Fragments of a letter of Eusebius of Caearea to Euphration of Balanea (Dok. 10)

Reference Dok. 10; Urk. 3; CPG 3500
Incipit T deomdTN LOL KT TAVTAL
Date c. 320-323
Ancient sources Par. 1-3: Second Council of Nicaea (787), Actiones 5-
6
Par. 4-5: Eusebius, Contra Marcellum 1.4.40-41, 57.
Modern editions Par. 1-3: ACO2 3:560-562, 736
Par. 4-5: GCS 14:26, 29
AW 3.1:4-6

During the Seventh Ecumenical Council of AD 787 (see intro to Dok. 9), the theology of Eusebius of
Caesarea was questioned. During the fifth session (actio), two sections of Eusebius’s otherwise lost letter
to Euphration were read out. In the sixth session, two shorter quotes were read. Opitz (without
explanation) put the longer citation from the sixth session between the two quotes of session 5, and
seemingly ignores the shorter one. AW 3.3.86-87 follows this. The latter also follows Opitz in adding a
section from Eusebius’s Contra Marcellum 1.4.40-41 in which Marcellus is quoting Eusebius, although
the context does not mention Euphration. There is no way to date this letter any more precisely than to say

13

it comes from the middle of the controversy, Brennecke’s “second phase” when the controversy had

expanded outside Egypt.

The Greek texts below are taken from Lamberz’s edition of the Second Council of Nicaea (ACO, Series
2, 3:560, 562 and 736), and Hansen and Klostermann’s edition of Gegen Marcell (Eusebius Werke 4,
GCS 14, 2nd edn. Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1972), 26 and 29. The FCC translation below is by Aaron
West and Glen Thompson. See also the recent translations of R. Price Acts of the Second Council of
Nicaea (787), TTH 68, 403-404 and 513, and that of K. Spoerl, Against Marcellus and On Ecclesiastical
History (FC 135; Washington: Cath. Univ. of America Press, 2017), 108-109, 114.
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Conc. Nicaenum II, Actio 5
1. [EvoeBiov tod Hapeilov npdc Edgpatimva ob | A letter of Eusebius of Pamphylia to Euphration.
M apyn-] It begins as follows:
T deomdTN HOL KOTA TAVTA <YEPV> OLOAOY(D. I confess to my lord by every grace.
[xol ped’ Etepa] [And it continues later:]
O yap GUVVTAPYELY POUEV TOV VIOV TG TOTPL, For we do not say that the Son is coexisting with
TPOLTAPYELY O& TOV TOTEPQ TOD VIOD. €AV YO the Father, but instead that the Father existed
CLUVLTIAPYWGL, TMOG E6TaL O TOTNP TP Kol O viog | before the Son. For if they coexisted, how could




vi6g; 1j TOG O P&V TPMTOG, O 08 debTEPOG, KAl O
UEV GyEvvnTog, O 0€ yevvntog; 600 yap €€ icov
ouoimg AAAMAOIS GuVVTTApYOVTa IGOTILA GV
vooivto kal fjtol duem, mg Eenyv, dyévvnta ij
Ekdrtepa yevvntd. dAL’ 00dETEPOV TOVT®V

0AN0&g: olte yap TO AyEvvnTov oUTE TO YEVVITOV
<AUPOTEPOV> GV €. AAAA TO HEV Kol TPATOV Kol
KkpelrTov Kol Ta&el kol Tiut) Tod dgvutépov Tyeital,
®c av kai Tod vl kai Tod ToIdGdE glvot T6)
OELTEPM AiTIOV YEYEVI|LLEVOV.

the Father be a father, and the Son be a son? Or
how could one indeed be the first, and the other
second? And how could one be unbegotten and
the other begotten? For the two, if they are equal,
likewise exist mutually and are honored equally,
one must conclude that either they are both
unbegotten or both begotten, as I have said, but it
is clear that neither of these is true. For they are
neither both unbegotten nor both begotten. For
one is indeed the first and best and leads
to/precedes the second, both in order and in honor,
so that he is the occasion for the second’s existing
and for his existing in this particular way.

Actio 6, p. 736

OV yap cuVLTTApYEWV EOUEY TOV VIOV T TToTPi,
TPOoLTaPYEY 0& TOV TOTEPQ TOD VIOD. TANV ATOG
0 TAVT®V PaALOV AKpPAG EMOTANEVOG VIOG TOD
0g0d, £1epoV £0VTOV E0MDC TOD TATPOS Kol Heim
Kol VoPePnKdra, £b péra eDcEPMC ToVTO Kai
NUAG O1000KEL Adymv: “6 maTnp 6 TEPYOS pE
peilov pod éotl.”

2. For the Son of God himself, who quite clearly
knows all things, knows that he is different from,
less, and inferior to the Father, and with full piety
also teaches us this when he says, “The Father
who sent me is greater than me” [John 14:28].

kol ped’ Erepa- Emel kol adtoc pév 006 6 vidg,
GAL” 00K GANOWOg Bede.

Actio 5, p. 560-562

3. [Kai dveyvdon ék TG avTiig EMOTOATS |

3. [And it is also written in the same letter:]

Tov adtov 82 kai povov dAnOwov elvar Siddoike
31 v pnowv: tva “yivOoKmGot 6& TOV pévov
aAnOwvov B£6v,” oyl d¢ EvOg dvtog Lovov Tod
0g0d, AL’ g €vOG GVvTOg PLOVOL aANnBvod BeoD
UeTd TPooHNKNC AvaykaloTdtng Tod dAnvod.
émel Kol ovTog Hev 8e0g 0 vidg, AAL’ 00K AANOIVOC
0cdc: €ic Yap dott kad povoc aAndvog Ogdg Sid To
un &g mpod Eavtod Tva. &l 8¢ Kol aTog 0 vidg
aAN0OwoC, AL g eikadv ToD dAnOvod Oeod €in Gv
Koi 0e6c- €mel “kal B£0g v 6 Adyog,” ob unv Mg O
uévog aAanoivog 0eog.

But he teaches that that one [the Father] is alone
true when he says, “that they may know you, the
only true God” [John 17:3], not as if one only is
God, but that one is the (only) true God, with the
very necessary addition of ‘true.” For also he
himself is Son of God, but not true, as God is. For
there is but one true God, the one before whom
nothing existed. But if the Son himself is true, it
is simply as an image of the true God, and he is
God, for [Scripture says] “and the Word was God”
[John 1:1], but not as the only true God.

FEusebius, Contra Marcellum 1.4.40-41; 1.40.57

4. Ateleiv yop tOV Aoyov 10D Beod ToAUNGOG Kol
grepov Bedv TOV Adyov dvoudoat, ovoig Te Kol

4. [40] ... For he dared to divide the Word from
“the God” and to name the Word another God,




duvapel deot®@ta Tod TATPAC, €ig GonV
Bracenuiov EkméTtorey EVESTIV GOOMG G’
aOTAV TOV VT aTOD YPOPEVIOV PTAV PAdimg
pavlavew. yéypapey 6’ avtaic Aéceotv obTmg

differing in essence and power from the Father,
[41] he has departed into as great a blasphemy, as
is easily discerned from those very terms he

uses. The following is an exact quote from his
writings:

OV dMmov 8¢ 1 eikaV Kod T 00 6TV 1] iKY Ev
Kol TADTOV EMVOETTOL, AAAL 6V0 PEV OVGTO Kol
dvo mpaypata Kol 600 SuVApELS, dg Kol TocadTot
TPOGNYyOopiaL.

But surely the image and the one whose image he
is are not to be considered the same, but they are
two beings and two things and two powers,
similarly with other titles

5.’AvBpdTov yap povov TOV coTijpa o1t
BovAopevoc, MG HEYIOTOV MUV ATOPPNTOV TOD
GTOGTOAOV AVOKUADTT®V HVGTHPLOV, OVTOC EN

5.[57] He writes as follows, wishing to show the
savior as only a man, as if he is unveiling to us the
apostle’s great unspoken mystery:

A0 capéotata kol 6 0glog dmdGTOAOG TNV
AmOpPNTOV MUV Kol LVGTIKTY TOPad180DG
Beohoyiav Pod ko kékpoyev “gig 6 B£dg,” sito
LETO TOV Eval O£V oLy “elg peoitng 020D Kai
avlponomv, avlpmmrog Xprotoc 'Incoig.”

For more clearly also the divine Apostle transmits
to us the unspoken and mystical theology when he
calls and cries out, “There is one God;” then after
saying there is one God [he continues,]“One
mediator between God and men, the man Christ
Jesus” [1 Tim 2:5].
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