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

Reference Dok. 10; Urk. 3; CPG 3500
Incipit T® deomdT™N POV KOTA TAVTOL
Date c. 320-323
Ancient sources Par. 1-3: Second Council of Nicaea (787), Actiones 5-
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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
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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
second phase” when the controversy had
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it comes from the middle of the controversy, Brennecke’s
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. [EdoePiov tod IMapgilov mpog Evppoatiova ob | A letter of Eusebius of Pamphylia to Euphration.
M apyn-] It begins as follows:
T@ decmdTN LoV KT TAVTO, <YAP1V> OUOAOY®. I confess to my lord by every grace.
[Koi ped’ Erepar-] [And it continues later:]
OV yap CUVLTIAPYEY PANEV TOV VIOV TA TOTPI, For we do not say that the Son is coexisting with
npobmapyey 6€ TOV maTéPo ToD vVioD. Qv Yap the Father, but instead that the Father existed
GLUVLTLAPY®GL, TG ot O TaTP TP Koi O viog | before the Son. For if they coexisted, how could




vi6g; 1| TOG O PEV TPMTOG, O 08 dEVLTEPOG, KOl O
HEV GyévvnTog, O 0€ yevyntog; 000 yap €€ ioov
opoimg GAAA0IG cuvLTTApyovTa iIGOTIL GV
vooivto kol fjTotl AUem, g Eenv, ayévvnra 1
EKGTEPO YEVVITA. AL’ 00OETEPOV TOVTOV AANDEC
ob1e Yap TO Ayévvntov oUTE TO YEVYNTOV
<AUPOTEPOV> AV €l1. GAAA TO HEV KOl TPATOV Kol
KpettTov Kol tééel kai Tyf] Tod devTéPov Tyeitar,
®Oc v kai Tod eivar kol 1o To1BedE etvar ¢
OEVTEPM AITIOV YEYEVILLEVOV.

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

O yap cCLVVTIAPYEY PANEY TOV VIOV TA TOTPI,
TPOVTAPYEY OE TOV TATEPA TOD LIOV. TATV AOTOG
0 VIOV PAALOV AKkpIPAC EMoTAUEVOG VIOG TOD
0g0D, £1€pOV E0VTOV E10MDC TOD TATPOG KOl UEi®
koi vroPePnrdro, €0 péha doePdS TodTo KOl
NUAG S10AoKeL AymVy: “0 TaTNp 0 TEPYOS NE
peiov pov éoti.”

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’ €tepa- Emel kol antog pév 8gog 0 viog,
GAL” 00K GANOvOg Bedc.

Actio 5, p. 560-562

3. [Kai aveyvidcOn ék ti|g avti|g EmeTOANG ]

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

Tov adtov 88 kod pdvov dAndvov eivon S186cket
31 @v pnowv: vo “yIvoKkmot 6& TOV povov
ainOwvov 0gov,” oyl m¢ Evoc Gvtog Lovov Tod
Bgod, AAL” g £vOg dvTog POVOL AANBvoD Beod
UETA TPOGOHNKNG AvayKaloTATNng TOU GANOIVOD.
gmel Kol antog PEV 0g0¢ 0 110G, AAA’ 00K AANOIVOG
0cdg- €ic yap dott koi PoVog GANOVOGg Bdg S1dt O
un Exewv mpo £anTod TIVOL. €l € Kol oD TOG O VIOG
aANOwog, AL’ g eikadv ToD dANnOvod Beod &in av
Kod 0edc- €mel “kal O£dg MY 6 A6Y0G,” OO Py OC O
novog aAnBivog 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.
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