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THE DE HAERESIBUS ET SYNODIS OF GERMANOS I
OF CONSTANTINOPLE AS A SOURCE ON EARLY BYZANTINE
HERESIES? PROSPECTS OF A CRITICAL EDITION®

Abstract. A new, critical edition of the 8"-century treatise De haeresibus et synodis (CPG 8020) by
Patriarch Germanus I of Constantinople is in progress; it will provide new insights, especially into the
large extent of sources that were copied or paraphrased. The article takes a close look at three chap-
ters that could be considered as sources for different Christian heresies (Manichaeism, Montanism
and Christological dissenters) in 8"-century Byzantium and some of the first new text- and source-
critical findings. The accounts on Manichaeism and Montanism are based on older, lost sources and
can therefore not be consulted as historical sources on these heresies in the Early Byzantine age.
The account of the Ecumenical Councils involved in the Christological controversies attributes faith
formulas to Councils that did not actually issue them and thus must be dismissed as a historical
source on the course of these controversies as well. Nevertheless all three chapters, like the rest of the
treatise, testify to the views of an Early Byzantine theologian on heresies and Church Councils and to
how he reached his views. This scope for further study is deduced from the character of the text itself
and thus especially appropriate.

Keywords: De haeresibus et synodis, Patriarch Germanus I of Constantinople, critical edition, Chris-
tian heresies, Church Councils, Byzantium

ne of the major obstacles to writing the history of Byzantium and Byzantine

Christianity in the 7™ and 8™ centuries is the scarcity of sources. This is even
more the case when one is interested in the large field of Christian “heresies™. It is
nevertheless essential to study such a source with the right approach, an approach
that is best deduced from the character of the source itself.

* This article is an extended version of my paper presented at the Colloquia Ceranea III in April
of 2021. It could be improved thanks to some helpful comments by its reviewers.

! In this article, I will be using the term “heresy” and its cognates (without quotation marks hereafter)
for just the same religious groups as in the sources consulted, only in order to simplify. No dogmatic
judgement is intended hereby.
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The mid-size treatise De haeresibus et synodis (CPG 8020) attributed to Patri-
arch Germanus I of Constantinople (in office 715-730)* is considered as one
of the main sources on Christian heresies in 7*- and 8"-century Byzantium, e.g.
in two overview articles on this topic by J. Gouillard* and I. Rochow*. However,
any approach to this work remains problematic, as the only edition available to
us is non-critical and heavily outdated. It was edited by cardinal A. Mai and pub-
lished in 1842°, based on only one manuscript (cod. Vat. gr. 2198). This edition
was reprinted without changes by J.-P. Migne in his Patrologia graeca®. With the
aim of facilitating research on Germanus’ treatise and Early Byzantine Christian-
ity in general, the first part of my doctoral thesis consists of the critical edition
of the De haeresibus et synodis, based on all accessible manuscripts’. An important
feature of this new edition, next to the critical apparatus, will be an apparatus of

? There are quite a few reasons to challenge this attribution (cf. the summary by L. BRUBAKER, J. HAL-
DON, Byzantium in the Iconoclast Era (ca 680-850). The Sources. An Annotated Survey. With a Section
on The Architecture of Iconoclasm: the Buildings by R. OUsTERHOUT, Aldershot 2001 [= BBOM, 7],
p. 247-248, leading them to conclude that the whole treatise is inauthentic), but this is not the place
to discuss this matter at length. In my forthcoming thesis, I will plead for the authenticity of De hae-
resibus et synodis except for cap. 40-43. For this article, the assumption that Germanus is the author
of the chapters in question shall suffice.

* Cf. ]. GOUILLARD, L’hérésie dans Pempire byzantin des origines au XII siécle, TM 1, 1965 (= La vie
religieuse a Byzance, ed. IDEM, London 1981, no I), p. 304-306.

4 Cf. I. RocHOW, Zu einigen oppositionellen religiosen Stromungen, [in:] Byzanz im 7. Jahrhundert.
Untersuchungen zur Herausbildung des Feudalismus, ed. E. WINKELMANN et al., Berlin 1978 [= BBA,
48], p. 265.

* Spicilegium Romanum, vol. V11, S. Germani I. Patriarchae Constantinopolitani De haeresibus et sy-
nodis. Photii item Patr. Syntagma canonum, ed. A. MA1, Roma 1842, p. 3-73. The Latin translation
printed below the Greek text was produced by A. Mai as well (it is not an ancient translation).

¢ GERMANUS, De haeresibus et synodis (CPG 8020), [in:] PG, vol. XCVIII, col. 39-88 (cetera: GERMA-
NUS, De haeresibus et synodis). As the Patrologia is more easily accessible than A. Mai’s Spicilegium
Romanum, all references will be made to this reprint. Another reprint with slight changes to the text
is to be found in XVvrayua 1@v Oelwv kai iepdv Kavovwy TOV Te dyiwy Kal TAVEVYHUDY &TTO0TOAWY,
Kol TQV Ep@V OIKOVUEVIKDY Kol TOTIK@Y oUVOSWY, Kal TOV KATX UéPoG &yiwv matépwy, ék6obév, adv
ndeioToug &AAaug TV ékkAnoiaoTikny katdoTaot Semovoais Siatdéeot, petd T@V dpyaiwv EnynTdv,
Kai Sixpopwv dvayvwopdtwy, vol. I, Pwtiov matpidpyov Kwvotavtivovmolews Nopokavay, peTd
10V oxodiwv Ocodwpov Tol Badoaudvos. Tovtoig mpooetédnoay kai 1& mepi T@OV &yiwv kol oikov-
UEVIK@DY cuvodwy, Um0 Te Teppavod kai PwTiov, Twv matpidpywy Kwvotavtivovérews, kai Neilov,
untpomolritov PéSov, kTA. Zvvontikds iotopovueva, ed. T.A. Paaans, M. TTotans, ABfvnowy 1852,
p- 339-369. So far there is one modern translation, into Italian: Timoteo e Germano di Costanti-
nopoli. Gli scritti. Introduzione, traduzione e note, trans. F. CARCIONE, Roma 1993 [= CTP, 107],
p. 75-115.

7 The database Pinakes offers a quick overview: https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/oeuvre/2793/
[30 VII 2021]. The edition will be complemented by a German translation and a historical contex-
tual study.
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textual sources, based on an extensive search for implicit quotations (copied text),
paraphrases and allusions®.

In this article, I will present three passages from Germanus’ De haeresibus
et synodis that could be considered as sources on certain heretical groups in
7%-8"-century Byzantium® and some results of my text- and source-critical
research'®. On the basis of these results, I will then reassess whether considering
them as historical sources on Early Byzantine heresies is appropriate — and if not,
for what they can serve as sources. Thus I will deduce an approach for further
study of the De haeresibus et synodis from the character of the text itself.

Germanus on the Manichaeans

The heresy of Manichaeism is presented in cap. 4 of De haeresibus et synodis, with
a short account of some of its teachings, Mani’s activities and the Christian refuta-
tion by Cyril of Jerusalem. This chapter does not rank among the most interesting
Western sources on Manichaeism', due to its late date. There are nevertheless
two reasons why it may be of interest to Byzantine studies: first, some major her-
esies of the Middle Byzantine period are, in one way or another, associated with
Manichaeism, most prominently Paulicianism and Bogomilism'2. Therefore any
historical evidence for actual Manichaeans still living in the Byzantine world and
for their beliefs would be very welcome®. A second reason is that Germanus actu-
ally gives a list of Mani’s books that is not extant in any other source (more on
that below).

The research linked to the critical edition of De haeresibus et synodis has shown
that the wording of this chapter is very close to two other texts, the Chronicle
of Georgius Monachus and the Church History of Socrates Scholasticus. Here
a synopsis of the comparable passages:

8 This search was mostly done by means of - and made only possible thanks to - the Thesaurus Lin-
guae Graecae. Very few references to possible sources were included by A. Mai in his edition, which
are now updated and rendered more precisely.

° Some of the heresies that may raise interest will not be considered in this article: the Athinganoi
and the Paulianists on the one hand (referenced in GERMANUS, De haeresibus et synodis, cap. 48,
PG, vol. XCVIII, col. 84), because the short remarks referring to them actually obscure more than
they convey (cf. J. GOUILLARD, L’hérésie..., p. 306-307); and Iconoclasm (dealt with in GERMANUS,
De haeresibus et synodis, cap. 40-43, PG, vol. XCVIII, col. 77-81), because it deserves more attention
than can be paid to it in the limited space of this paper.

' Naturally, not all questions raised by the concerning passages can be discussed in the following
lines. The patient reader shall be referred to my thesis.

"1t is e.g. not included in the compendium Greek and Latin Sources on Manichaean Cosmogony and
Ethics, trans. G. Fox, J. SHELDON, praef. SN.C. Lieu, Turnhout 2010 [= CFM. Series Subsidia, 6]
(cetera: Greek and Latin Sources).

12 Cf. e.g. ]. GOUILLARD, L’hérésie..., p. 307-309.

13 For an important legal mention of Manichaeism in 8"-century Byzantium see below, note 26.
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GERMANUS, De haeresibus et synodis,
cap. 4"

"Ett 8¢ Mavixaiol, kai Movtavol, kai
ol TOVTOIG TPOOOOLOL &véTTNoAV KT
avTiig 00 TOLG TVXOVTAG AVTH TTAPEXOVTEG
ay@vag, Tod puév Mavixaiov mToAANY pa-
Tatoobvny kal TAGvny kal pumapiav Toig
gautod Soypaoty dvapi§avtog,

Kail TEAOG THV Hév £€auTod TaAaLdy VOpo-
Oeoiav kol avTNV TNV KTioW KakoD TVoG
Kai o0k dyabod elvat Aéyovtog Emitaypa,
ayaBod 8¢ pallov v véav fj TNV peEA-
Aovoav,

kol Biav Tiva bmopéverv ékeivnv ék TOD-
Tov,

g kal §00 PUoELG VOODETEV €V TO KO-
Olw, TOVTESTY ayadniy Te Kai movnpay,

kai pf ayabod elvar v 10D &vBpwmnov
Kataokevnv €pyov, unte TV dAAnY, g
elpntat, ktiow OO eOopav kal dAAoiwoty
oboav-

Kai AR pelg doePeiag Tovg Eavtod Aoyoug
EUMA0AVTOG,

GEORGIUS MoNAcHUS, VIII, 44,
vol. I, p. 469, 11-15"

‘O toivuv ¢uBpovtntog ovtog Mavng armo-
BaAAopevog Ty mokatdv Stabnknv kai
v ktiow naocav [...] ovk dyabod tvog
Beod yeyovévar Pracenuav [...], v
véav ¢ dyabod dffev mpoaoietat Oeod,

SOCRATES SCHOLASTICUS, I, 22, 3,
p. 66, 21-2216

Vo @ioelg einwy, dyadny Te Kai Tovnpav

GEORGIUS MoNAcHUS, VIII, 44,
vol. I1, p. 469, 12-14

Kal TNV KTiow mdoav kal v o0 dvBpw-
TIOL KATAOKEVTV 00K dyabod Tivog Beod
yeyovévar PAacenuav vmo @Bopav kat
a\hoiwaty ovoav,

' The text is issued from my yet unpublished edition; the older edition is to be found in PG,
vol. XCVIII, col. 41, B21-44, B2. Line numbers refer to the text of De haeresibus et synodis. An Eng-
lish translation of the three chapters this article deals with is attached to this article; the references to
the sources are not repeated there.
1> Georgii Monachi Chronicon, VIII, 44, vol. I, Textum genuinum inde a Vespasiani imperio continens,
ed. C. pE BOOR, Editionem anni MCMIV correctiorem curavit P. WIRTH, Stutgardiae 1978 [= BSGR]
(cetera: GEORGIUS MONACHUS), p. 469, 11-15.
'® SOKRATES, Kirchengeschichte, 1, 22, 3, ed. G.C. HANSEN, M. SIRINJAN, Berlin 1995 [= GCS.NF, 1;
CPG, 6028] (cetera: SOCRATES SCHOLASTICUS), p. 66, 21-22.
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T TG apdc avtod kal doépvou Statale-
¢ Katd Aemtov mpotdgag, kai €16’ obtwg
oV éleyxov Emayayv Toi AB€olg avtod
Kai tapavopolg Stddypacty:

GEORGIUS MoNAcCHUS, VIII, 44,
vol. IL, p. 469, 17-18

KatadvoELg TIVAG Evayeig Kal VOKTEPLVAG
TEAETAG Kai mapavopovs Emtndevoog
pielg

GEORGIUS MONACHUS, VIII, 44,
vol. II, p. 469, 20-21

T 1@V EAAM vy movnpd kai pdrate 86y-
pato KpATOVELY E0TIOVSAKEY

SOCRATES SCHOLASTICUS, I, 22, 8,
p. 67,19

Kal elpapuévny elodywy 1o €9’ NUIv dvat-
pel, kai petevowpatwoty doypartifet

GEORGIUS MoNAcHUS, VIII, 44,
vol. I1, p. 469, 18-19

Kal lpappévny Kal HETEVOWUATDOELG Kol
dMa mheiota @lvaprioag kai Spacoag
kai S18d&ag

SOCRATES SCHOLASTICUS, I, 22, 8,
p- 67,21

Kal Tov Xplotov év capki yeyovévat oD
BovAetat

GEORGIUS MONACHUS, VIII, 44,
vol. II, p. 469, 8-9

ongp 8¢ TovTov WoBOV éndlov eikoTwG
KopiCeTat

GEORGIUS MoONACHUS, VIII, 44,
vol. II, p. 469, 3-4

8v 6 Pactlevg Iepodv éE£detpe {DvTa
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SOCRATES SCHOLASTICUS, I, 22, 8,
p. 67,24
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SOCRATES SCHOLASTICUS, I, 22, 5,
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The similarities between the texts of Germanus and Socrates (1. 14-15, 29-30,
43-48) are easily explained: Germanus used Socrates’ Church History (directly or
indirectly) and paraphrased parts of its account of Manichaeism. The use of this
source also explains how Germanus’ unique list of Mani’s books (‘The Gospel,
‘Book of the Treasures, ‘[sc. Book] of the Mysteries’ and the last one [sc. Book]
of the Rituals’) came to be: by a misreading (possibly due to physical damage of
a manuscript) of Socrates’ Tétaptov 10 T@V KepaAaiwv. TeAetag ¢ Tivag motely
oxnuotilopevog (the fourth one: [sc. Book] of the Principles. He pretended to per-
form certain rituals...)".

Almost all the rest of this chapter has great similarities with the account
in Georgius' Chronicle. With respect to the chronology of the two works, there can
be two explanations: either Georgius copied from Germanus - or both of them
copied from a common source. Germanus” wording is sometimes mistakable (e.g.
in 1. 7-9: téAog v pev €avtod malatav vopobeosiav [...] kakod Tivog kai odk
dyaBod eivar Aéyovtog'®) and even repetitive (1. 8-9: adTAV THV KTioW KAKOD TIVOG
Kai ovk ayafod etvau Aéyovtog émitaypa, and L. 16-17: xai pry dyabod eivan thv
ToD avBpwmov kataokevny €pyov, prte TNV GAANV). Georgius Chronicle in con-
trast phrases very clearly and without repetitions (amopaiiopevog v maAatay
Stabnknyv [...] odk ayabod tivog Beod, and kal TNV kTiow Macav kai THv TOD
avBpwmov kataokevnv ovk dyabod tivog Beod yeyovévar). Also, the respective
paragraph in Georgius’ Chronicle contains more information" which is unlikely
to come from another source, because Georgius usually does not mix two or more

' For more on that book list, see below, note 57.

'8 Here, especially the éavtod is irritating. As this phrase can only mean the Old Testament, the re-
flexive pronoun cannot be understood as such, but must be seen as referring to kaxkod tvog (“of some
evil [sc. god]”). Three independent manuscripts of Germanus just omit it, but this must be dismissed
as a lectio facilior. See as well below, note 54.

¥ Cf. GEORGIUS MONACHUS, VIII, 44, vol. II, p. 469, 11-21.
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different sources, but uses one after the other (as can be seen in the apparatus fon-
tium of C. de Boor’s edition). Thus the second possibility is much more plausible:
both authors relied on the same source, a somehow anti-Manichaean text.

Furthermore, both texts share one sentence that was literally copied from
Socrates (I. 27-28) and another sentence (l. 25-26) that summarises a passage
where Socrates lists the Greek philosophers Mani allegedly followed with his
teachings®. Both Germanus and Georgius could not have come to copy the very
same sentence and rephrase another passage with the exact same words indepen-
dently from one another. This implies that the common source to them was at
least partly based on Socrates” account™.

In conclusion, I postulate a lost and so far unknown anti-Manichaean text,
that is attested by Germanus’ De haeresibus et synodis and Georgius’ Chronicle and
partly based on Socrates’ Church History**. This work must have been compiled
between the 5" (with Socrates’ Church History as terminus post quem) and early
8™ centuries (predating Germanus’ treatise). It is possible that Germanus also cop-
ied the remaining Socratic sentences (including the book list) from this text rather
than directly from Socrates’ Church History, but this cannot be determined.

Interestingly, the one text explicitly mentioned in this chapter (1. 36-42), Cy-
ril of Jerusalem’s sixth Catechesis®, can be ruled out as a source. Cyril’s account

2 [...] pavepas EpmedokAéong kot ITuBaydpov kat Aiyvntiov taic do6&atg dkolovdroag (SOCRATES
ScHoLAsTICUS, I, 22, 8, p. 67, 20sq).

! Georgius actually used another Socratic passage for his account on Mani up until the list of Mani’s
books and their alleged backstory (cf. GEorGIus MoNacHUS, VIIL, 44, vol. II, p. 468, 2 - 469, 3),
but in the summarised form of the Epitome of Theodorus Lectors Historia tripartita (cf. THEODOR-
Us LECTOR, Epitome Historiae tripartitae, 33, [in:] THEODOROS ANAGNOSTES, Kirchengeschichte,
ed. G.C. HANSEN, *Berlin-New York 2009 (Berlin 1995) [= GCS.NF, 3] (cetera: THEODORUS LEC-
TOR), p. 16,17 - 17, 8), as Georgius’ editor, C. de Boor, pointed out in the apparatus. Georgius further
uses Socrates’ text via the Historia tripartita (cf. GEORGIUS MONACHUS, VIII, 44, vol. II, p. 469, 3-10),
so he could very well have copied the sentence on the supposed belief in fate directly from there
(Socrates’ whole chapter I, 22 is included there, cf. THEODORUS LECTOR, p. 16). But why would he
have then torn apart the sentence on the belief in fate (SOCRATES ScHOLASTICUS, |, 22, 8, p. 67, 18-19),
which comes soon after the book list in Socrates (SOCRATES ScHOLASTICUS, I, 22, 5, p. 67, 4-6), from
the latter? It seems much more plausible that Georgius used the same source, namely the one shared
with Germanus, for this paragraph of his, including the part about Manichaean belief in fate.

22 In turn, Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (Excerpta historica iussu Imp. Constantini Por-
phyrogeniti confecta, vol. 11, ed. U.P. Bo1ssevaIN, C. DE BOOR, T. BUTTNER-WOBST, Excerpta de vir-
tutibus et vitiis, pars I, rec. et praef. T. BUTTNER-WOBST, ed. cur. A.G. Roos, Berolini 1906, p. 141, 1
- 142, 20, with our passage in question p. 142, 1-10) and the Suda (Suidae Lexicon, vol. III, K-0.Q,
147, ed. A. ADLER, Stutgardiae 1967 (1933) [= LG, 1], p. 318, 14 - 319, 17, with our passage in ques-
tion p. 319, 1-7) copied the passage about Mani from Georgius Monachus, so this summary on Mani-
chaeism must have been read a lot throughout the following Byzantine centuries. The Suda article is
included in the compendium Greek and Latin Sources, p. 128-130.

# CYRILLUS HIEROSOLYMITANUS, Catechesis 6, 21-34 (CPG 3585.6), [in:] S. Patris nostri Cyrilli Hi-
erosolymorum Archiepsicopi opera quae supersunt omnia, vol. I, rec. W.C. REISCHL, Monaci 1848
(cetera: CYRILLUS HIEROSOLYMITANUS, Catechesis 6), p. 184-204.
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of Manichaeism basically covers the same points, but Germanus' wording is
nowhere close to the one of Cyril's Catechesis. Then, the best explanation of this
reference to Cyril’s text, next to its hagiographical character, is that it constitutes
a kind of “further reading” advice for the reader®.

What does this imply for the source value of Germanus’ chapter on Mani-
chaeism? - It cannot be considered a historical source for real-life Manichaeism
in 7- or 8"-century Byzantium, because all the information on Manichaens of this
chapter was copied from one or more (when counting Socrates” Church History)
earlier sources. Nevertheless the source value of cap. 4 of De haeresibus et synodis
lies exactly in this point: it shows which texts an orthodox theologian of 8"-centu-
ry Byzantium read on Manichaeism and how he formed his views on the “heresy”
of Manichaeism.

Germanus on the Montanists

Cap. 5 of Germanus’ De haeresibus et synodis was included in a collection of sourc-
es on the history of Montanism by Pierre de Labriolle*. For several reasons, espe-
cially the intriguing mention of a forced baptism of “Montanists” under the rule
of Emperor Leo III in 721/722 by Theophanes®, scholars wonder whether there
were still actual Montanists in 8"-century Byzantium - or if this and other men-
tions only use the name “Montanists” for a group without historical links to the
2™ century heresy”. Looking at this chapter, the final part about a priest fighting
the Montanist protagonists (1. 35-41) seems to be inspired by Eusebius’ Church
History, while no source could be identified for the rest of the text:

** The reference to Cyril’s Catechesis in cap. 4 is only one of many such “further reading” advices
throughout De haeresibus et synodis. For example, two more are contained in cap. 5 dealing with
Montanism, see below. This feature of Germanus’ treatise will be further discussed in my dis-
sertation.

» Cf. P. DE LABRIOLLE, Les sources de I'histoire du Montanisme. Textes grecs, latins, syriaques publiés
avec une Introduction critique, une Traduction francaise (sic), des Notes et des «Indices», Fribourg—
Paris 1913 [= CollE. NS, 15], p. 246-247.

¢ Cf. Theophanis Chronographia, AM 6214, vol. 1, Textum graecum continens, rec. C. DE BOOR, Lip-
siae 1883 (cetera: THEOPHANES), p. 401, 22-27. A. SHARE, The Jews, the Montanists, and the Emperor
Leo III, BZ 59, 1966, p. 37-46 (= Jews and other Minorities in Byzantium, ed. IDEM, Jerusalem 1995,
p. 109-118), discusses this notice at length. Though one does not need to agree with his final expla-
nation, he points out well that it cannot have meant actual Montanists. Another famous 8™*-century
mention of Montanists is the law that Manichaeans and Montanists are to be punished with death
which is contained in the Ecloga of the emperors Leo III and Constantine V: Ecloga. Das Gesetzbuch
Leons III. und Konstantinos’ V., 17.52, ed. L. BURGMANN, Frankfurt am Main 1983 [= FBR, 10],
p. 242. Interestingly, this law links Manichaeans and Montanists in way similar to how Germanus
does it at the beginning of cap. 4. But both statements are so short, that any reflection on an influence
of the Ecloga on Germanus” work or vice versa is speculative.

¥ Cf. J. GOUILLARD, L’hérésie..., p. 307-309, and I. RocHOW, Zu einigen..., p. 271-273 (with further
references).
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VTG TIvag Kal AéovTag €k TV PUKTHpwV
nhp dmomépmnery pEANOvTaAG Kai
Katakaiely tovg &dikovg, kal €TéPovg
amokpépacBat 4o TOV capk®V, kai GAXa
Tva TARpn patatoodvng pvdoloyodotv
eig kplowv 8¢ ToVGg €k mopveiag fj poryei-
ag yevvn0évtag dysoBat, kai kohaleobat
V1O KOAaoThpLa T&

dewvotata, Tt HOVOV €K TOUTWV YeYEV-
vnvtal, K&v adt@v 6 Piog ur mapdvopog
TEPUKEY. GAN” 008¢ TOLG ApapTAvOVTag
L gig petavolav déxovtat fj Tovg Stya-
podvtag ovvaxdivar pet’ adt@v v Taig
ovvaywydig adT®dv dvéxovral,

Kkai étepa 0¢ mapmoAla TapopoLa TOVTOLG
gmreleital adTolG: Tadta 8¢ oi TG eEaupé-
oV adT@V T® SoKelv Hoipag €meiyovTat
SwampartecBa, t@OV Aomdv kai Etepa
m\eiw ToVTwY Sedpakotwy Epya doefeiag,
Kai @ PBlw

EMOQAAR Kol KpNUVOVY TATpELS ATpamoig
gENmAwkoTOV.

‘EAéyxetan 8¢ kal TovTWV 1) 0KOTWANG VO-
pobeoia kai KO TOV TAAAL YeyEVNUEVWOY
SidaokdAwy Hudv:

EuseB1us, Historia ecclesiastica, V, 19, 3,
vol. I, p. 480, 11-12%

* The text is issued from my yet unpublished edition. The older edition is to be found in PG,
vol. XCVIII, col. 44, A5-C4.
*» Eusebius Werke, vol. 111, Die Kirchengeschichte, V, 19, 3, ed. E. SCHWARTZ, T. MOMMSEN, Zweite,
unverdnderte Auflage von E. WINKELMANN, Berlin 1999 [= GCS.NF, 6.1; CPG, 3495] (cetera: EUSE-
BIUS, Historia ecclesiastica), p. 480, 11-12. This is part of a subscription by the bishop Aelius Publius
Tulius to the Epistula ad Caricum et Pontium by Serapion of Antioch (CPG 1333), only preserved
in Eusebius’ Church History.
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35 €11 6¢ kal ZwTd Tvog iepéwg ThG Opdkng 6TL ZwTdG O pakdptog 6 v Ayxiadw f0€An-
avToyel Tapayeyovotog év T Acia Tpog oe tOv daipova tov IIpokiAAng ékPaleiv
Movtavoy,

Kai Blav Tva Diopévely Ekeivny €k ToVTOL,

EuseBius, Historia ecclesiastica, V, 16, 7,
vol. I, p. 462, 10*°

Ipdrov toTe dvBumatevovtog, katd Ipatov Aciag dvBvmatov

40 Kai TOV Aadodvta 61 avtod kai

EuseB1us, Historia ecclesiastica, V, 16, 16,
vol. I, p. 466, 14-15*

Tiig Ma&uidAng Saipova éléyEavtog: ToUG TOTE igpov¢ EMmIoKOTOVG TeTelpdabat
pév o év T Ma&upidn mvedpa StehéyEat

EuseB1us, Historia ecclesiastica, V, 18, 13,
vol. I, p. 478, 10-13*

W¢ dpa ZwTikog, oD kal 6 TpdTEPOG GLY-
ypagedg éuvnuovevoey, ¢&v  Ilemovlolg
npo@nTeveLy O poomotovuévng TG Ma-
EIIANANG émioTtag StehéyEar TO €vepyodv
&v avtij mvedpa memeipatat

ooy 8¢ kai v7d Baotheiov Tod peydAov
kai Emgaviov tod Kvnpiov pdAiota katd
Tac®V TOV aipéoewv mpaypateiav Eyypa-
45 @ov ékBepévou.

In his edition, A. Mai noted vaguely that the latter part is inspired by Eusebius’
accounts®. With my new critical edition, this textual relationship can be affirmed
with more evidence as the old edition read owpo’® instead of the priest's name
Ywtd in 1. 35. It is apparent that Germanus’ sentence is quite a patchwork of dif-
ferent passages of Eusebius’ work, which leads me to assume the existence of an
intermediate source that contained the compiled and shortened account of Sotas
fighting the Montanists. It is otherwise lost.

% This is part of a lengthy quotation of an anonymous letter against the Montanists (CPG 1327), only
preserved in Eusebius’ Church History.

3! This is part of the same anonymous letter (CPG 1327).

32 This is part of a summary of the anti-Montanist letter of a certain Apollonius (CPG 1328), only
preserved in Eusebius’ Church History.

3 Cf. PG, vol. XCVIII, col. 43/44, note 5.

3 Cf. PG, vol. XCVII], col. 44, B14.
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The chapter ends (1. 42-45) with a mention of the refutations of Montanism
written by Basil of Caesarea, in one of his important letters®, and Epiphanius
of Salamis, in his Panarion®. Again, as with the reference to Cyril of Jerusalem’s
Catechesis in cap. 4, both of these texts are not sources of Germanus’ account, but
serve as a “further reading” advice.

The rest of Germanus’ cap. 5 is quite similar in structure and character to cap. 4.
Given the close connection of Manichaeans and Montanists (cap. 4, 1. 1), it is imag-
inable that both chapters are actually based on the same text, a lost anti-heretical
treatise. But this hypothesis cannot be proven and the account on the Montanists
may very well stem from one or more other sources. The existence of an anti-
Montanist source for at least a part of this chapter though can be assumed with
good reason. It is then unlikely that Germanus may have gotten his information
from real-life Montanists®.

In conclusion, the passage of De haeresibus et synodis on Montanism cannot be
regarded as a historical source on this heresy, but, just like the chapter on Man-
ichaeism, as a source on a Byzantine orthodox theologian’s view on it and on the
material he used.

Germanus on the Christological Controversies

At last, I want to move to the Christological controversies of the 5" to 7 centuries,
because this is the dogmatic battle where one is to expect the highest timeliness
and accuracy from Germanus’ treatise®®, as he was just living at the end of them
and was still somehow involved in the aftermath®. Germanus’ portrayal of these
controversies can be seen best in cap. 47, a short recapitulation of the Ecumenical
Councils he discussed beforehand:

> BasiLius CAESARIENSIS, Epistula 188, 1, 31-46 (CPG 2900.188), [in:] SAINT BASILE, Lettres, vol. II,
ed. et trans. Y. COURTONNE, Paris 1961 [= CUESG, 149] (cetera: BasiLius, Epistula 188), p. 122.
Possibly, Germanus did not read this letter, which is also known as Basil’s first canonic letter, as part
of a collection of Basil’s letters, but as part of a collection of patristic canons; the text corresponds to
BasiLius CAESARIENSIS, Canon 1 (CPG 2901.1), [in:] Fonti. Fascicolo IX. Discipline générale antique
(IV*-IX®s.), vol. I1, Les canons des Péres Grecs, ed. P.-P. JoaANNOU, Roma 1963, p. 95, 20 - 96, 13. This
is conceivable, because such patristic canon collections were most probably circulating since the
5% century (cf. P.-P. JoaNNou, Fonti. Fascicolo IX..., p. XV-XVII).

3¢ EPIPHANIUS, vol. II, Panarion haer. 34-64, 48, ed. K. HOLL, 2., bearbeitete Auflage, ed. ]. DUMMER,
Berlin 1980 [= GCS. Epiphanius, 2; CPG, 3745] (cetera: EPIPHANIUS, Panarion), p. 219, 5 - 241, 17.
7 Thus confirming the doubts of the ongoing presence of Montanists in 8"-century Byzantium
articulated by J. GOUILLARD, L’hérésie. .., p. 308-310, and I. RocHOW, Zu einigen..., p. 272-274.

% Cf. J. GOUILLARD, L’hérésie..., p. 306.

¥ According to THEOPHANES, AM 6204, p. 382, 10-21, Germanus, still being bishop of Cyzicus, sup-
ported Emperor Philippicus Bardanes in revoking the dogma of the Council of Constantinople III
in 712. He evidently returned to orthodoxy after the end of Philippicus’ reign.
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GERMANUS, De haeresibus et synodis,
cap. 47

‘ANvotg, domep elmely, kai oelpd adtdomna-
070G AAANAWY EXOUEVT Kol EKKPEUAUEVT:

Symbolum Nicaenum, p. 230-236
(a. 325)4

THG HEV TTPWTNG OPLodong OHooVaLoV T
TaTpl TOV VIOV, Tapeyyvnodong 8¢ kal eig
5 TO mvedpa moTevELY TO dylov-

opoovatov T@ matpi |[...]

Kai €ig TO dytov mvedya [...]

Symbolum Nicaeno-Constantinopoli-
tanum, p. 248-250 (a. 381)*

Tig 8¢ SevTépag OpooVaLOV Kal TO TVEDHA
10D Tatpdg Kai Tod vIoD TPAVAG OPLLov-
onG, WG €k ToD TATPOG EKTOPEVOUEVOV Kal

Kal €ig TO mvedua 16 dylov, T KOplov Kal
{womolov, TO &k TOD TaTpOG EKTOPEVOLLE-
VOV, T0 00V TTatpl Kal Vi CVUTPOTKLVOL-

oLV AT Kal T@ vVid TPOOKLVOVHEVOV- pevov

Concilium Chalcedonense, ACO,
vol. 11.1.2, p- 129, 24-25 (a. 451)®

10 TAg Tpitng MAAW adTOV TOV €va KvpLov
Hu@v Inoodv Xpiotov téhetov €v BedtnTt
Kai Téhetov év avBpwndTnT Opiiovong,

OHOAOYELY VIOV TOV KVpLov U@V Tnoodv
Xplotov ovpewveg dnavreg ekdidaoko-
pev, Téhetov TOV avtov v BeotnT Kal Té-
Aetov TOV avTOV év AvBpwmdTnTL

CYRILLUS ALEXANDRINUS, Epistula
ad Iohannem Antiochenum de pace, ACO,
vol. .1.4, p. 17, 14-15 (a. 433)*

£va kai ov §vo viovg* £€va Xplotov, éva vidv, va kbplov Opolo-

yovuev

“The text is issued from my yet unpublished edition. The older edition is to be found in PG,
vol. XCVIII, col. 84, C9-85, A10.

4 Symbolum Nicaenum (CPG 8512), [in:] Il simbolo di Nicea e di Costantinopoli. Edizione critica,
ed. G.L. DosseTrTI, Roma 1967 [= TRSR, 2], p. 230.236.

42 Symbolum Nicaeno-Constantinopolitanum (CPG 8599), [in:] Il simbolo di Nicea e di Costantinopoli.
Edizione critica, ed. G.L. DosseETTI, Roma 1967 [= TRSR, 2], p. 248-250.

 Concilium Chalcedonense, Actio V (CPG 9005), [in:] Concilium universale Chalcedonense, vol. 1.2,
Actio secunda. Epistularum collectio B. Actiones III-VII, ed. E. SCHWARTZ, Berolini-Lipsiae 1933
[= ACO, 2.1.2] (cetera: Concilium Chalcedonense), p. 129, 24-25.

4 CYRILLUS ALEXANDRINUS, Epistula ad Iohannem Antiochenum de pace (CPG 5339), [in:] Concili-
um universale Ephesenum, vol. I, Acta graeca, pars IV, Collectio Vaticana 120-139, ed. E. SCHWARTZ,
Berolini-Lipsiae 1928 [= ACO, 1.1.4], p. 17, 14-15.

* Cf. GERMANUS, De haeresibus et synodis, cap. 25, PG, vol. XCVIII, col. 64, B2-4.
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Tiig 8¢ TeTapTNG TA TPOAeXOEvTa KVPOD-
ongG, kol 1O TéAelov év BedTNTL Kal TéAELIOV
év avBpwmotnTt Tpavds dtayopevodong
Exetv avtov,

kai 6vo @loelg év adt® yvwpileobat
AovyXVTwG, dXwploTwe, Kai adlalpétwg
Sotalovong.

H mépmntn té advtd, wg einely, ékpwvioaca

Kai kad’ éxatépav uoty OeAnTikov avtov
Kal évepynTikov ToV kVptov Nudv ITnoodv
Xplotov Thg NUOV Eveka cwtnpiag eivai
Te kad yvwpileoBar-*®

CYRILLUS ALEXANDRINUS, Epistula
altera ad Nestorium, ACO, vol. I.1.1,
p. 28, 10-11 (a. 430)*

0V Statpetéov Totyapov eig viovg SHo TOv
éva kvplov Inoodv Xptotov

Concilium Chalcedonense, ACO,
vol. I1.1.2, p. 129, 24-25 (a. 451)

TéAelOV TOV avTOV €v BedTNTL Kai TéAeLlOV
TOV a0TOV €V avBpwnoTnTL

Concilium Chalcedonense, ACO,
vol. I1.1.2, p. 129, 30-31 (a. 451)

£v 600 PVOEDLY ACLYXVTWG ATPEMTWS &L
ap€Twg axwpiotws yvwptlopevov

Concilium Lateranense, ACO ser. 11,
vol. I, p. 374, 14-17 (a. 649)"

10 kab’ ékatépav avtod @voty BeAnTicov
KATA QUOLY TOV adTOV DIApYELY THG NUDdV
owtnpiag

Concilium Lateranense, ACO ser. 11,
vol. I, p. 374, 23-25 (a. 649)

10 k' Ekatépav avTod PUOLY EvepyNTIKOV
TOV a0TOV DTAPYELY THG NUDY owTnpiag

Concilium Constantinopolitanum III,
ACO ser. 11, vol. I11.2, p. 774, 7-8
(a. 680/681)*

4 CYRILLUS ALEXANDRINUS, Epistula altera ad Nestorium (CPG 5304), [in:] Concilium universale
Ephesenum, vol. 1, Acta graeca, pars I, Collectio Vaticana 1-32, ed. E. SCHWARTZ, Berolini-Lipsiae
1927 [= ACO, 1.1.1], p. 28, 10-11.
Y7 Concilium Lateranense, Canones (CPG 9402.5), [in:] Concilium Lateranense a. 649 celebratum,
ed. R. RIEDINGER, Berolini 1984 [= ACO ser. 11, 1] (cetera: Concilium Lateranense), p. 374, 14-17.

8 Cf. GERMANUS, De haeresibus et synodis, cap. 34, PG, vol. XCVIII, col. 72, B14-C2.

¥ Concilium Constantinopolitanum III, Actio XVIII (CPG 9437), [in:] Concilium universale Constanti-
nopolitanum tertium. Concilii actiones XII-XVIII. Epistulae. Indices, ed. R. RIEDINGER, Berolini 1992
[= ACO ser. 11, 2.2] (cetera: Concilium Constantinopolitanum III), p. 774, 7-8.
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1 8¢ €k, kabwg Epapev, T& TOV SAwv
ouvodwy Emetépxetal, Kal T& TOV AUQPOTE-

TéAelov €v BedTnTL Kol TéNELOV TOV AOTOV
év avBpomotnTt

pwv Kvpol, kai TOV dpov obtwg extiBeta,
Kai a0t Téetov év BedtnTL Kai év dvBpw-
30 noTTL Opoiwg Opilel,

Concilium Constantinopolitanum III,
ACO ser. I1, vol. 11.2, p. 774,
20-24 (a. 680/681)

kai 0o Belnjoelg firot BeAnuarta kai dvo
TaG Evepyeiag év adTtd Siddoket-

Vo guokag Behnoelg fitot Behnpata &v
avt® kol Vo uowkag évepyeiag [...]
Qoavtwg knpvTTOpEV Kal SVO UEV QUOL-
K& BeAnuata ody dmevavtia, i yévorro,
kabwg oi doePeic Epnoav aipetikol, AN
énopevov 10 dvBpwmivov adtod BéAnua
Kal uf avruintov §j dvTimadaiov, paA-
Aov pgv odv kai brotacoopevoy 1@ Oeiw
avtod kai mavoBevel BeAfpatt

EMOEVOV Te Kal Dmelkov T Oeik® Oehn-
patt o avBpwnivov BéAnpa Ekpwvnoaca
35 Kal ) VTUTnToV 1] dVTITAoCOHEVOV-

£KOVLOIWG Yap AOTOV TOV Eva KOPLOV HHDV
OV Ongp NV dvadetaobat oapki Bdva-
Tov brotiBetat kai Oelroet idiq vmep md-
VIOV NUOY, ATOCTOMK®DG €imely, yevoa-
40 oBat Tod BavdaTtov™.

In this Council summary, Germanus quotes a succinct dogmatic formula for
each Council. The ones he quotes for the Councils of Nicaea (325), Constantino-
ple I (381), Chalcedon (451), and Constantinople III (680/681) are adequate. But
the formulas allegedly decided by the Councils of Ephesus (431) and Constanti-
nople II (553) are theological anachronisms. H.]. Sieben noticed this issue and
came up with the explanation that Germanus anticipates the dogmatic formula
of the following Council, with the aim of showing the identity of the faith pro-
claimed by each Council®. This explanation is based on a superficial reading
of Germanus’ text in the old edition - better insights can now be gained from the
new edition.

The formula quoted for the Council of Ephesus (1. 10-13) is not straightfor-
wardly taken from the Council of Chalcedon, but is actually a mix of the Chal-
cedonian formula of 451 (I. 10-12), the Formula of Reunion of 433 (as contained
in the correspondence between Cyril of Alexandria and John of Antioch; L. 13),
and Cyril’s accusation of Nestorius (as contained in his second letter to Nestorius

0 Cf. Heb 2: 9.
5L Cf. H.J. S1EBEN, Die Konzilsidee der Alten Kirche, Paderborn 1979 [= Kon. Reihe B: Untersuchun-
gen], p. 370.
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and canonised in Ephesus; I. 13). In the chapter that deals exclusively with Ephe-
sus, cap. 25, Germanus quotes the very same formula as in cap. 47. This fact makes
it clear he willingly presents it as Christological definition adopted by the Council
of Ephesus in 451, and not just by mistake.

Regarding the Council of Constantinople II, the matter is somewhat simpler:
the dogmatic definition Germanus quotes as the one that was coined by that
Council is actually issued from the canons of the Lateran Council of 649. Again,
it is quoted in the exact same way in cap. 34, the detailed account of the Council
of Constantinople II. Just as with the alleged definition of Ephesus, this fact under-
lines that Germanus really treats this formula as the one of the Council of Con-
stantinople II.

Of course it is true that Germanus wanted to express the inner link of the Ecu-
menical Councils with this chapter, as H.J. Sieben pointed out® - this is literally
what the first sentence says. But Germanus did not show this by anticipating the
dogmatic formulas of each Council, the matter is more complex. The Councils
of Ephesus and Constantinople II are the only two Ecumenical Councils that did
not decide on a positive theological statement but ‘just’ issued anathemas. So
in Germanus’ (or another author’s, more on that below) eyes, they must have been
‘holes’ to be filled with somehow appropriate formulas. The respective sentences do
somehow relate to the general Christological questions discussed at these Coun-
cils, but simply have not been adopted as ‘definitions’ by the respective Councils.

Germanus quotes very literally the same phrases in cap. 25 and 47 and cap. 34
and 47 respectively. Therefore, the attribution of these formulas to the Councils
of Ephesus and Constantinople II was surely not done ad hoc, but must have been
well prepared. It is even possible that Germanus did not fabricate it himself, but
that he copied it from a lost source, a small Council synopsis that catered to the
need to ‘fill’ these dogmatic ‘holes, though this cannot be proven.

Finally, what does this tell about the value of De haeresibus et synodis as a source
on the Christological controversies? With dogmatic formulas taken from other
Councils and letters, the history of the Councils of Ephesus and Constantinople II
is presented in a distorted way and thus Germanus’ treatise should not be used
as a source on the history of the Christological controversies up to the Council
of Constantinople III**. Nevertheless, the De haeresibus et synodis has its value
in being a witness to the views on the Ecumenical Councils and to the general
idea of Church Councils (“Konzilsidee”, as H.J. Sieben coined it) of an 8*-century
Byzantine theologian.

2 Cf. ibidem.

> Concerning the (ecclesial) events of the years 712-715 (alluded to above, see note 39) though,
Germanus’ account (cap. 38-39: PG, vol. CXVTI], col. 76, A9-D6) can and should be consulted. T will
argue for that in my forthcoming thesis.
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Conclusion

This article took a close look at three chapters of the De haeresibus et synodis
of Patriarch Germanus I that deal with three topics relevant to the history of Early
Byzantine Christianity. It thus showed how the new, critical edition I am preparing
will shed new light on this text. An important feature of this new edition will be an
extensive apparatus fontium that reveals a lot about the character of the text.

In the chapters on Manichaeism and Montanism, Germanus largely relies on
earlier sources (that are partly lost) and thus cannot serve as a historical witness
for the history of these two heresies. Nevertheless it can serve as a witness to the
sources Byzantine theologians used and the views on these heresies they thus
formed. One such source can partly be reconstructed, because it was also used by
Georgius Monachus for his Chronicle.

Concerning the Christological controversies, I showed that up until the Coun-
cil of Constantinople IIT (680/681), Germanus’ treatise cannot be used as a histori-
cal source either. This is because his account is heavily influenced by a certain idea
of Ecumenical Councils, to the extent that he attributes (willingly or unwillingly)
dogmatic formulas to Councils that did not actually issue them.

It is quite trivial, but not less true, that a proper critical edition of an ancient
text is the basis for any serious study of it and helps to assess its character. In the
case of the De haeresibus et synodis, I was able to deduce a study scope that is
appropriate to the character of the text from the text itself. In my further research,
I will study this treatise, for the most part, not as a historical source on heresies
and Church councils, but as an expression of orthodox Byzantine theology of the
early 8" century.

Appendix: Translations

Cap. 4. And then the Manichaeans arose, the Montanists, and the likes of them
against it (i.e. the Church) and got it into unordinary struggles. For Mani mixed
his doctrines with a lot of stupidity, aberrancy, and sordidness, and said that his
(i.e. the evil God’s)** old law and creation itself are an accomplishment of some
evil (sc. God) and not ordinance of a good one, and that rather the new or com-
ing (sc. creation) is (sc. ordinance) of a good one; further that one (i.e. the good
creation) would have to endure some violence from him (i.e. the evil God), so
that two natures would be ruling the world, namely the good one and the evil one;
and that neither the nature of man is a work of the good one nor the remaining
creation, which, as has been said (sc. by Mani), is subject to decay and alteration.

** This use of the reflexive pronoun éavtod is irritating. According to regular grammar, it should refer
to the subject of the clause, Mani, then not making sense. The only meaningful, though tautological
rendering is given above, with the pronoun referring to the “evil god” of Manichaeism, kakod Ttvog
in Greek. See as well above, note 18.
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Furthermore he filled his teachings with impiety, performed some cursed immer-
sion baths, night-time rituals, and abominable intercourse®, confirmed the stupid
doctrines of the pagans, introduced a “fate”, taught the transmigration of souls, and
did not want (sc. to believe) that Christ had become incarnate.

Therefore he received an end worthy of such a teaching like his from one of the
pagan kings: while he was still alive, his skin was removed and thus he was, as they
say, handed over to death. Cyril of Jerusalem described and recorded his think-
ing extensively by listing the elements of his foul and ignoble system of thought
one by one and then bringing forward the refutation of his ungodly and unlawful
teachings. For this unholy man dared to call himself ‘apostle’ and to compile four
books that he named “The Gospel, ‘Book of the Treasures, ‘[sc. Book] of the Mys-
teries’ and the last one ‘[sc. Book] of the Rituals™’.

Cap. 5. The doctrine of the Montanists is said to be different and not one-sided,
but multifaceted. Their highest dogma among those is that they say that Montanus
himself was the Holy Spirit and again the same Logos and Spirit. They further
teach that there are eight heavens, tell of dreadful chastisements in the coming
age, of some dragons and lions that will spew fire from their nostrils and burn the
unrighteous, and that others will be left with hanging flesh. And they tell many
more stupid things: that those born from unchastity or adultery will be condemned
and chastised with the most terrible chastisements, only because they were begot-
ten through these things, even though their own life had not been unlawful. And
they do not admit those who have sinned (sc. themselves) to repentance, and they
refuse that the remarried take part in their meetings; and many more such things
are enforced by them. The members of their seemingly chosen group urge on these
(sc. rules) being observed, whereas they did other ungodly works going beyond
that and showed paths full of steep slopes to an (sc. already) unstable life.

Their obscure teaching was rebutted by our teachers living back then: a certain
Sotas, a priest of Thrace, personally went to Montanus in Asia during Gratus’ pro-
consulate and rebutted the demon that was speaking through him and Maximilla.
For the rest, he was also (sc. rebutted) by Basil the Great®™ and foremost by Epipha-
nius the Cyprian® who published a treatise against all heresies.

% In accordance with the ambiguity of the Greek word pi€eig, this should at least partly be under-
stood as meaning sexual intercourse.

%6 This refers to CYRILLUS HIEROSOLYMITANUS, Catechesis 6, 21-34, p. 184-204.

57 Most Christian sources have Mani write four books. This tradition traces back to the 4" century
Acta Archelai (HEGEMONTUS, Acta Archelai, 52, 6, ed. C.H. BEESON, Leipzig 1906 [= GCS. Hegemo-
nius (16); CPG, 3570], p. 91, 4-6). The difference is that the Acta Archelai (and, among others,
Socrates’ Church History) have Terebinthus write the four books and Mani later claim their author-
ship. Surely in order to simplify it, this part of the story was abandoned in the course of time. Regard-
ing the titles of the four books, see above (2. Germanus on the Manichaeans).

38 This refers to BasiLius, Epistula 188, p. 122; cf. as well above, note 35.

* This refers to EPIPHANTUS, Panarion, 48, p. 219, 5 - 241, 17.
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Cap. 47. (Sc. The Councils) form a chain, so to say, and an inseparable line, cling-
ing and attached to one another®: the First (sc. Council) defined the Son as “con-
substantial with the Father”, yet also mandated to believe “in the Holy Spirit”; the
Second then defined the Spirit rightly as consubstantial with the Father and
the Son, as he “proceeds from the Father” and “is worshipped together with him
and the Son”. The Third in turn defined “our Lord Jesus Christ as one and the same,
perfect in Godhead and perfect in manhood”, as one and not two sons; the Fourth
then confirmed the aforesaid, declared rightly that he is “perfect in Godhead and
perfect in manhood”, and held the opinion that two natures are acknowledged
in him, “inconfusedly, inseparably, indivisibly”.

The Fifth proclaimed, so to say, the same things and that “our Lord Jesus Christ
is in possession of a will and an energy in each of the two natures for the sake
of our salvation” and is thus acknowledged. The Sixth went over, as we said,
all the Councils, confirmed the (sc. decisions) of the other (sc. Councils), and
issued a definition accordingly; also it defined him (i.e. Christ) as “perfect in God-
head and in manhood” and taught that there are “two wills or faculties of will and
two energies in him”. It proclaimed that “the human will follows the divine will”
and submits to it and that it (i.e. the human will) neither “resists” nor opposes it
(i.e. the divine will). For it is assumed that our one Lord took death in the flesh
upon himself in our place voluntarily and, to speak apostolically, “tasted death
in the place of all of us™" out of his own will.
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