixovs eikdvas & éavrd dvalwypadel kal mpds TOv Spoiov abdrois éx TovTov Sieyelperar
{fdov, Kkabos oi évfeor Nudv épnoav marépes, dvdfepa. Yet the emphasis, in 754, lay on the
Christological issues.

24. Ostrogorsky, Studien, 40—45.

25. Frg. 2 (ibid., p. 8).

26. Frg. 24 (ibid., p. 11).

27. B 173b (lost in C): *Eleyxos xal dvarpomy Tod dféopov kal doplorov kal Gvrws
yevdoripov Gpov Tob éktefévros mapa Tév dmoorarnadvrwy Tis kafolukis Kal droarolikis ékkAnoias
Kkal 6ANoTpiw mpoobepévwy ppovipate én’ dvawéoe Tiis Tod Beod Adyov cwrnplov oixovoulas.

28. C 56b-57a (B lost): 4AN’ épifovrar pév oddtv, 76 dANSTpiov 8¢ dvaokevdoavres kai
amomepapevor - . . (dov éfevro mavtedds obdey odd¢ kareokelacav ob yap elxov 6 Gjcovow . .
T0 ydp Yeddos ddpioToy Kkal dvimapkrov kai otk éxov Gmo woré oTioeral. Slvamy yoiy dmopdoews
Kkal grepioews 6 kar’ abdrovs pos pdvov mepiexe, Oéoews 8¢ odSapds SAws Adyov kékryrar dore
kwdvvedew pndé Spov dvopdleobar, elmep of kuplws Gpor ék Tdv Béoewy paldov kal karapaTkdy Adywv
mpolaow kal 70 T( €lvar AN’ ob 70 T{ py elvar 70 Umokeipevoy Snoivres: Spos ydp éorw Adyos
ovvropos dplwtds Tis odalas Tod rokeuévov mpdyparos . . .

29. B 223a, C 50a: aAXN’ 0d8’ dv Tis dvagavely more dmoxAnpurikds Adyos s éml Tav aAnlis
ovtov kal eikovifeofar wepukdtwy TO pév oltw ypddesfar kwllgewer, érépws 8¢ elkovileofur
ovyxwplioetev.

30. B 223b, C 50b: éyreifev Aourdv ép’ dv & Spota mpdkerat, T Kowj) peréxew Tis oxéoews
ovveodyeobar bs Td oA kal ovvavapeiofar katd o €ldos Tod Adyov Tovrov cupBicerac.

31. Aristotle, Categories, 7b 15-19.

32. B 224b, C 51b: 76 alrov rév molaxds Aeyopévwv of mepi Ta Towabra éoyolakdres
$aciv: moTikdy Te yap €lvar kal Spyavikdy mapaSeyparikdy T ab kal VAoV kai ére mpos TovTOLS
rehwdy. Note that Aristotle himself, in Physics I1 3, 1946 b 26, uses €l80s and napddetypa as
synonyms to designate the formal cause (76 €l8os xai 70 mapddeiypa, Tobro 8'éoriv 6 Adyos 6
7od 7{ 7w elvar) . Yet the separate mention of the exemplary cause together with the instrumental
cause in Nicephorus ought to make it possible to define more closely the handbook of Aris-
totelian philosophy used by Nicephorus in this and his other writings.

33. B 224b-225a, C 51b-52a: ¢rel oty xal % 10d Swripos Hudv ‘Inoot (om B) Xpiorod
eikaov Texvyr) 7€ (0om B) éori kal xewpdwpnros, iva TdAAa wapipev viv, mapaderyparicov aitiov ody
érepdy T ) abrov Tov XpioTov kéktyrar frow 0 kar’ adrdv €ldos. of Tolvuv Tod Yevdovs kalbpynudves
S s pwrvis Talrys [i.e., ‘Yevddrupos’] Avpaivovrar 7@ Tod airiov Adyw, Tabrov 8¢ elmely dvarpodor
70 gwparkov €ldos adrd kaf’ O ) Towalry ypady) Suakexdpakrar. Tovrov 8¢ i dv yévouro eis T Tod
Adyov odpkwow Svapyudrepov;
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34. B 261b, C 91b: & yip ai dperai Tév dyiwv olovel (olov C) eixdves éuyuxor 8ia Tdv
veypauuévoy Selkvuvrar, T katopbobvra Tds dperds odpata méow SikadTepov katd Tas idéas
(eidéas C) abrév eixovileaBai; dow kai gbpa mpdéews dvaykadTepdy Te kal TyubTEpOV s TO peév
dvepyodvra Ta 8¢ évepyovpeva, kal To pév dmorelotvra Ta 8¢ dmoTedo¥peva, kal aiTia kal mpdra
alriardv kal devrépwv TGV (om B) épywv Svrwv. €l yobv uy Tabra obrws €xol, kai olkos kal vads kal
KkAlvy) 70D KaTaokevdoavTos oikodopsy Kal TékTovos TumoTépa. kal af uév dperal ola mpdfes (wpdés
C) rvyxdvovoar mepl T& odpara 7O émekss kal mpakTikdy adrdy mapadnlobow, ai idéar (eidéar C)
3¢ adrd 16 odpara fyoww adrovs Tovs dylovs Huiv éudavilovaw bmolol Te Svtes ériyyavov kal Gmws
etavdplas elyov kal yevvaidTnTos.

35. B 273a-274a, C 102b-103b: raira (ratry B) &) kal 7& copara ols @s dpydvors
Xpnoduevor Tdv Yuxdy 7o yevvaiov kai dijrtyrov mapdotyua émedelfavro [ie., of dywoc]- ob yap dv
Tis eimor &s cwpdrov dixa dulfAncay . . . € yoiv Tév dylov Tis mpdées dmooepvivew mpoypnoo,
éripnoas dv kal T4 gopate . . . &rt kal T& TOVTWY ékTuTGpaTe 81d XpwpdTwy Te kal ds érépws
ypapdpeva . . . od yip dkois Syis Sevrépa i) dobeveaTépa olde duvdpdrepor TV oikelwv alobyTov
avrihapBdverar . . . lopey yap Sijmov dmavres GTi ye Sifus Tdv alobyrnpiwy T TyuGTATOV Kal Gvay-
kabratov TpavéaTepoy Te kal Sévoméorepor (Tpavestépav e kal SfvwmeaTépar?) Tdv momurrvrov
aiolijoe axolny dv v dvridpyw (rév dromumrévroy . . . drridpw om B)- kat yip 0 dxovaTov
o Tod bparod méduke Pphdveafar, kal farTov épedkioerar Tév dAAov 7 dpacis ow kal pdddov TO
éraywydv ége. On the hierarchy of the senses, see above, note 21.

36. Origen, Contra Celsum VIII 17-18 (ed. Kétschau, vol. II, pp. 234 ff.). aydApara
8¢ xal mpérovra Oed dvabijpara, ol vro Bavalowy TexmTdv KaTeokevaopuéva, AN’ vmd Adyov feotd
Tpavolueva kal poppovueva év  piv, al dperal, pyipara Tvyxdvovoar Tod wpwToToKOV
“rdans kricews,” & ¢ éori Swkatoolyys kal cwdpocivis kal av8pelas kal oodlas kal edoefelas
Kkal TéV Aomév dperév mapadelypara. év wiow odv éorTi, Tols kard TOv Belov Adyov goppoaiimr
lavrols Kkaraokevdoaot kal SikatooVvmy kai avpelav kal coplav kai edoéBeav kal TéV Nourdv
4perdv 14 Kkataokevdopara, dydApata . . . Kkal & ékdoTe 8¢ TéV KkaTd SVvapw ékeivov Kkal év
TolTw pupnoauévoy éoTv dyalpa TO “kat’ eikbva Tod Kkricavros,” Gmep karackevdlovol TO évopdir
Oed kabapd kapdia, “pmral” yevpevor “rob feod.” kal drafarAis mdvres Xpioriavol omolovs elmoper
Bupods kai émola wapeorioaper dydipata mepdvrar idpiecfar, odk ayvxa kal avalofyra obde
Sawpudvoy Axvov épeSpevdvrov Tois ayiiyols Sektikd GANL wyvelpatos feod, Tols elpnpuévols dydApact
Tis dperijs kai T¢ “kar’ eixdva Tod Kkricavtos” s oikelows émdnpoivros olrw dé kal 70 wvebpa TOT
Xpiorod Tols, (v’ olrws Gropdow, cvppdpdos épildver. Note that even the quotation from Rom.
VIII 29 (above, note 22) occurs in Origen. See Jean Daniélou, Origéne (Paris, 1948) 48, and
George Florovsky, “Origen, Eusebius and the Iconoclastic Controversy,” Church History XIX
(1950) 3-22, esp. 17.

37. Gregory of Nyssa, De perfectione, ed. W. Jaeger (Leiden, 1952) p. 177 f. = P.G.
XLVI, 256 A-B: & 8év8po mis 4 mérpa mpoanyoplay avlpimov xapiowro, dpa dvBporos éorar dua
Ty kMjow 3 10 ¢urov 4 6 Alfos; odk éori Tadra, GAAL xpi) wpdTOV €lvar dvlpwmov, €’ olrws
dvopachivar T§ mpoonyopia Tis Ploews. odde yap éml TV Spotwpdrov af kAjoes 10 Kipiov Exovot, s
& Tis dvfpomov Méyor tov dvdpidvra % [wwov o pipmpa, AN € példou T kvplws Kkal dyevdds
bvopileaBa, b Seléer mivrws Ty mpooyopiav 4 Plats. 1) 8¢ dvadelapévy Ty plpmow Uy, Omep
&v odaa Tixy, Todro kai dvopdlerai, xakkos 7 Aifos 7 T TolobTOV trepov & éméfBakev 7 Téxyn TO
€idos mpds 10 Soxolv oxyparicaca. (This text was referred to by Professor Werner Jaeger, of
Harvard University, in the discussion following the reading of my paper.)

38. One quotation of the florilegium of 815, that attributed to Leontius (frg. 19), even
seems to imply that Christ looked different at different times. This was indeed a character-
istic doctrine of Origen (see E. von Dobschiitz, Christusbilder, Texte und Untersuchungen
zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, N.F. IIT [1899] 105 *) which was connected
with his theology of the Incarnation. See also Erik Peterson, “Einige Bemerkungen zum Ham-
burger Papyrus — Fragment der Acta Pauli,” Vigiliee Christianae 11 (1949) 142-162, esp.
157 f. The Persian tradition where the infant Jesus appeared to each of the Magi as being of
his own age before he appeared to the three of them together as a baby thirteen days old
(see L. Olschki, “The Wise Men of the East in Oriental Traditions,” University of California
Publications in Semitic Philology XI [1951] 375-395, esp. 381-386) is a somewhat special
case.
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39. For Florovsky’s study, see above, note 36. Page 12: “. . . do we have here one of
the original sources of the Iconoclastic inspiration, at least in its later theological form? Should
we not explain the obvious popularity of the Iconoclastic bias among the learned bishops and
clergy . . . on the basis of their Origenist leaning?”

40. Ostrogorsky, Studien, 24-29.

41. Clement of Alexandria, Strom., VII 5 (vol. III, pp. 21 f. Stihlin): ein & odros &
yvooTikds 6 moddod dfios 6 Tiptos 16 Oed, v § 6 Oeds évidpevrar, TovréaTw 7 mepl Tod Beod yrdos
xafiéporar. évraifa kai 10 drekdnopa elpoper dvs T0 felov kal dywov dyapa, év T Swkalay Yuyi,
drav pakapia pév abry Tvyxdvy, dre mpokekabappévy, paxdpia 8¢ Swamparropévy épya. évraiba kai
70 évibpurov kal éndpudpevov, TO pév éml Tdv 8y yrwoTkéy, TO 8¢ éml TV olwy Te yevéabar, kdr
pndérw dow déor dvadéfacbar émoriuny Beod. mwiv yap 10 péAhov maredew maTov 18y 16 b xai
kafSpvpévor eis Ty dyalpa évdperov, dvakelpevov fed. Plotinus, Enneades, I, VI, 9 (ed. R.
Volkmann, vol. I, P 95): wés dv odv {dois Yoy dyabyy olov 70 kdAhos éxet; dvaye éri oavrov Kal
i8¢ k&v wijrw gavrov Idys kakdv, ola mouyTis dydApatos, O 8 kaAov yevéolfar, 70 pév dbaipei, 76 8¢
dmwéfeae, TO 8¢ Aelov, 70 8¢ kabapov émoinaey, éws édefe kaAov éml 7§ dydApart mpdowmov, olrw Kai
oV dpaipe oa wepurTd Kal dmeifuve doa okold, Goa grotewd kabalpwy épydlov elvar Aapmpd Kai
wy) waboy Textalvwy TO 00V dyalpa, éws dv ékAdpyy oo Tis dperis B Oeoedis dyrala, Ews dv USys
voppoaivny év dyvp BeBdoav Bdfpe (quoted by Daniélou, Origéne, 49). For Porphyry, see
E. Norden, Agnostos Theos, ed. 2 (Berlin and Leipzig, 1913) 345 (quoting a text from
Hierocles which seems to be based on Porphyry).

42. The question arises: Did the doctrine of the Council of St. Sophia prevail down to
the end of official iconoclasm in 843? There are some indications that this was not so. If this
doctrine was accepted and if therefore the saintly soul was the true image of Christ, then the
iconoclasts of St. Sophia and their followers should not have objected to the cult of the saints.
Yet an important hagiographical text, which has received far too little attention, the Vita St.
Theophanis by Methodius Patriarch of Constantinople (ed. V. V. Latyshev, Zapiski Rossiiskoi
Akademii Nauk, VIII* série, XIII, 4, Petrograd, 1918), which was written under Theophilus
(ibid., p. ix), contains a lengthy and highly interesting dissertation on the effective inter-
cession of the saints (chs. XXIX-XXXII, pp- 32-35) and the explicit information that it is
directed against contemporary opponents (ch. XXXII, p- 34, line 18: aioxvvéoshuoay évredfey o
ras mpeoPeias Tév dylwv ok ékdexopevor kTA.). It is probable, therefore, that just as under Con-
stantine V (Ostrogorsky, Studien, 29-40), at least some iconoclasts under Theophilus objected
not only to the images but also to the cult of the saints. Now V. Grumel, “Recherches récentes
sur l'iconoclasme,” Echos d’Orient XXIX (1930) 99, shows that a third Iconoclastic Council
was held at Blachernae under Theophilus and that it once again (above, p. 41) called the
Eucharist the true image of Christ. It is possible that under Theophilus official iconoclasm
abandoned the position of the Council of St. Sophia (815) and returned to the views of
Constantine V, even accepting, unlike the Council of Hiereia (754), his hostility to the cult
of the saints.
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DECRETUM CONCILII ICONOMACHI SUB LEONE V ARMENO CONSTANTINOPOLI IN ECCLESIA
SANCTAE SOPHIAE HABITI, CUM FLORILEGIO IN CALCE DECRETI ADIECTO.

Libri:
B = Paris. Graecus 1250, saec. XIII (XIV?), fols. 173a-332a.
C = Paris. Coislinianus 93, saec. XV (XII?), fols. 1a-159a.*

Editiones Impressae:
Serr = D. Serruys, “Les Actes du concile iconoclaste de I'an 815,” Ecole Francaise de
Rome, Mélanges darchéologie et dhistoire, XXIII (1903) 345-351.

Ostr = Georg Ostrogorsky, Studien zur Geschichte des byzantinischen Bilderstreites,
Historische Untersuchungen 5 (Breslau, 1925) 48-51.

) ’ -~ -~ -~ \ \
1. (B 176a-b). (é rodre yoiv 19 Soxobvre "Opw €bbis pev xai ék mpoowivv Tiw doéBeav
2 ’ / \ \ 3 ’ \ / I A\ I3 ~ ’
ob wappnowdlovrar, kataoxnuarifovrar 8¢ v edoéfeiav kal kaTaxpwyyiovel mws Tovs éavTdy Adyovs
\ -~ ’ \ 4 -~ ’ -~ -~
&rady Tobro pidov kal alvnles Tois aiperifovow odrw yap kal *Apeiavois kal "Evvopiavois kai dAMots
’ ’ \ -~ -~
alpeciitais ywipevoy éyvoper ovs pupodpevor Gomep 8% Kowwvobvtes 17 éxelvwv kaxodobia Kkal abrol
’ -~ ’ \ \ -~ ’ ’
ér’ dMorplos kalois éykallomifovrar 10 yip Pvowodv Tis dAnfelas kdAhos odx éxovres dfvelars
\ \ ’ ’ ~ -~ \ \ \ -~ \ ~ ’
1wl kal Eévars copuldpevor xpbvrar popdais. . . . perd yap O Tabre . . . Td TS Yyvouys

mapayvpvodor kmjpara. . .). om Serr Ostr

76 177 v, a > 3 \ 3 3 - \ ) -~
2. (B 176b-177a). (dyovor toryapoiv eis péoovs Tov Aéovra éxeivov . . . Tov éx TV
> 4 ~ /’ € ’ » \ \ \ 5] ’ e\ - \ \
Ioalpwv Tdv Svowvipwy dppdpevoy . . . , €ru paw kal T0v ékeivov viov Kovoravrivov. . . . mepi pév
5 ’ » -~ ’ -~ o ol 1 \ ) ’ -~ 3 ’ ’

otv Tovrwy elkatopvfoivres ypddovor Towdra 61) ovrorl Ty edoéBeav Tis Spfoddfov mioTews

’ -~ C\ \ /’
dopdeav Blov fynoduevor T Ty Tod 8 ov 76 Bacihebew éNaBov jrnoar kai wolvdvbpwmov
~ 4 2 \ 0 - 1) ’ ,0 ’ ’ 8
mvevparikdy marépov 2 kai feodihdy émoxomwy dfpoigavres ovvodov

*auctor est Nicephorus verbum oiroc de Leone III et Constantino V dictum
esse, sed cum concilium in Hiereia (754) multos annos post excessum Leonis III
(4 741) habitum sit, puto synodum Sanctae Sophiae (815) revera de Constantino
V et Leone IV locutam esse (vide frg. 16).
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ééélero.

1 ¢¢ ante olkovuerixais coll C Ta, sed recto 11b.

® Codex C non est ex B descriptus, ut docebat Ostrogorsky, Studien, 47 (vide
R. P. Blake, Byzantion XIV [1939] 14 adn. 1) sed ambo ex archetypo litteris
uncialibus scripto fluxerunt (Paul Maas, B.Z. XXX [1929-30] 279).
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EO'TL Yap Kat

(XPHIEIZ) !

' XPHCEIC addidi ex B 237a: dpxh ris rdv xpioewr dvarporis, C 66b (in
marg): dpxh Tdv xpigewr.

17. (B 236b, C 66b-67a) (mpwricryv kai kparioryy kard eidolwv mporibéaat xphiow, os
b 3 -~ ’ ’ ’ o b Ao 3 -~ -~ 3 /’ » \ (1 8 4 g
&€ dmooTolkdv kaTapxouevo duardéewy, pdarovres 0T dpxnler avTdy TGV dTOoTOAWY €0 TW 1) OLaTalts
- A _ A 2 ’ 3
mpds Tov T mowkidig kai Bady) TéV xpopdrwy xpopevov avTy L) Tolvvy éao Tov * ddkrvov pvbpuilwy ”
s v A s - " , . . N
éml T4 Tod oTavpod ypadf. pedye Tov dkoopov kdopov iva py TOV Tijs Tapakoils &vdioy Seppativov
xL'r(?wa,.4
“abry scripsi: adrq libri
*¢s0 Tov B: sovra C
3 pufuitovres (corr) C
* Gen. 111 21.

’ ’
18. (B 241b, C 71b) (8eirepov yap mapdyovow *Agtépiov ériokomov *Apaceias émvypadopevor
-~ -~ \ ’ ’ 4 . \ 4 \
é&v 1 meroupéve abrd 'Eis Tov mhovowov kal Tov Adfapov Aéyp $doxovra ovtws ) M3 ypde Tov
’ k] - \ > -~ 4 ’ -~ b3 ’ 4 o )0 ’ 8 ’ '( -~ 8 /é .
Xpiordv dprei yop adrd 7 pla Tis évowpatocews Tamewoppootvy iy avfapeTws OL Tjpas KaTeOeLaTo

éml 8¢ tijs Yuxiis cov Baotdlwy voyrés Tov dowpatov Adyov mepidepe. P.G. XL 168 B.

19. (B 246a-b, C 76b) (mpodyovot yip perd Tadra Aeovriov Twos Adyov mepiéxovTa obTws L)
'Ev 8¢ 7§ * mpooedyeafar abrov éyévero 1o €ldos Tod mpogdmov adrod bs 6 fAwos Kkal 6 ipatiopds abrod
Aapmpis éfaotpdmrov.? ois émdépe 4 Aéyor kadds ol xpwpatdypador {wypdpot plav elkova Tob
Kuplov ypdgew od pepabhikaow. woiav yap eikdva loxvovar ypdyas; Ty év 1§ Bamriopati v 0 *Topddvys
i8aw éppibevs GANG TV év T Spew v odx VmijveyKav KaTavojoaL ITérpos kai ‘TdkwBos kal "Todvrys; AN
™y & 16 oTavpd v 6 7Aos KaTavorigas éoxotialn; AN T év 7§ Tddy v KaTaveoadal ai KkdTo
Suvdpers éppiéav; GANL TV év T dvaoTdoe v OTe 5 oi pabnrai Oeagdpuevor ob ouvijkav; éxmAijTTEL pe
opSpa €ls Ekaaros Tdv ® Aeydvrov om éyw 70 dpowaidiov T Tod Kuplov kékrnpat. Oéres 10 dpotw-

- oA a N sy . N
oidiov T adrod krjoacbar, ® év T Yuxf oov altd kTijgar eikdw yap dprjxavov ypadival Tov Kipeov.

' Acovriov Neaméhews s Kompov in marg C “ §re non intelligo
2rd B: 10 C “rédr B: om C
* Ev. Luc. IX 28. i juowwaidiov: dpowwaeidiov B opowaidny C

tempéper C: émpépor P B * kricagar C
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20. (B 254b, C 84b) (évreifev éd’ érépav xpiiow o iis "lovdaikijs poipas levrar OeodoTov Tod
ék Tadarias émypadopévmy Tolvopa Exovoar &8¢ 1) Tas Tév dylwv déas ? olk év eikdaw €€ thkdv
xpopdrov Sapopdodv wapelijpaper, GAAL Tas Toltwv dperas S Tdv év ypadals wepl abrdv
Snhovpévov oldy Twas éuyiyous eikdvas dvapdrreobor Sediddypela, éx TovTov TS TOV Spotov adrols
Sieyeipdpevor Lidov. émel eimdrwoay of Tas Towdode dvaoTnlolvres poppas woias dpa ék TovTwy *
katamolavoey opelelas; 1) év wolg 8ui Tis TovTwV dvaurjoews dvdywvtar S mvevpatig fewpia; dAN
ebdnplov és patala §) TowadTy érivow kai uaBolikijs pebodeias elpypua. Vide Mansi XIII 309 E.

! OeodbTov émiokémov 'Aykipas in marg C
2 eldéas C

38t Uhikdw: éx Evhxdy C

* &k TovTwy sscr C

5 gvdyovrar B

14 - -~ ’ ’ ’ 3 ’

21. (B 266a, C 96a) (mpooribéact yap rois mporaBoior Baciewy Twa Selevkelas dpxrepéa

4 \ 3\ -~ ~ 4 8 ’ \ - 13 ’ ~ » 8\ \

mapawrAagapevor Ta alTh Tols Tob memoumuévov PeodoTov katd TAY dyiwv kevouwvodvra. éxer ¢ Ta

ol A - - ’ 3 \ - ’ - ) ’ =

mpopepdpeva dde 1). Tods é&v dperf yoiv BeBiuwkdras ob 8 Tis év xpopact Texvovpyikis emoTHuns

-~ -~ -~ oA ’ \ \ ~ ~ ’ / ’

Tiudv 8ei, Omep éotiv éXAyuikijs pvbomoifas dvdmAaoma, dANG &ua Tis ypadukis fewplas TovTovs eis
-~ \ -~ ’ A /’ -~ ’ 3 -~ ~ ~

avapvmow ékew kal pupeiofar Tov Efhov. Tis 2 yap dv yévorro Tois dvfpdmows éx Tis TéV Tobrde
’ /’ \ ’ ~ 3 4 3 4

poppwpdroy kakorexvias edepyeoia, 7 T( éxor Oeopidés Te kal Tiwov 7§ TGV Ayvywv dpoiwpdrev

’
TepLepyia;

' Bagi\eiov émokémov Zelevkeias in marg C
*r5s C

22. (B 267b, C 97a-b era 8 Tatra wapatiféaow Aupiroxiov Tod é€ "Ikovion Adyovs ék
> m Y P o X Y
- ’ L) s’ 3 \ ’ ’ ) T . -~ ’ 2 ¢ o 3

T0d weroupévov aird "Eykwpiov eis Tov péyav Bacilewov, év ols 7a 1 rowaira Méyerar®) OL Gytor od
mpoodéovrar Tév Bid ypappdrov Hudy éykwpivv, éyyeypapuévor 18y ¢ BiBMe Tév Ldvrev, dv 9
Sukaroaivy mapa 16 * @eh mepilaktar. fueis 8¢ xpploper Tdv dia pédavos ypappdrov Swws & vods
oy duypddy Ty TovTwv pviumy els kowny opéleav kal dpev dkpoatal ToUTwy, 6Tav S Tis
dvayrooews T} dkojj) Tapamépmoper * os yip é peydlov noavpod mpos oikovoulav tis edepyesias
AapfBdvoper kai wAnpodper Hudv 1o VoTepipare Tals TovTev molrelars (o0d yap wAnpodraL droy 8
émbupias éxovoa dxodoar ™y TolTwy Tedelwow). GAN ob xpdpact Tois wivaé T& capkikd adTév
mpoowra émyelés fulv éktumody Gt ob xpjlopev Toltwy, GANL THY TolTwy dfAnow éxppoipevor
kal Tds dyafas mpdées Sevrepodper kal Ty wpds Oedv dydmny Siaypddoper kal éopev piunrar TéY
ayaflov mpadewy alrdv, évribévres T ypadi Tds TovTev pwipas perd Odvarov mpds Tovs dxovovras
bmos yvdou Ty & kéopw adTdv dvaoTpodiiv.
Graece non extant, sed Syriace habes, vide K. V. Zetterstéen, “Eine Homilie des
Amphilochius von Iconium iiber Basilius von Cisarea,” Oriens Christianus XXXI
(1934) 68 sq. Vide Mansi XIII 301D.

'ra om C

**Augihoxlov émokémov Tob 'Tkoviov ék Tob éykwulov Tob eis TOV avywor Bagilewr in

marg C
7¢ om B
* mapamréumrouer C

23. (B 275a, C 105b) (é&s 8¢ mapapépovot pwvas Tod peydAov Gs paot Baoilelov ék Tod
wepl Tijs Tod dvfpdmov yevéaews *Eis 16 kat’ eikdva Adyov mpdTov Siayopevoioas T roude %) *Eu uy
v 100 yevéohar kal polwow Svapw Fuiv éxapioaro, otk dv T éavréy éfovala T wpos Bedv
opolwow é8éfapeda: viv B¢ Suvdpe dpds émoinoev SpowwTikots Bcd, Svauw 8¢ Sovs mpds TO

. - a3 g ,. , - - - ,
opowodobor Oed ddijkey Nuds épydras elvar Tis mpds Bedv bpowbaews iva Téewos 72 Tis épyacias 6
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L006 N4 \ ¥ » 7 5 s ’ 7 3 A \ ’ ’ 4 \
wafos, iva pn domep ekoves auev maps. {wypdov yevbpevar elkj) kal pdTyy Kelpevar OTav yap
dxpPBis pepoppwpérny eixdva idps T4 mouehie TéV xpomdTev, ob Ty eikdva émaiwels, dAAL TOV
Lwypdpov Bavpdles.t
P.G. XLIV, 273 A-B.

1 dtayopevoas C

* 700 peydhov Baoikelov éx THs ‘Efanuépov in marg C

* 7éhios el C

* favudins B

24. (B 277b-278a, C 107b-108a) (émdpeva tovrois Tov iepov Tpyydpiov Tov Nvooaéwy !
lepdpxny mapaxopifovow s olovrar Sddokovra obrws >) Muxér Ty cwparddy xal Sovhikiy
popdyy év 14 geavrod miorer dvarvmday, dAAL Tov év T 86y Tod Iatpos Svra Kal év popdf eod
brdpxovra kal @edv dvra Adyov, ToiiTov mpoakivel, kal py THv Tod dovAov popdiiv.

* yvoadwy C
2 Tpmyoplov émaxémov Nboys in marg C

25. (B 282b, C 112b) (émi 8¢ 7o émdueva mpdipev év ols éxxerrar Tod Bepydpov Tpyyopiov
éx 1dv "Emév adrod piows Exovaa tdvde Tov tpdmov 1) "YBpis wlotw Exew xpopaot, py év kapdia.
 pdv yap é&v xpdpacw ebxepds éxmAivera, 7 8¢ év ¢ Bdfe Tod vods, éxelvy pot mpoadiijs 2.).
Carmina Moralia 31, 39 sq. (P.G. XXXVII 913), vide Mansi XIII 297 A-B.

 Tpnyoplov Toi Oeokéyov ék Ty 'Endy in marg C
2 wpoapuheis C

26. (B 284b, C 114a-b évretfev ér’ GAAqv pataiomoviav perappvOuillovrar ddoxovres
W pa perappubj
Todyms 8¢ & Xpvodarouos év 16 eis ‘Popardy Tov pdprvpa.l My yap roiyois 6 Xpioros meprypdpera,
p p . p pdprupa.t Mi) yap Toix P puyp
p3) yip épbadpois 6 fuérepos Seomdrns dpitar. & éuds deamirys, pdddov 8¢ 6 Tév SAwy SeomdTys
Xpiords odpavdv oikel kal kdapov fvoxel, xal Bvaia Toite Yuxm mpos adrdv dvavebovaa, kal pia
Tolre Tpody TdV moTEwdvTOY 1) cwTypic.

Vide P.G. L, 616.

! rob Xpuooarépov ék Tob pdprupos ‘Pwparvol éykwulov in marg C

27. (B 286b, C 116b) (oi 3 & émd i * adrois éxredé it
. , Tois mwpoyyovpévols Ta émdpeva kal map’ avtols éxtefevta TowiTa
I3 -~ -~ -~ -~
Kai md\w 6 adrds, (gaciv), &v 1§ Adyw adrod 76 "Eis tov *ABpadpu ddoxer 1 oi 8¢ Tpeis dyyehot
-~ -~ \
1. fABov mpds Tov *APpadp kai Tabra émolinoay Ymd “EANjvov dkdvrev paprupoivra. ol yap T
-~ -~ -~ -~ -~ -~ ’
rév 2 Talaworwév oikoivres yiv Kal eikdvas ypdpovres Tdv 3 oefaopdrov abrdv Tpeis ypdpovow
) 4 \ \ F] ’ 3 3 A~ 4 \ A ’ \ 4 \ ¥ \ ’ o
dyyélovs kai tov 'APpadp, per’ abrév* kol Ty Zdppav kal péoxov Kai dAevpov' Kai mavra oca
Aéyew % Tpagy da pélavos Aéyovow éxeivor 8¢ dyalpdrov. Tabra 8¢ epnrar lva ob Tols moTols
~ -~ - ’

8¢ ENMprkéy ylrmraw ) wloTis Huels yap maps Tdv Ewbev ob dexopeda Tas dmodeifets.

! rof adrod éx Tob els Tov *ABpadu Néyov in marg C

*r&v om B

*rov om C
‘verba rpeis. . . . adrdy om, in marg add (sed ¢ayyérovs) C

28. (B 290b, C 118a) (& paoiv 670 ) "Eub’ obros xai év érépo Aoyw ¢ "Eus Tov Seacpodiraka
émypadopévy Aéyer ! el yap eixdva Tis dyuxov dvafeis maidos 7 pilov 4 ovyyevods vopiler rapeivar
éxeivov Tov dme\Bdvta kai 8k Tis €ixdvos abrov pavrdlerar Tis dyixov, TOAG pdldov djpels did
TéV ypadev Tis Tév dylwv dmolavopev mapovsias, oVxi TéV cwpdrov abrdy Tds eikdvas Exovres
dANL TdV Yuxdy Td yap map’ alréy eipnuéva TOV Yuxdv adrdy eixoves eioiv.

Vide Mansi XIII 300A.

1706 abrod ék Tob eis Tov deocmopiraxa in marg C
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29. (B 293b-294b, C 12la-b) (karoxvjoeé mis rdxa Tois mpocamavréow éis

. , , -

émBddew. . . . e 8& T& wapd TéV Umevavriov! padiovpynbévra olrws 2) Nelhov doknyrod

- \ ’ ’ \ ! -~

mpos "Olvumiddupov Emapyor.® vymiades xal Bpepomperes 7 Towavty épdrnots. mEpt wAavjoEws ToHV

3 -~ -~ 7’ > \ \ ’ -~ \ b / b \ -~ ’ \ \

dplarpdv TodTo ywipevov, avdpos 8¢ Ppovipov TodTo pakpav dméxer év yap TH ieparelw xartd TO

’ -~ 3 -~ /’ \ 3 /é 3 ’ 0 8 i) ° -~ 3 /0

mpdoTaypa Tijs ékkAnolaoTkis Tapaddgews oTavpov éyxapdéas dpkéahnri, 8’ ol oravpod éodlby

- \ 3 ’ / \ \ \ -~ ¥ ’

miv 70 avfpwmwov yévos, kai 76 Aourov Tod olkov Aevkavov.

Vide P.G. LXXIX, 577 D.

* évayriwy C
* Neihov doxnrod éx Tiis émarolis mpos ONvumiédwpoy érapyor in marg C
® verba Nel\ov . . . érapyxor om C

30.! (B 295b, C 122b-123a) (kai rekevraias tijs émrexynbeions 2 adrois Tepareias oiovel
oppayida émrifévres ovprhdooovar xpriaes, eis uév "Empdviov 1ov eoddpov Tov tis Kumplov kard
™y iepwaivgy qynoduevov Yevdds kal dAMoxdrws dvadépovres. . .)

*Hic invenies locos Epiphanio adscriptos sicut a concilio in ecclesia Sanctae
Sophiae anno 815 habito adlati sunt. saepius autem difficillimum erat discernere
utrum Nicephorus disiecta membra Epiphanii prompserit e Definitione concilii
an ex ipsis operibus Epiphanio adscriptis, quae se praesto habuisse saepe asserit.
ubi verba facit Nicephorus de opere quod Kara 7év émrndevévrwy krA. inscribitur
(infra frg. 30 B), se adferre dicit, ut videtur, nonnulla ab Iconomachis omissa
(Hollii frga. 12-15, Ostrogorskii frga. 15-18). de locis ex Epistula ad Theodosium
ipsa a Nicephoro excerptis, vide infra ad frg. 30 C adn. 1. editiones criticas frag-
mentorum contra imagines Epiphanio adscriptorum habes a Carolo Holl (Gesam-
melte Aufsitze zur Kirchengeschichte 11, Tiibingen, 1928, 356-363) et Georgio
Ostrogorsky (Studien, 67-75) confectas.

2 émirexvmbhoes C

I -~ ’ -~
A. (B 296a, C 123b) (mpoxepilovrar olv s 87fev *Empaviov Awbijkny mpds Tods tis
3 ’ ~ 3 Al 3 1‘8 ’ » L2 ’ [3 -~ \ - \
ikhnolas Tis abrod ! rervmopévny, 8¢ mos éxovoar ) Tpooéxere éavrois kal kpareire Tas
8 ’ o ’ \ k) I 8 é NN s 7 * 3 ’ \N o / ’ ~
mapadooes as mapeafere. py éxkAivyre delud 9 dpioTepa. ols émpéper kal év Tolrw pwijumy éxere,
! 3 ’ -~ \ 3 ’ ’ ’ 3 3 3 ’ ’ 3 -~ ’ ~ I3 ’ b \
TEKVA ayamnTa, TOU W) dvagépe eikovas ér’ éxkAnolas pare év Tols KouumTnplols TAV dyiwv, dAAL
\ ’ » \ \ 3 -~ ’ 13 - £l i » 3 3 / 3 » \
S prjuns Exere Tov Oeov év Tais kapdlais Vudv, dAN’ obre kar’ olkov kowdy otk Eeori ydp
Xpioriavd 8 d¢pfarpdy perewpilecfar kal pepBaoud Tod vods.
! 795 abrod: avrod C
2 Empavidov in marg C

p . ?

B. (B 298b, C 125b) (rovrois érepov adrd édpapudlovar Adyov ob # émiypadf ) Kard rév
s , , . a sy s , A v . , , \
émrndevovov elolikd Oeopd eikdvas eis dpopoiwow Xporod kai s @eordkov, papripwv kai

’ -~ ~ ~
dyyéhwv kai mpognrav. (B 299a, C 126a) (ypdpe 8¢ éfs 6 Tovrwv 8iddokalos rabra) [Bwper

\ \ \ ’ ~ -~ ’ ’ \ ’ \ ’ E ) \
ToUs katd 70 Oédnpa Tob Oeod molirevoauévovs marpidpxas kai mpodrjras kai pipmospeda adrods
iva Gvrws kaBolwds kai dmooTolikijs ékkAnalas viol dvopaclbper €iddow ofv vépov Aard. (B 299b,
C 126b ’ > 7 \ \ € ,8’ /4 ’ - ¢/ ’ I3
) (pnolv) eimdrooar 8 kai oi d8fhws Tpéxovres tis Tév dylwy maTépwy xepomoinToy
’ A ’ -~ )8/ ’ ’8 ’ ~ € I3 \ \ > ~ 1 ~

mpogexvynaey 9 Tis Tois Blors géfew mapéduwkey. Tis Tév dylwy karalimov TOV dvexhumi 1 wAodrov,
\ ’ -~ ~
Ty eis Ocdv éAwida év yvioe, éavrov 2 {wypadrjoas mpookvveighar ékélevoer; & fyodpevos 3 rov

’ -~ -~ ~
& miore. "ABpadu S olyl pedywv 7o vexpa ¢idos {Gvros Beod éxhify; ) Moois odxi Ppedywy Ty

’ \ -~ ~

TowdTyy wAdvyy fpvicato T mapodoay dmédavow; (B 302b, C 129b) (émowdrre rowdrar)
aAN’ épels pou O7e ol matépes eldwha By éB8eiviavto, Tjpels 8¢ Tis elkdvas TGV dylwy moloDper
els pympoovvoy adrdv Kal eis T ékelvov Taira mpookvvolper. Kai mdvrws yip Tavry 14 tmobéve
y 7 ’ (3 -~ » ~ € 7/ ¥ \ -~ 4 ’ /7 7
érohpmody Twes vpdv Eov Tob dylov olkov TOV Toixov KowmdoavTes ypdpact SmAdayuévors eixdvas

3 ’ H ’ \ oy 7’ \ 4 < € -~ \ N 3 \ € 4 G -~ 4
avarvrwoavtes Hlerpov kai Twavvov kai Matdov és 0pd kara Ty émypadyy ékdomys ® Tév Yevdwripwy
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eikdvay Ymo Tis pwpias Tod {wypddov kata Tov voly adrod Tvrwleicav. kal mpdTov pev of vouilovres
év ToUTe Tiudv Tods droaTolovs pabBérwoav 6t dvrl s Tds wAéov adrovs drypdlovot. IMabAos
yap Tov Yevdwvupov iepéa évvBplaas T Toixov kexowmapuévoy dmedrvaro.® odkobv eikdvas abrév Tas
adrdv dvrolds 8 dperdy amicwper. AN épels 6Tt els bmdurmow Tis déas adrdv Tas eikdvas abrév ?
fewpotpev. kai mod ydp oo Tabra mpoeverelAavro; mpoyTiacduefa yip Tods TowolTovs STt dyvoig
depduevor komdaw eixj. (B 304a, C 131a) (8w éri Tols mpokeipévors €bfis perorxdpefa: ddoxe
yap obrwol) olSapev yip, ¢notv Twdvwns,® 6m 1t Srav pavepwbi Spowor abrh éodpefa, kai
Habhos 12 8¢ 13 rods dylovs ovupbppovs Tod Yiod tod Oeod éxfpvéer. (B 305a, C 132a) (6 8¢
Ti)s dmosTarikis mapavolas elomynTis Tois mpoyovuévols mapariflerar Tabrar) més odv Tovs év 86&y
wéMdovras padpiveafar dylovs év a8ofw kal vexpd kai dAdAe Béles opdv, Tob Kupiov Aéyovros
mepl adrdv Eoovrar ydp, ¢nolv, os dyyelor ®eod.lt (B 307a, C 134a) (&AN’ émi 70 Aourd TOD
dppovos péreps &vfa ppdler) mos 8¢ kal dyyélovs mvelpata Vmdpxovras kal del {dvras év vekpols
ypdpwy mpookuves, Tob mpodrTov 10 Aéyovros 6 moudv Tods dyyélovs adrod mvelpata 16 kai Tots
Aetrovpyods adrod mupds PpAdya. (B 307b, C 134b-135a) (kai Aéyer) dxovoa 8¢ St xal Tov
akardApmrrov “Ywv Tod @eod Twes ypdpew érayyé\ovra, o ppifai éome 70 dkodoar kal TO moTelTaAL
BAdogmuov. (B 213a, C 140b) (é&fs & dv ey ta tmeprebévra Tijs xprioews Tovrois émovvdmrew,
év ols iovdatlwy pdoker Toudde ) mod ydp gou Sérafe éNGov éml tijs 17 yiis moujoar Spotov abrod kal
mpookvvely 3 6pav; avry 7 dudtaéis Tod wovnpod, 8ijAov (va katadpoviioys Beod. (B 314a, C 141b)
18)

() 4 6 ) 0 -~ - \ ? 8 ’ [3 ’ -~ ~ 3 A
ixéhovfov év ois Tabra mwapeyyvirar 6 kevos ovros Siddokalos vmoriféuevos. 3¢t olv avTd
-~ -~ > ’ \ ~ -~
Lovre mpookwvely, ws elmev, év mvebpatt kai dAnbeia.t® (B 315b, C 143a) (rois 8¢ é&ijs mpokeipévors
~ /’ ’ \ 3 ’ 3 \ \ ~ 3 3 /’ » \ o \ ol ¢
3 a a al oLwmTa a . oUTwS
Ths mapovons xpijoews Kat €rtBdAlew aloxpov Kal O V OUK QVEKTOV. €XEL Yap OVTWS' ovv %)
’ N g 20 ¢ \ \ 3 ’ - - \ ~ A 5 ) ~ ’ 21
dyypawa vouny e 20 6 @eds yap év mdoy T) walad kal kawj) Taita dvapel akptfds Aeywv
1 2 1 P
4 \ / ’ \ 3 A ’ 4 ’ - 3 ’ ’ 4 N
Kipiov Tov ®eov gov mpookuvoes Kal GUTY MOV Aatpevoets, Aéywr {d éyo, Aéye Kipios, kat

y N\ ’ ~ ’ 22 3 ’ ) \ ’ , 23 ¢A \ A2 ’ ’
éuol kduew miy yovv.2? ob Svvdueba oty Svat kuplots SovAevew,*® {@vTL kal vekpQ: émikaTapaTos yap,

¢noiv, 8s kriopa mapd TV krigavra mpookunjoes 2* wdvra yap Tabra wepiéxe adros kal o meptéxeral
16 TWwos.

' ave\erdy B dvekhery C ¥ 5 om B

2 avror C 4 Ev. Marci XII 25.

* Hyovuevoy C 3 ps. CIII 4.

*ror C W ryedua C

* afpaar C 7 ris om B

S éxaoryr B S yworiferar B

" éwPpidoas P C ® Ev. Joh. IV 34.

¥ Act. XXIII 8. » ¢ty C cf. I Tim. 2:17

° ras elkévas avrdy om C * Ep. Matth. IV 10.

1 Joh. III 2. * Rom. XIV 11.

47 om B # Ev. Matth. VI 24.

2 Rom. VIII 29. * Rom. I 25.
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# MadAov 4 Tol's Aourobs amoorddovs év Bridois ) év roixois {wypagdrioas olrws mapedeypdrioe Kal
pdpBevoer; (B 326a-b, C 153b-154a) (rois mpoyeypauuévors auvrdrrovo rabra:) ody Opds,
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(Holl, frga. 19, 20, 21, 28, 31; Ostrogorsky, frga. 22, 28-30). quae autem non ex
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2 Docet V. Grumel (Echos d’Orient XXIX, 1930, 98) Theodorum Studitam,
in opere quod inscribitur *ENeyxos kal dvarpomy t&v doeBdv mwomudrwy ‘Iwdvvov,
Iyvariov, Zepylov kai Zrepdvov &y véwy Xpworoudxwy. . . . , duod e kal Tis doeBobs
vwoypagis (P.G. XCIX, 435) subscriptionem episcoporum iconomachorum anni 815
servavisse (ibid., 465 A-B). sed si ita est, videri non potest cur Theodorus sub-
scriptionem concilii una cum opusculis iconomachis refutaverit. veri similius puto
poetas illos subscriptionem a se compositam, subscriptionem ipsius concilii fortasse
imitantem, in calce opusculorum suorum addiddisse. sed cum res incerta esset,
textum subscriptionis hic adiungendum esse putavi: “Twoypagd. T# dmooroiks
kal warpwkfi didackaNie émbuevos kal 1§ THs ékk\nolas Oegpobfesia mwelfopuevos Tds Te
dylas kal olkovuevikas & ovvbdovs dmodexducvos kal Thv év Blaxépvais kpornbeicav
obvodor kal Thv Tabrys émkvpwrikhy dfpowsbeigav kal Tois Vw' adrals ékrebeioy
6pBodbtois dbyuaoiy émbuevos kal éuuévwy Tols Te wap’ abrdv dwoBAnbévras droSalAbueros
Kkal Tobs ¥m’ abrdv dexfévras (derxBévras Migne) dmwodexbuevos wigav elkovikyy woinaly
Te kal wpockirnow dlerdy, Tov 8¢ Vmd Tapaclov ovANoyor dwoBalNbuevos kal Tods wy
ofrws Exorras dvafepari{wy Vméypaa dioxelpws.

CONSPECTUS EDITIONUM

Ed. Ostrogorsky Ed. Alexander
(fragmenta (fragmenta
numerantur secundum numerantur secundum
Ed. Serruys Ostr.) editionem meam)

vacat vacat 1

habet 1 2

habet 2 3

vacat 3 4

habet 4 5

vacat 5 vacat !
vacat 6 vacat !
vacat 7 vacat !
habet 8 6

habet 9 7

habet 10 8

habet 11 9

habet 12 10

vacat 13 11

vacat vacat 12

habet 14 13

habet 15 14

habet 16 15

habet 17 16

vacat vacat 17-30 (florilegium)

1Vide supra p. 53 f., adn. 15.
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