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CHURCH COUNCILS AND PATRISTIC AUTHORITY

THE IconocrLasTic CounciLs oF HIEREIA (754) and ST. SOPHIA
(815)

By PAuL J. ALEXANDER

DURING the Iconoclastic Controversy considerable attention was
paid in the Byzantine Empire to the views of the Church Fathers
concerning religious images. Ecclesiastical councils in particular relied
heavily on patristic authority. In recent years publications of new texts
as well as scholarly investigations of known documents have shed light
on the attitude of councils, both iconophile and iconoclastic, towards
the writings of the Fathers. On the following pages an attempt will be
made to define on the basis of some of the new evidence the relation of
two iconoclastic councils towards patristic authority and to describe the
handling of patristic manuscripts by these councils and by their drafting
committees. My hope is that Professor Werner Jaeger, who has collected
in Harvard’s Institute of Classical Studies and elucidated in his editions
and monographs the manuscript tradition of several Church Fathers,
will be interested in a similar search and study of patristic manuscripts
undertaken by churchmen of the eighth and ninth centuries.

Shortly after Easter 815 an ecclesiastical council assembled at St.
Sophia in Constantinople to reconsider the problem of religious images.
It was presided over by Theodotus, Patriarch of Constantinople, and
speedily discharged its business in three meetings. At its last session a
Decree condemning religious images and their worship and also in-
cluding a florilegium of patristic quotations was read, approved by the
members and signed by the Emperor.! This document revealed a high
degree of dependence upon a similar Decree issued by the earlier
iconoclastic Council of Hiereia (754). The Decree of Hiereia had been
divided into four parts: a “doctrine” containing the conciliar decision
against images, a biblico-patristic florilegium supporting Iconoclasm,
disciplinary canons, and a set of anathemas.? The Decree of St. Sophia
explicitly approved and accepted the decisions of the earlier council.?
Moreover, the principal arguments advanced or implied by the Decree
of St. Sophia were derived from that of Hiereia. Indeed, both councils
objected to images of Christ on christological grounds and to images of
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Christ and of Saints as unable to render the essential holiness of the
prototypes. The dependence of the Council of St. Sophia on the earlier
council was not limited to the realm of ideas. It also extended to the
armor of patristic authorities and the later Council took over several
quotations from its eighth-century predecessor.$

There can be no doubt that the later iconoclastic council relied
heavily in thought and patristic apparatus on the work done in the
eighth century, yet a close examination of its Decree shows that the
person or more probably the committee responsible for its drafting had
recourse to other documents in addition to the Decree of Hiereia. In
the first place, for several quotations contained in the patristic flori-
legium of St. Sophia the drafting committee supplied more adequate
information concerning the title of the works from which they were
taken. Thus a passage quoted in the Decree of Hiereia from St. John
Chrysostom without identification of the particular work of this pro-
lific writer was attributed in the Decree of St. Sophia to this author’s
On the Gaoler.® Similarly, a quotation assigned in the Decree of Hiereia
to Epiphanius of Cyprus without further identification reappears in the
florilegium of St. Sophia as a citation from that author’s Testament.”
Moreover, it is likely that the identification of Amphilochius of Icon-
tum’s Enkomion on Basil the Great, from which both councils quoted,
was due to the drafting committee of the ninth century.®

This Committee furthermore not infrequently expanded the text of
patristic excerpts taken over from the earlier florilegium. Thus a much
more generous extract from Amphilochius of Iconium’s Enkomion on
Basil, just mentioned, appeared in the florilegium of St. Sophia.® The
same is true of the excerpt from St. John Chrysostom’s On the Gaoler.*®
One may conclude, therefore, that the drafting committee, for all its
dependence on the florilegium of Hiereia, relied on additional sources of
information and derived from them the more precise attributions as
well as the expanded text of some quotations. These additional sources
must have been either manuscripts of the patristic works quoted or
florilegia other than that contained in the Decree of Hiereia. Is it
possible, therefore, to discover more precisely the mode of operation
and sources used by the drafters active at Constantinople in 814/5?

To answer this question it will be useful to consider two puzzling
sentences from the ‘“ doctrine” of Hiereia, that is, from that part of the
Decree in which the Council was formulating its own views on religious
images. These sentences contained in the dogmatic pronouncement of
754 echo the text of two patristic quotations absent from the Decree
of Hiereia but incorporated into that of St. Sophia (815). For the first
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of these sentences agreement in content and wording with a phrase
attributed by the Decree of St. Sophia to Epiphanius of Cyprus was
first noticed by Professor George Ostrogorsky.!! It escaped his atten-
tion, however, that a similar relationship existed between the sentence
immediately following in the “doctrine” of Hiereia and a fragment
attributed by the Council of St. Sophia to a dubious work of St. John
Chrysostom on Abraham. According to this quotation, the pagan
inhabitants of Palestine in the patriarchal period made ““images” of the
three angels, Abraham, Sarah, the calf and the ““ fine meal”’ (Genésis 18).
Chrysostom (?) protests that he is relating this incident not with the
intention of producing faith among the believers through the testimony
of pagans: ‘“for we [Christians] do not accept proofs from those outside
[the Church].” The same sentence occurs almost verbatim in the
“doctrine” of Hiereia where it is used as an argument against pictorial
representations of the Virgin Mary and the Saints.!? Professor Ostro-
gorsky, aware only of the first occurrence and concerned primarily
with the writings attributed to St. Epiphanius, suggested that the
passage attributed in the florilegium of St. Sophia to Epiphanius was a
forgery perpetrated in iconoclastic circles in the period between the
two iconoclastic councils. This hypothesis, though based not only on
the passage from the Council of Hiereia but on a thorough examination
of other iconoclastic quotations attributed to St. Epiphanius, was
re-examined and rejected by prominent scholars.!?® In the light of a
second instance of borrowing, this time from St. John Chrysostom’s
(?) On Abraham, it would be necessary if one wished to maintain Pro-
fessor Ostrogorsky’s hypothesis to postulate a forger or an atelier of
forgers fathering iconoclastic statements not only on St. Epiphanius
but also on St. John Chrysostom. Such an assumption, though by no
means impossible, should be accepted only after other attempts to
explain have failed. Is it not more natural to assume that the patristic
passages cited in the Decree of St. Sophia were known at the Council
of Hiereia and that in an age respectful of ecclesiastical authority the
members of that Council were prone to prefer to their own words
formulations derived (or thought to be derived) from patristic
authority?

This tendency can be demonstrated in one instance where there is no
doubt as to the authenticity of the authority. In an early passage of the
Decree of Hiereia the Iconoclasts mention that after Jesus Christ, the
Apostles and the Early Church had purged the world of idol-worship,
it was re-introduced by the Devil. They express this thought in a
fairly literal quotation from Gregory of Nyssa’s Enkomion on his
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Brother Basil, where Gregory had spoken of Arianism as a new form
of idol-worship.* Nothing in the context of this dogmatic pronounce-
ment indicates that this was a patristic quotation.$ It was appropriated
by the Iconoclasts because Gregory was recognized as an authority in
matters theological. No scruples were felt about misapplying to image
worship what Gregory had said of Arianism. In another instance, there
is verbal agreement between a passage quoted from Theodotus of
Ancyra (or Galatia) by both iconoclastic councils and an anathema
pronounced by the Council of Hiereia.!® Thus these ““ hidden quota-
tions”, that is, passages quoted from patristic authorities (Gregory,
Theodotus) by the Council of Hiereia as if they were the Council’s own
formulations, suggest that other ‘hidden quotations”, such as those
from Epiphanius and from Chrysostom On Abraham, also were known
to be quotations and indeed considered genuine by the Council of
Hiereia.

Thus, internal evidence furnished by the Decrees of Hiereia and St.
Sophia permits several conclusions. The Council of Hiereia, of whose
deliberations only the Decree survives, expressed several of its dog-
matic pronouncements in the language of patristic texts not quoted in
the florilegium of this Council’s Decree (Epiphanius, John Chrysostom
On Abraham, Gregory of Nyssa, Theodotus). It may be inferred that
the Decree derived its knowledge of these quotations not directly from
the authors to which they were attributed but from an iconoclastic
florilegium. This inference will be presently corroborated by external
evidence. So far as the Council of St. Sophia is concerned, it has been
shown that its drafting committee obtained from a source yet to be
defined the title of some of the works excerpted by the Iconoclasts, that
it presented more generous fragments of other texts, and that it quoted
with indication of title the patristic passages, parts of which had
appeared as ‘“hidden quotations” in the Decree of Hiereia. For the
Council of St. Sophia, as for the earlier assembly, external evidence
will supplement the conclusions gathered from a study of its Decree
and help to define the source or sources of the new data supplied in
that document.

With regard to the Council of Hiereia it is well known that it relied
heavily on the writings of the Emperor Constantine V. In the present
context a florilegium of patristic quotations compiled by the Emperor is
of particular importance. The Patriarch Nicephorus read and refuted
this florilegium in the ninth century and mentioned that it contained
among other texts the same quotation from Gregory of Nyssa’s
Enkomion on his Brother Basil which was cited as a ‘ hidden quotation”
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in the Decree of Hiereia.1” In view of the general influence exerted by
the Emperor Constantine V upon the Council of Hiereia it is virtually
certain that any passage included in his florilegium, such as the excerpt
from Gregory of Nyssa's Enkomion on Basil, was read and considered
at Hiereia. Indeed the Council of Hiereia, in some of its early sessions
whose records are lost, examined and discussed the patristic evidence
relating to images and their worship. This was the general practice of
church councils in the seventh and eighth centuries. Moreover, at the
Council of Nicaea two repentant Iconoclasts who had attended the
Council of Hiereia asserted that at Hiereia passages from Nilus’ Letter
to Olympiodorus and from an apocryphal work on the wanderings of
the Apostles had been read.’® There must have been other patristic
passages read before the Council of Hiereia. The compilers of the
Decree of Hiereia, of course, attended the meetings of the Council, had
access to the records of these meetings as well as to Constantine’s
Sflorilegium and could easily cite in the form of “hidden quotations”
patristic passages contained in these documents or incorporate them
into the florilegium which formed part of the Decree. As a consequence,
to members of the Council of Hiereia and to the compilers of its Decree,
the “doctrine” of this Council must have sounded like a potpourri of
patristic quotations read and debated at earlier sessions.

For the later iconoclastic Council of St. Sophia the internal evidence
of the Decree is likewise supplemented by references in narrative
sources. The composition of the drafting committee whose existence
and activities have been inferred from a comparison of the florilegia of
St. Sophia and Hiereia is known. It was appointed by the Emperor
Leo V, was presided over by an ambitious young abbot and lector,
John the Grammarian, who later was to become Patriarch of Constanti-
nople (834-843) under the Emperor Theophilus, and had among its
members a bishop, two senators and two monks.!® The operations of
this Imperial Committee are described in an historical work by the
Scriptor Incertus de Leone Armemo. This account reports how the
Emperor Leo V empowered John the Grammarian and his associates
“to collect from all quarters the ancient manuscripts preserved in
monasteries and churches”. Thereupon the Imperial Committee
gathered a large number of manuscripts and searched through them.
The author then continues: mAfv 008év edpiorov ol dppoves dvmep adrol
kakoUpyws émelritowy, éws ol pera yeipas Eafov 7& ourodikd [r6 cuvo-
Swkov] Kwvoravrivov 1oi *Ioadpov Toi kat Kafadivov kel éx Todrov Tés
apxas Aefdvres fpfavto kal év Tois BifAlows edplokew Tas xprioets domep
avTol adpdvws kai dvorrws mpoépepov, onuddie BEMovres els Tods Témous
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éba elpiokov, BouvAduevor meitoar Tov dpova Aaov ST "Ev modaiols
BiBAlots ebpopev Toi u1) mpookvveiolaur Tas elkdvas.20

The passage mentions a document which aided the Imperial Com-
mittee in locating quotations in ‘‘ancient manuscripts’ but unfortu-
nately this reference is ambiguous: 76 cuvodikov Kwvoravrivov 70d
*Ioaripov T0i ki KafaAAivov.2! The context makes it clear that the author
opposed Constantine V’s religious policies, an attitude which is also
indicated by his use of the Emperor’s nickname (‘Horsey”). The
author is speaking as a partisan and consequently refers to the docu-
ment in question not by its official title but by a sarcastic characteriza-
tion. Technically and officially, a document either emanated from a
church council or from an emperor but not from both. The mention of
a hybrid such as the ‘‘synodical document of Constantine’’ is obviously
part of the sarcasm of the passage. Two interpretations are possible.
Either the document was one of the writings of Constantine V, more
particularly his florilegium; in that case the writer is implying that the
Emperor was usurping the functions of a church council. Alternatively,
the Scriptor Incertus may refer to the Acta of Hiereia, more particularly
to those sections now lost in which the conciliar discussions of patristic
authorities were recorded ; if this is the meaning, the writer by connec-
ting the conciliar Acta with the name of the ruling emperor is criticizing
the Council, as did many orthodox writers, for its subservience to
Constantine V.

Although it must be admitted that synodikon is an unusual term for
the Acta of a church council,?? the second of the alternatives is more
probable.?® In the first place a hagiographic text of the early ninth
century, the Life of St. Stephen the Younger written in 806 by a disciple
of Stephen, speaks of the Decree of Hiereia alternately as emanating
from the Council or from the Emperors Constantine and Leo.?*
Secondly, during the months when the Imperial Committee was
investigating the manuscripts, the Patriarch Nicephorus, aware of the
threatening explosion and in all probability of the objectives pursued
by the Imperial Committee, forbade members of the clergy to engage
in discussions over the Emperor Constantine’s opinions and over
patristic passages collected by that Emperor. But he was still hopeful
that a compromise could be found and therefore suggested that a new
enquiry into image warship could be undertaken and even a new
ecumenical council summoned “if certain conciliar books have been
found .28 The *conciliar books” were the Acta of Hiereia. In all
probability, therefore, the Imperial Committee made use of the Acta
of Hiereia rather than of Constantine’s florilegium.
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The Imperial Committee improved upon the Patriarch’s suggestion
by using the newly found Acta of Hiereia as a guide to the manuscripts
of the patristic texts from which the Council had quoted. This pro-
cedure was useful from three points of view. In the first place, as the
Patriarch Nicephorus at a time when he still expected a peaceful
argument had suggested, this was a convenient way of re-opening the
issue of religious images without openly disavowing the Council of
Nicaea (787) —and Leo V like the Patriarch Nicephorus may have
hoped in 813/4 that he would not be driven to this disavowal. The
Decree read and approved at the final session of Hiereia had been
officially repudiated at Nicaea in 787, but the patristic authorities
adduced and debated during the early sessions of the Council of Hiereia
and recorded in the Acta could properly be re-examined without fear
of the objection: res fudicata est. It could be argued by Leo V and his
advisers that the Empress Irene and the Patriarch Tarasius had sub-
mitted to the Council of Nicaea only part of the evidence issued by the
Council of Hiereia (the Decree) and that a new enquiry and decision
should be based on a complete survey of patristic utterances. Secondly,
at the Council of Nicaea the iconoclastic Council of Hiereia had been
severely taken to task for not producing manuscripts of the authorities
quoted and for having read the quotations from “tablets” prepared
ad hoc.?® The passage from the Scriptor Incertus shows that iconoclastic
circles in the ninth century took this criticism to heart and that Leo V
had charged his Imperial Committee with the task of producing ancient
and authoritative manuscripts containing the ipsissima verba of the
Fathers quoted at Hiereia. Thus the Imperial Committee was searching
less for new patristic quotations than for the manuscript evidence of
the passages already read at Hiereia. Finally, the procedure adopted by
the Imperial Committee allowed for a second display of the full patristic
evidence in favor of Iconoclasm. It is true that most of this material
was derived from the Acta of Hiereia, yet these Acta had been relegated
by Canon g of the Second Nicaenum to the collection of heretical books
in the Patriarchal Library and were therefore inaccessible to all but a
few members of the clergy. Thus the mode of operation developed by
the Imperial Committee from a suggestion originally made by the
iconophile Patriarch Nicephorus was bound to be of considerable
advantage to the iconoclastic cause.

There remains only one problem raised by the passage from the
Scriptor Incertus: precisely what help did the Imperial Committee
derive from the synodikon of Constantine V? In other words, what is
the meaning of the phrase used by the Scriptor Incertus: éx Todrov as

18 +c.p.
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apxas Aafovres? Ever since Combefis’ (?) translation in the seventeenth
century this was interpreted to mean that the Imperial Committee
‘““started out” or ‘“took its departure” from the synodikon.2” This
interpretation rests on the assumption that originally the Imperial
Committee wished to proceed without the help of earlier iconoclastic
florilegia but did not possess sufficient learning; therefore it resigned
itself to borrow quotations from the Iconoclasts of the eighth century.
The sequence of the passage in the Scriptor Incertus shows that this
assumption misconstrues the objectives of the Imperial Committee.
Its purpose was not so much to find new patristic texts (although it may
not have rejected new evidence) but to discover ancient patristic manu-
scripts for the authors quoted in earlier documents. “ They wished to
persuade the senseless rabble by saying: We have found it declared in
ancient manuscripts that images should not be worshipped.” As has
been stated, one of the reasons for this procedure was the criticism
leveled against the Council of Hiereia that it had not produced the
manuscript evidence.2® The passage from the Scriptor Incertus shows
that iconoclastic circles in the ninth century took this criticism seriously
and that the Emperor Leo V had charged the Imperial Committee with
the task of supplying ancient and authoritative manuscripts contain-
ing the patristic quotations which had been read from ‘‘tablets” at
Hiereia.

In the light of these considerations it will be possible to give a more
satisfactory interpretation to the phrase: ék Tovrov Tas dpyas Aefovres.
At the beginning, the Imperial Committee must have been guided in
its search among the manuscripts by the Decree of Hiereia — the only
iconoclastic document easily accessible in the ninth century because of
its incorporation into the Acta of the Second Nicaenum. Even a modern
scholar armed with printed editions and bibliographical tools would
find it difficult to locate the manuscript evidence for all the “hidden”
and “open” patristic quotations and allusions contained in that
document. The Imperial Committee faced with this difficulty therefore
consulted the synodikon. What did it obtain from it? The anwser to that
question is: rds dpyds, which should be translated: the incipits. The
incipit or in Greek dpx7 was a frequent and reliable way of identifying
a work of literature.?® Like the Acta of the Second Nicaenum Con-
stantine’s synodikon, whether this Emperor’s florilegium or the full
Acta of Hiereia, must have identified the works quoted by means of
their incipits. It is easy to see why the work of the Imperial Committee
proceeded swiftly and expeditiously once the provenance of the
quotations had been clarified.3?
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The results of this paper may be summarized as follows:

(1) Of the Acta of Hiereia only the final Decree (Gpos) survives.

(2) This Decree of Hiereia contains a brief biblico-patristic flori-
legium but even other parts of the Decree, such as the *“ doctrine” and
“anathemas” in which the Council formulated its own teachings,
frequently borrow both their ideas and their expression from patristic
texts.

(3) Some of these “hidden quotations” were not incorporated into
the florilegium issued by the Council of Hiereia. They had been read,
however, and discussed during the early sessions of the Council. Many
of them had first appeared in the florilegium compiled by the Emperor
Constantine V.

(4) At the Seventh Ecumenical Council of Nicaea, the Decree of
Hiereia was read in an open meeting and refuted in a document pre-
pared by the Patriarch Tarasius. The Council of Nicaea, furthermore,
criticized the Council of Hiereia for not having produced manuscripts
of the patristic passages read during its sessions.

(5) In the early ninth century, manuscripts of Constantine’s writings
and of the full text of the Acta of Hiereia were difficult to procure but
copies survived in the Patriarchal Library at Constantinople where they
were preserved among the heretical books. The Decree of Hiereia alone
was easily available because it was quoted among the Acta of the Seventh
Ecumenical Council.

(6) In 814 the Emperor Leo V contemplated a revival of Iconoclasm.
He instructed a committee presided over by John the Grammarian to
prepare for a new discussion of image worship by empowering this
committee to bring to Constantinople manuscripts of the Church
Fathers which belonged to ecclesiastical libraries and by instructing it
to find in these manuscripts passages which supported the iconoclastic
views.

(7) The Imperial Committee experienced considerable difficulty in
its attempt at finding the manuscript evidence on the basis of the
Decree of Hiereia and of the patristic manuscripts gathered at Constan-
tinople. Then an earlier iconoclastic florilegium, called ovvoSixdv by the
Scriptor Incertus (either the Emperor Constantine V’s florilegium or
more probably the full 4cta of Hiereia) was discovered, perhaps in the
Patriarchal Library. The Patriarch Nicephorus, still hopeful of a peaceful
solution, suggested that the newly discovered manuscript could form
the basis for a new enquiry into image worship. The Emperor Leo and
his advisers, reacting to the criticisms raised at Nicaea against the
Council of Hiereia, decided to base the new enquiry on manuscripts of
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the patristic texts favoring Iconoclasm rather than on the earlier
florilegium. The recently discovered ovvodwxdy, by supplying the incipits
of the patristic works to be quoted, guided the Imperial Committee
through the labyrinth of patristic manuscripts. It enabled the Imperial
Committee to find many patristic quotations that had not appeared in
the Decree of Hiereia, to improve on the identification of some passages
quoted in the earlier document and in some instances to supply fuller
excerpts than the Decree of Hiereia had done.

(8) The patristic quotations selected by the Imperial Committee
were read at the first session of the Council of St. Sophia, presumably
from the ancient patristic manuscripts collected.

(9) With minor additions and subtractions the- patristic florilegium
attached to the Decree of the Council of St. Sophia represents the
results of the labors performed by the Imperial Committee.

NOTES
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noavpo’ mpos oixovopiav Tas evepyesias Aaufdvoper xal wAnpoduey Judv T& torepiuara
Tais Tovrwy molirelms (o0 ydp mAnpobrar dxol 8¢ émbupias Exovea drovom THV
ToUTwy Tedelwow). aAN oY xpdpact Tols mivafs Ta capkikd abr@v mpdowma émperés
Juiv derumody S1i ob xpfilopev Tovrawy, dAAG TV Tovrwv d0Anow éxuipoduevor kal Tas
ayafas mpafes Sevrepoduey xai Tiv mpos fedv dydmmy Saypidopev xal éopev weunrai
Tav ayafav mpdfewv abrdv, évmibévres T ypadi Tas Tovrwy wwiuas perd fdvarov
mpos Tovs dxovovTas Gmws yvdow THY év KOopW TGV dvaoTpodiiv.

10. Decree of Hiereia (Mansi XIII 300 A): fueis Sta dv ypadav mis 7év dylwy
amolavopev mapovaias, obxi T@v cwpdrwy avT@v, GAA& T@Y Yuxdv Tas elxdvas Exovres®
T yap map’ avTdv elpnuéva T@v Yuxdv abrdv elxdves elol. Decree of St. Sophia
(frg. 28): €l yap eixdva Tis: dfvxov dvalels mardos 7 $pldov 3 ovyyevois vouilea mapeivar
éxeivov Tov dmeAfovra xai Sia Tis elkdvos avrov pavrdlerar Tis ddyou, mOAAG pEMov
Tpeis 8id T@v ypaddv 1is Tdv dylwv dmolavopev mapovaias, oty T@v cwudrwy atrdv
Tas elkdvas éxovres GM& TGV Yuxdv' T yap map’ albrdv elppuéva Tdv Yuydv avrav
elxdves elolv.

11. Decree of Hiereia (Mansi XIII 277 D): o8 feuurdv yap tois éAnida dva-
ordocws kexTuévois XpioTiavois . . . Tods Towatry pélovras 8¢y daudpvvecbar ayiovs
v d86{w xai vexpE Uy xafuBpilew. Decree of St. Sophia (frg. 30 B, Epiphanius):
mds olv Tols év 86¢n péMovras padpivecfou dyiovs é&v 486w Kal vexpd xai dAdAw
8édeis opav; cf. Ostrogorsky, Studien etc., 100.

12. Decree of Hiereia (Mansi XIII 277 D): 7peis ydp maps tév éMorplwv ob
dexdueda Tas dmodeifeis . . . Decree of St. Sophia (frg. 27, John Chrysostom?):
Taira 8¢ elpnrar Iva od Tois morois S ‘EXnuixav yomras 7 mioris' fueis mapa Tav
éwlev ob dexdueda Tas amodeiless.
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13. Of the reviews of Ostrogorsky’s work (listed in Alexander, Patriarch
Nicephorus, 277) that of F. Délger is most important for present purposes:
Gottingische Gelehrte Anzegen, 1929, 353—372, esp. 367—370. Délger suggests
that the Seventh Ecumenical Council may have deleted the iconoclastic quota-
tions attributed in the Decree of Hiereia to Epiphanius (except the Testament).

14. Mansi XIII 221 C: ITdAv 8¢ ravrs . . . kAfjoer émovopalduevov is a quota-
tion from Gregory of Nyssa’s Enkomion on Basil (P.G XLVI, 796 B=C).

15. This fact was noticed, however, by the Patriarch Tarasius in his refutation
read at the Seventh Council of Nicaea, cf. Mansi X111 221 B: xexdoddres marpikas
wvas ws olxelas mporiferrar.

16. Quotation from Theodotus of Ancyra in Decree of Hiereia: Mansi XIII
309 E-312 A. Anathema of the same council: Mansi XIII 345 C-D. Quotation
from Theododotus of Galatia in Decree of St. Sophia (frg. 20). This relation
between quotation and anathema was discovered by M. Anastos, “ The Ethical
Theory of Images formulated by the Iconoclasts in 754 and 815", Dumbarton
Qaks Papers, VIII (1954), 150~160, esp. 155, 160. Ostrogorsky, Studien, 100 had
pointed out a similar case: the language of the earlier Council’s first anathema
agrees with a fragment from Epiphanius’ Dogmatic Epistle (frg. 3 Ostrogorsky).

17. Above n. 14. Cf. Nicephorus, Contra Eusebium et Epiphanidem, LXIII
(J. B. Pitra, Spicilegium Solesmense, Paris, 1852, I 472f.). In the same section
(p. 476) Nicephorus mentions that Constantine’s florilegium contained one
excerpt from Cyril of Alexandria’s Commentaries on the Prophet Isaiah. 1 know
of no other reference by Iconoclasts to this work and in spite of much searching
have been unable to connect any of its passages with the Decree of Hiereia.
The information on the content of Constantine’s florilegium is discussed in
Ostrogorsky, Studien, 13 n. 4 and Alexander, Patriarch Nicephorus, 174f. and
175 n. I.

18. For the general practice, see P. van den Ven, ‘‘La patristique et ’hagio-
graphie au concile de Nicée’, Byzantion, XXV-XXVI-XXVII (1955-56-57),
325-362 (does not consider the iconoclastic councils). At Nicaea Gregory
Bishop of Neocaesarea and Theodosius of Amorium declared that a passage
from Nilus' Letter to Olympiodorus and another from the apocryphal meplodoc
T@v aylwv amooréAwv had been read at Hiereia (Mansi X111 37 A-C and 173 D).
Neither passage appears in the florilegium of the Decree of Hiereia.

19. The information on this imperial drafting committee is collected in
Alexander, Patriarch Nicephorus, 126f.; on John the Grammarian, 235f.

20. P.G. CVIII 1025 A-B.

21. The only manuscript of the Scriptor Incertus, Paris. Gr. 1711, saec. XI,
seems to read 7@ owodixd® which was emended by Goar (?) into 76 cuvodixdv.
In view of what C. de Boor, in his edition of Theophanes (Leipzig. 1885, vol.
11, 380f.) says about abbreviations and ligatures in this manuscript, a misreading
or corruption of a case ending is not surprising. At any rate the rovrov, which
follows, excludes readings such as Tjv ouvodixijv or 7& ouvodixd.

22. Thus Photius in his Bibliotheca regularly refers to manuscripts of con-
ciliar Acta as mpaxrixdv or mpaxrixd, cf. Bibliotheca, codd. 16—20 (ed. 1. Bekker,
p. 4f.), Robert Devreesse, Introduction & l'étude des manuscrits grecs (Paris,
1954), 70, also the passage from the Patriarch Nicephorus cited below n. 25.
But see A. Michel, vo. “Synodikon”’, Lextkon fiir Theologie und Kirche, 1X
(Freiburg i. Br., 1937): Synodikon kann einen einzelnen Synodalakt oder eine
Sammlung von solchen bezeichnen.
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23. For the purposes of this enquiry it is immaterial whether Constantine’s
florilegium or the Acta of Hiereia are meant by the Scriptor Incertus. In view of
the Emperor Constantine’s influence upon the Council of Hiereia, it is virtually
certain that any passage cited in Constantine’s patristic florilegium was con-
sidered at Hiereia and consequently mentioned in the Acta.

24. P.G. C, 1124 A-B. In this passage Constantine himself refers to the
Decree as Tov Tijs opfoddéov fudv auvvddov Spov (but note the Hjudv: the Council
was the Emperor’s, the Decree was the Council’s) while his emissary Kallistos
transmits the message as concerning r@v Bagihéwv Tov Gpov.

25. Nicephorus, Apologeticus Minor, 9 (P.G. C, 845 A-B). In Nicephorus’
view no clerical person (ékxAnotaorios @lpwmos) can be permitted to discuss the
Emperor Constantine’s views on religious images or the quotations collected by
him. He continues: éav 8¢ éx Tovrwv Tdv xprioewv Twa BifMa mpaktixe evpébnoav
wepi elkdvwy T Siayopevovra, Sic Tiv els Tov evaeféorarov Paoi\éa Fudv mAnpodoplav
8éxeofar ravra [ravmy cod.] Ty 'Exxdnoiav xai émiveofar [sc. xalds éxerv Soxei].
The BfMa mpaxrixd are clearly the Acta of Hiereia which Nicephorus seems
to realize have been discovered (cf. eVpéfnoav), presumably in the Patriarchal
Library. On this passage see Alexander, Patriarch Nicephorus, 163—165, 182.

26. Gregory of Neocaesarea and Theodosius of Amorion declared at Nicaea
that at Hiereia patristic passages, particularly a quotation from Nilus’ Letter to
Olympiodorus, were read from tablets (mrrdxa) not from the manuscripts
(BiBAo:, Mansi XIII 37 B-D). The same bishops stated in connection with a
passage from the apocryphal meplodoc r&v dyiwv dmoorédwv that at Hiereia no
manuscript of patristic texts was brought before the Council and that “lying
tablets” only were produced. See Mansi XIII, 173 D: BiBlos & péow fudv
oVyypappa marpukoy obk épdvy, €& 1) Ta YevSomirrdxia mpoexduilov . . . The bishops
of Neocaesarea and Amorion had attended the Council of Hiereia.

27. P.G. CVIII 1026 B: donec in manus venit synodus sub Constantino
Isauro et Caballino habita ex qua occasione accepta coeperunt in libris auctori-
tates invenire etc.

28. Note 26 above.

29. The Seventh Ecumenical Council of Nicaea was in the habit of identifying
the works from which it quoted by their épxj, cf. for example, Mansi XIII 21 A
(CEx 7ol paprvplov Toi dyiov 'Avacraciov To6 Ilépoov of 4 dpxif); 21 C (Ex rav
favpdrwy tod dylov pdprupos 'Avagragiov: &v 7 dpxi); 37 E (Ex 1av komfévrav
Soyudrwy . . . dv 1 dpx1). Cf. Devreesse, Introduction, 78, 181.

30. The Scriptor Incertus may have oversimplified the events. It is im-
probable that theologians of John the Grammarian’s caliber should have been
unable to discover any (cf. ovd&v) patristic quotations without the help of the
synodikon. It may also be that the Imperial Committee obtained more from the
synodikon than the incipits. It must have learned from this text of the existence of
many ‘“hidden quotations” in the “doctrine” of Hiereia.



