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A FRAGMENT OF A LOST WORK ON DIOSCORUS

WILLIAM H. P. HATCH
EriscoraL TrEOLOGICAL ScHOOL, CAMBRIDGE, MaAss.

THE present writer visited the Wadi Natr(n in February 1923,
and at the monastery known as AbGt Makér he found the frag-
ment which is here published.!

It is in the Bohairic dialect, as one would naturally expect
from the locality in which it was discovered, and it is written
on a leaf of yellowish paper 24.5 cm. in length and 16.5 cm. in
width. The writing is arranged in a single column and there
are twenty lines on each page. The letters incline slightly to
the left and the ink is brown. Initials ® and 5, and -5, which
is the only mark of punctuation used, are ornamented with red.
IHC, TTXC, and OC are the only abbreviations employed. On
palaeographical grounds the fragment may be assigned to the
early part of the fourteenth century.

MOYT’ €poq -l €fCYNATOIH - NTE TICATANAC -|
E€TA(l ELOYN -[ ETNIMA ETEMMAY -[ AQNAY
€2ANMHQ) -[ N2OYO EMAQW -| €OBE Al A¢XOC -|
X€ oy MM€T!,<\6 -l eTe MNA2T €TCOoYTWN -|
€PbA€ MMO(’ -| AYXOC Naq MTAIpHT -| X€ pen
TNCOS NI MITOYPO -| Ay-ewoYT NNIMHO -] edoN
MMNAZT -] CATOT( AJXOC NO®OY -| XE EQWOIT
AyYoAN-o-wOoYT -/ NNAIMH® €Tow -| €OBE IMC
TIXC -| TNAZEMCI ANOK -/ NTACAXI NBHT( -| M$H
€TA TIXC -] CAXI MMO({ NP®I -[ AAMA CEMIIQA
NHI -{ NTAEPOMOAOTIN - bEN TNNA2T ETCOYTON -

1 This fragment has been printed and discussed briefly in the Annual of the Ameri-
can Schools of Oriental Research, VI, pp. 108 f.

2 The word was probably AYMOY'I', the syllable LY being at the end of the
last line on the preceding page.
3 MMO(] probably refers to the interrogative pronoun OY above.
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NTAXOC MMAIPHT -/ X€ KYPIOC IHC -l EMMANOYHA
mrieNNOYT -l MITeqpwpX €NER - bEN NE|2EHOY!*
THPOY - AAAA OYOC® NOYWT - 0Y$YCIC NOYWT -]
OYON NTA({ MMAY - NOYCOSNI®° NOY®T - OYO2
xe A trernoyt < ot eftmeTporn - Mpput
NTYYXH - eceoTrt efcapz - $al TTe TIAOYONZ -
NEM TAAMOAOIIA (si¢) -/ ANOK TIIEAAXICTOC -
AIOCKOPOC TTZHKI -

He was summoned to the synagogue of Satan. When he came in to that
place, he saw many more multitudes. On account of this he said, “What
deficiency (is there) which the orthodox faith lacks?” They said to him thus:
“In the counsel of the king the multitudes have been assembled to pervert
the faith.” At once he said to them, “If these numerous multitudes have
been assembled concerning Jesus Christ, I will sit down and speak in it that
which Christ has spoken to my mouth. But I ought to confess the orthodox
faith and say thus: Lord Jesus, Emmanuel, our God, has never been divided
in all his works; but (he is) one only Lord, one only nature; he has one only
will; and the deity has united with the humanity as the soul unites with the
flesh. This is my declaration and my confession, — I the least, Dioscorus,
the poor.”

Dioscorus succeeded Cyril in the see of Alexandria on the
death of the latter in 444. The Christological question was
then agitating the Church, and Dioscorus soon became involved
in the controversy. His force of character and his ecclesiastical
position made him the foremost champion of the Monophysite
view of the person of Christ and one of the most uncompromis-
ing opponents of Nestorianism. By appointment of the Em-
peror Theodosius II he presided at the so-called Robber Synod
of Ephesus in 449, which deposed the leading representatives
of the Nestorian view and assured the triumph of Monophysi-
tism.

The ascendency of the Alexandrian party, however, was
shortlived. In 451 at the behest of the Emperor Marcian an

¢ By 2BHOY are meant the so-called operationes (divinae, humanae, et miztae)
in Christ. L

5 OC may possibly be an error for METOC, ‘lordship.’

¢ CO6 NI probably means ‘will” here rather than ‘counsel.’
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ecumenical council assembled in Chalcedon, which not only
nullified the acts of the Robber Synod, but also condemned
Dioscorus and deposed him from his see. He went into exile at
Gangra in Paphlagonia, where he died in 454. In spite of his
condemnation and deposition Dioscorus had many followers in
Egypt who rejected the decision of the council of Chalcedon
and held fast to the position of the former patriarch concerning
the person of Christ. On account of this theological difference
they broke definitely with the life and traditions of Greek
Christianity and continued to be Monophysites.

Both before and during his exile Dioscorus wrote letters deal-
ing with the doctrinal questions of his time, and several frag-
ments of them have been preserved. Most of these fragments
are extant only in Syriac, but two of them have survived in
Greek. Dioscorus seems also to have been the author of six
anathemas directed against the council of Chalcedon.”

Soon after the death of Dioscorus, and possibly to some ex-
tent before it, his followers wrote in his defense. Most of this
literature has perished, but enough has been preserved to indi-
cate something of its character. Apart from a few Coptic frag-
ments two products of this literary activity have survived —
the Panegyric of Macarius of Tkoou and the History of Dio-
scorus.

The Panegyric of Macarius of Tkoou, attributed in the manu-
script containing it to Dioscorus, is generally recognized to be
the work of someone else and to have practically no historical
value. It is extant as a whole only in the Bohairic dialect, but
some Sahidic fragments show that it existed also in the language
of Upper Egypt. It was composed in Sahidic probably not
very long before or after the year 500, but the author’s name
and the place of composition are unknown.®

7 On the writings of Dioscorus, see Lebon, Le Monophysisme sévérien, pp. 84 ff.
In addition to the fragments of letters discussed by Lebon see also the “Encyclical
Letter of the Archbishop Dioscorus to the Bishops,” preserved in Additional MS. 14530
in the British Museum, and translated by Perry in The Second Synod of Ephesus,
pp. 373 ff.

8 Cf. Haase, Patriarch Dioskur I. von Alexandria (in Kirchengeschichtliche Ab-
handlungen, VI), pp. 162 ff. For the Coptic text of the Panegyric, with an introduc-
tion and a French translation, see Amélineau, Monuments pour servir & I'histoire de
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Besides the Panegyric there has been preserved in Syriac a
History of Dioscorus, which possesses genuine historical worth.
It was written in Greek by one Theopistus, a deacon and a
faithful disciple of Dioscorus. He accompanied his master to
the council of Chalcedon and later went with him into exile.
He composed the History in the Pentapolis about the year 455.
It was used as a source by the author of the Panegyric; in the
first half of the sixth century it was translated into Syriac and
at an early date into Sahidic.’

In addition to the Panegyric and the History a number of
Sahidic fragments relating to Dioscorus have escaped destruc-
tion and oblivion.!® Most of these correspond to passages in
one or the other of the above-mentioned works, but three of
the fragments find no parallel in either of them. One of these
three seems to be from a history.!" whereas the rhetorical style
of the other two points rather in the direction of a panegyric.!?
The writings of which they once formed part belonged to the
great body of Monophysite literature.

The fragment published in the present article is from a work
of the same class as those mentioned above. It was probably a
history of Dioscorus composed by some follower or partisan of
the former patriarch of Alexandria. It is impossible to de-
termine its date with precision, but either one of two conjec-
tures is reasonable. It may have been written not very long
after the death of Dioscorus, which occurred in 454. In that
case it would belong to the same general category as Theopis-
tus’s History, and it may have been dependent on the latter.
On the other hand, the work from which the present fragment
comes may have owed its origin to the revival of Monophysi-
tism which took place under the influence of Severus of Antioch.
I'Egypte chrétienne aux IVe et Ve si¢cles (in Mémoires publiés par les membres de la
mission archéologique frangaise au Caire, IV. 1), pp. XV ff. and 92 ff.

9 Cf. Haase, pp. 145 ff. For the Syriac text, with an introduction and a French
translation, see Nau, Journal asiatique, X™e Série, I, pp. 5 ff. and 241 ff.

1o Cf. Zoéga, Catalogus Codicum Copticorum, pp. 280 f.; Amélineau, op. cit.,
IV. 2, pp. 790 ff.; Krall in Mittheilungen aus der Sammlung der Papyrus Erzherzog
Rainer, IV, pp. 63 ff.; Crum in Proceedings of the Scciety of Biblical Archaeology,
XXV, pp. 267 ff.; and Winstedt, ibid., XXVIII, pp. 137 ff.

1 Cf. Zoéga, pp. 280 f. (No. CLXYV).
2 Cf. Crum, pp. 274 f. (Cairo, No. 8084); and Winstedt, pp. 140 and 142.
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If so, it must have been written somewhere between the begin-
ning of the sixth century and the year 536, when Severus and
several of his confréres were condemned. In that period there
was a lively interest among Monophysites in the earlier ex-
ponents of their views, and it was a time of great literary activ-
ity among them. Severus himself wrote many theological
treatises, sermons, letters, and hymns. There is, however, no
indication as to who was the author of the work in question, or
where he lived, and conjecture is futile.

What the writer of the fragment calls “the synagogue of
Satan” is the council of Chalcedon, which he naturally detested
above all other ecclesiastical assemblies. “The king” in whose
counsel the multitudes had been assembled “to pervert the
faith”” was the Emperor Marcian, who first summoned the
bishops of the Empire to meet at Nicaea and later bade them
come to Chalcedon, where he could himself attend their
meetings.

Of greater interest than anything else in the fragment is
Dioscorus’s confession of faith: “Lord Jesus, Emmanuel, our
God, has never been divided in all his works; but (he is) one
only Lord, one only nature; he has one only will; and the deity
has united with the humanity as the soul unites with the
flesh.” It is possible that we have here a translation into
Coptic of words actually used by Dioscorus in formulating his
christological position and cherished by his disciples as an au-
thentic saying of their master. More probably, however, the
confession of faith was ascribed to him by some later Mono-
physite writer. In either case the Monophysite doctrine of the
person of Christ could hardly be better expressed.



