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ABSTRACT 

In 1924, Giuseppe Furlani published an Italian translation 
of an anti-Tritheist florilegium he found in MS BL Add 
14532. His translation focused mainly on the chapter titles 
in the florilegium and the quotations from the works of 
John Philoponus. In 1980, Albert van Roey published the 
Syriac Trinitarian fragments of Philoponus, found in 
various manuscripts, together with their Latin 
translation. Van Roey’s contribution also presented the 
same florilegium, as found in MS BL Add 14538 as well as 
14532, and identified most of the patristic passages quoted 
by the compiler. Both scholars, besides some inaccurate 
readings and some errors in identifications, paid 
attention only to the quotations of Philoponus, while the 
Trinitarian position of the compiler and his identity 
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remained unanalysed. In this study then, I aim to analyse 
the Trinitarian position of the complier, which offers 
important evidence of a relationship between the doctrine 
of Damian of Alexandria against Tritheism and some 
West Syrian circles. In doing so I will first present the 
florilegium, illustrate the profile of the compiler, his 
sources, and a probable date and place of his compilation 
of the florilegium as well as the doctrinal context in which 
this text was composed.  

INTRODUCTION  

In 1924, Giuseppe Furlani published an Italian translation of an 
anti-Tritheist florilegium he found in MS BL Add 14532. His 
translation focused mainly on the chapter titles in the 
florilegium and the quotations from the works of John 
Philoponus.1 In 1980, Albert van Roey published the Syriac 
Trinitarian fragments of Philoponus found in various 
manuscripts, together with their Latin translation. Van Roey’s 
contribution presented the same florilegium, as found in two 
manuscripts, namely MSS BL Add 14532 and 14538, he also 
identified most of the patristic passages quoted by the 
compiler.2 In this study, I aim to present the florilegium, to 
examine the profile of the compiler, his sources, and a probable 
date for its compilation. A comparative analysis of the 
Trinitarian position of the florilegium’s complier and that of 
Damian of Alexandria will also be productive in that it will 
further illustrate the second phase of the anti-Tritheistic 
controversy among Syrian Miaphysites and will call attention to 
probable contacts between the Syriac community where this 

 
1
 G. Furlani, “Un florilegio antitriteistico in lingua siriaca” (Atti del Regio 

Istituto Veneto di Scienze, Lettere ed Arti IX: 8 [1924]), 661–677   
2
 A. Van Roey, “Les fragments trithéites de Jean Philopon” (Orientalia 

Lovaniensia Periodica, 11 [1980]), 137–145. 
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florilegium was composed and Damian of Alexandria, and will 
provide evidence that it was probably against this community 
that Peter of Callinicum wrote his Contra Damianum.   

THE ANTI-TRITHEIST FLORILEGIUM 

This anti-Tritheist florilegium is preserved, as far as I know, in 
two manuscripts of the British Library, namely MS BL Add. 
14532 ff. 194r-207v and MS BL Add. 14538, 140r-145r.3 Recently I 
published a critical digital edition of this florilegium, including 
identifications of the patristic passages, the original Greek texts, 
where they exist, and other metadata.4    

The structure of the florilegium is as follows: a general title, 
an introduction, five chapters and a conclusion. The chapters 
also have the same structure, each has a title that can be 
considered an introduction to the contents of the chapter, 
followed by quotations from the Trinitarian writings of John 
Philoponus, and then others from various Church Fathers, like 
Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nazianzus, Cyril of Alexandria, 
and Severus of Antioch.5 The general introduction mentions 
that on comparison of the respective doctrines it will be clear 
to the reader, even if an intellectually simple person, that the 
doctrine of John Philoponus disagrees with the teaching of the 
Church Fathers.6 Moreover, in the introduction to each chapter, 

 
3
 According to Wright MS BL Add. 15432 was copied during the 8th century 

while MS BL Add. 15438 can be dated to the 10th century, see respectively W. 
Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museum, Acquired 
since the Year 1838, vol. II (London: British Library, 1871), 955–967, 1003-1008.  

4
 https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/flos/ATR (accessed 15/07/2024). 

5
 See the digital edition in the link of the previous footnote. See also the 

names of the quoted Fathers identified by Furlani, “Un florilegio”, 661–662; 
for the passages identified by van Roey and their original sources see van 
Roey, “Les fragments”, 137–145. 

6
 https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/ATR|000a (accessed 

15/07/2024).  

https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/flos/ATR
https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/ATR|000a
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the compiler presents the topics dealt with in the quotations, 
and expresses his own position with comments on them.  

The tables that follow give the general title of the florilegium, 
the general introduction and conclusion. In addition I present: 
1) the titles of the chapters; 2) the Fathers mentioned in each 
chapter, their quoted works, identification of these quotations; 
and 3) the main topics treated in the quotations.7 Footnotes, 
make reference to the editions of the original texts of the 
quotations in question and offer observations as well as some 
disagreements with the readings of both G. Furlani and A. van 
Roey.8  

(C:194r; E:140r)  9ܛܘܡܣܐ ܕܒܪܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ ܡ̇ܚܘܐ܆ ܣܩܒܠܝܘܬܐ 
ܐܠܗ̈ܝܐ܆  ܟ̈ܬܒܐ  ܠܘܬ  ܬܪܥܝܬܗ܆  ܘܕܒ̈ܢܝ  ܓܪܡܛܝܩܘܣ  ܕܝܘܚܢܢ 

 ܬܐ ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ܀ ܘܐܒ̈ܗ

Tomus that briefly demonstrates the opposition of John 
the Grammarian and his followers to the Divine Books 
and the Holy Fathers 

ܚܘܝܢ   10( ܟܫܝܠܝܢ ܚܢܢ)
̇

ܡ̇ܢ ܝܕܝܥܐܝܬ܆ ܡܛܠ ܪ̈ܘܫܥܐ ܕܐܢ̈ܫܝܢ܇ ܕܡܬ
ܒܩ̈ܦܠܐܐ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܣܝ̣ܡܝܢ ܡܢ ܠܬܚܬ. ܕܠܐ ܕܝܢ ܒܣܓܝܐܘܬ ܡ̈ܠܐ 
ܢ̇ܠܦ: ܒܗ̇ܝ ܕܥܡ ܕܟܘܬܐ ܐܦ ܠܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܙܒܢܐ ܡ̇ܦܣ܆ ܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ 
ܘܡܢ  ܟܫܝܠܝܢܢ.  ܕܒܗܘܢ  ܡܢ ܣܓܝ̈ܐܬܐ ܐܡܪܝܢܢ܇ ܡܢ ܓܘܕ̈ܦܐ 

 
7
 For the Syriac text note the following abbreviations: C = MS BL Add. 

14532; E = MS BL Add. 14538.  
8
 It must be mentioned that Furlani translated all the passages by John 

Philoponus into Italian, while for the patristic quotations he gave Italian 
translations of the beginning and end of each passage without any precise 
identification of the Greek sources; for the Syriac sources, he gave details of 
the works of Severus of Antioch that had so far been edited. However, as 
mentioned in the introduction to this study, van Roey identified most of the 
patristic passages quoted in this florilegium.      

9
 E:  ܣܩܝܒܠܝܘܬܐ 

10
 E: ܟܫܝܠܝܢܢ 
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ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ ܕܒܗܘܢ ܐܚܝܕܝܢܢ܆ ܩܠܝܠ   (E:140v)ܣܗܕ̈ܘܬܐ ܕܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ  
ܚܢܢ) ܬܬܝܕܥ   .11(ܣܝܡ̇ܝܢ  ܚܕ̈ܕܐ  ܥܡ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܦܚܡܝܢ 

̈
ܡܬ ܕܟܕ 

 ܣܩܘܒܠܝܘܬܗܝ̣ܢ ܐܦ ܠܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܣ̇ܓܝ ܦܫܝ̣ܛܝܢ܀ 

[Introduction] 
We are expressly irate because of the wickedness of some 
persons that is demonstrated in the following chapters. 
However, in order not to fall into many words, since 
neither the ink nor time allows us, we will speak later on 
little things among the many blasphemies we are irritated 
by, and we will quote a few testimonies of the Holy 
Fathers to whom we are adherent, so that when these are 
compared to each other, their opposition [i.e. that of John 
and his followers] will be recognized even by those who 
are very simple [intellectually].12 

 13[ܩܦܠܐܘܢ ܩܕܡܝܐ]
ܐܠܗܘܬܐ  ܐܘܣܝܐ  ܠܚܕܐ  ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ  ܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ  ܕܟܕ   14ܡܛܠ 

ܘܕ̈ܝܠܝܬܐ  ܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ  ܐܘܟܝܬ  ܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ  ܕܒܬܠܬܐ  ܘܐܠܗܐ: 
ܠܗ ܕܟܪ̈ܣܛܝܢܐ ܘܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܡ̇ܠܦܝܢ: ܗ̇ܝ ܕܫܬܐܣܬܐ ܘܫܘܡܠܝܐ ܟ

ܐܘܣܝܐ  ܕܩܢ̈ܘܡܐ:  ܚܕܐ  ܐܘܣܝܐ  ܠܗܕܐ  ܠܗ̇  ܘܬܘܒ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇: 
ܡܪܢܝܬܐ ܡܫ̇ܡܗܝܢ܆ ܗ̣ܢܘܢ ܒܡܪܚܘܬܐ ܕܠܒܗܘܢ ܠܘܩܒܠ ܪܘܚܐ 

ܝܢ܆ ܘܐܘܣܝܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܕܡܪܐܢܝܬܐ 
̇

ܡܢܗܘܢ ܕܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ   15ܩܕܝܫܐ ܐܬ
ܒܓܘܡܕܗܘܢ  ܗ̣ܢܘܢ  ܡܫ̇ܡܗܐ܆  ܡܪܐܢܝܬܐ )  ܆16ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ   17( ܠܐ 

ܘܐܠܗܐ  ܐܘܣܝܐ  ܠܗܕܐ  ܐܠܐ  ܒܠܚܘܕ܆  ܗܕܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܠܘ  ܩ̇ܪܝܢ. 
ܚܡܝܢ  

̇
ܡܬ ܫܚܝܡܬܐ  ܠܡܚܫܒܬܐ  ܥܕܡܐ  ܐܘ  ܘܐܠܗܘܬܐ̣ 

 
11

 E: ܣܝܡ̇ܝܢܢ 
12

 See the next section regarding my decision to consider this text as 
introduction to the florilegium.  

13
 C, E: omitted. 

14
 C:  ܕܐܠܗܘܬܐ 

15
 C: ܕܡܐܪܢܝܬܐ  

16
 C:  ܒܓܘܡܕܢܗܘܢ  

17
 C: ܠܐܚܪܢܝܬܐ  
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ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̣̇ ܐܘ ܠܐ ܡܕܡ܆ ܟܕ ܣܒܪܗܘܢ ܦܣ̣ܩܘ ܡܢ ܪܘܚܐ ܩܕܝܫܐ: 
 18ܗ̇ܘ ܕܒܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ ܡܠܠ̣ ܘܒܐܪܝܣܛܛܠܝܣ ܬܠܐܘܗܝ܆ 

[Chapter one]19 
For while the Holy Fathers teach that one substance, 
[one] Divinity and [one] God is in three hypostases, that 
is, persons and properties, which is the foundation and 
the fulfilment of all Christians, and again they [the 
Fathers] call this same one substance of the hypostases 
principal (primary) substance, these [the adversaries] in 
the audacity of their heart go against the Holy Spirit and, 
in their impudence, call the substance, which the Holy 
Fathers name principal, non-principal. Not only this, but 
they also define that this substance and God and Divinity 
[i.e. the non-principal] is either only in mere thought or 
nothing, giving up hope of the Holy Spirit, who speaks 
through the Holy Fathers and inheres in Aristotle. 

 

Quotations from John 
Philoponus 

Main topics 

 
1) On the Trinity20 

 
2) On the Trinity21 

 

Species, that is, common 
substance, or secondary 
substances, exist only in 
the mind. 
 

 
18

 C: ܬܐܠܘܗܝ  
19

 Because the title ‘Chapter one’ is missing in the two manuscripts, as we 
shall see in the next section, Furlani considered the introduction to the first 
chapter to be a part of the general introduction of the florilegium. Van Roey, 
however, considers the general introduction and that of the first chapter to 
be separate items. For references see below.  

20
 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 148, no. 1.    

21
 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 148–149, no. 2.    
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3) On the Trinity22 
 

4) Against Themistius23 
 

Hypostases, that is, 
singular substances, or 
primary substances, are 
what really exist, since 
they are subsistent.  
 
The common substance, 
even if does not exist, is 
divisible, and therefore 
numerable through its 
hypostases, that is, the 
single existences that 
participate in it.  
 
God is neither one in 
number (as in the 
monotheism of the Jews) 
nor four hypostases (in the 
meaning, three hypostasis 
and one existing common 
substance). 
  

 
Quotations from Church 

Fathers 
Main topics 

 
5) Basil of Caesarea On 

the Holy Spirit24 
 

God cannot be a common 
quality existing only in 
thought. 
 

 
22

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 149, no. 3.    
23

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 54: nos 18a and 18b. 
24

 B. Pruche, ed., Basile de Césarée. Sur le Saint-Esprit, Sources Chrétiennes 
17 bis (Paris: Cerf, 1968), Chapter 17, section 41.17–21. 
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6) Gregory of Nazianzus 
Oration on the Holy 
Spirit (Or. 31)25 

 
7) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Oration on the Holy 
Spirit (Or. 31)26 

 
8) Severus of Antioch 

Against the 
Grammarian27 

 
9) Severus of Antioch 

Against the 
Grammarian28 

Even if humanity is one 
but there are many men, 
the Godhead is one and 
there are not many gods. 
 
 The common nature has 
a unity, which is only 
conceivable in thought. 
 
The substance, in 
common sense, 
comprehends all its 
hypostases; hypostasis, 
however, is called 
substance, but without 
meaning that it 
comprehends all the 
hypostases. 

  
 
 

 
 ܩܦܠܐܘܢ ܕܬܪ̈ܝܢ 

ܘܐܠܗܘܬܐ  ܐܘܣܝܐ  ܠܚܕܐ  ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ  ܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ  ܕܟܕ  ܗ̇ܘ  ܡܛܠ 
ܡܬܡܢܝܢܝܬܐ ܐܡܪܝܢ ܠܗ̇   ܣܓܝܕܬܐ: ܠܐ ܡܬܦܠܓܢܝܬܐ ܘܠܐ

ܘܕܝ̈ܠܝܬܐ  :ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇: ܒܬܠܬܐ ܩܢܘܡ̈ܐ ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ ܐܘܟܝܬ ܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ
ܕܐܒܐ ܘܕܒܪܐ ܘܕܪܘܚܐ ܩܕܝܫܐ܆ ܗ̇ܢܘܢ̣ ܣܩܘܒܠܐܝܬ ܡܬܟ̇ܬܫܝܢ. 

 
25

 J. Barbel, ed., Gregor von Nazianz. Die fünf theologischen Reden 
(Düsseldorf: Patmos-Verlag, 1963), Section 15.1–4. 

26
 Barbel, Gregor von Nazianz, Section 15.4–6. 

27
 J. Lebon, ed., Severi Antiocheni. Liber Contra Grammaticum orationes I-

II, CSCO IV.4 (Louvain: Secrétariat du CorpusSCO, 1938), 218.17–22. 
28

 Lebon, Severi Antiocheni, 219.14–22. 
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ܕܡܬܦܠܓܢܐ  29ܣܓܝܕܬܐ (C: 195v) ܘܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܘܠܚܕܐ ܐܘܣܝܐ
ܐܦ ܒܗ̇ ܒܗ̇ܝ ܕܐܘܣܝܐ ܘܐܠܗܘܬܐ.  ܇30ܠܗ̇  ܘܡܬܡܢܢܐ ܡܘܕܝܢ

ܢܚܝܕܘܢ  ܠܐ  ܕܒܡܕܡ  ܢܬܐܠܨܘܢ܆  ܐܢܢܩܐ  ܟܠܗ̇  ܕܡܢ  ܐܝܟܢܐ 
 .ܠܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ ܩܕܝܫܬܐ ܘܫ̣ܘܝܬ ܒܐܘܣܝܐ

 
Chapter two 

About the [fact] that while the Holy Fathers say that the 
one substance and the [one] worshipped Divinity is 
neither divisible nor countable in the three Holy 
hypostases, that is, persons and properties, of the Father, 
the Son and the Holy Spirit, these [the adversaries] 
contend oppositely and confess that the one substance 
and the [one] worshipped Divinity is divisible and 
countable, even in the same substance and Divinity, so 
that, of necessity, they are constrained not to unify the 
Holy and consubstantial Trinity through anything. 
 

Quotations from John 
Philoponus 

Main topics 

 
1) On the Trinity31 

 
2) Against Themistius32 

 

Divinity is divisible. 
 

If it is said that the 
Godhead is three, it 
means that it is divided, 
according to number, into 
three realities.   

 
Quotations from Church 

Fathers 
Main topics 

 
29

 C: ܣܓܕܬܐ 
30

 C:  ̣ܠܗ 
31

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 149, no. 4.   
32

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 154–155, no. 19. 
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3) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Oration on the Holy 
Spirit (Or. 31)33 

 
4) Ps.-Basil of Caesarea 

Against the Sabellians, 
Arius and the 
Anomoeans34 

 
5) Ps.-Basil of Caesarea 

Against the Sabellians, 
Arius and the 
Anomoeans35 

 
6) Athanasius of 

Alexandria Defence of 
the Nicene Definition36 

 
7) Severus of Antioch 

Letter to John and John 
the priests and abbots37 

 
8) Severus of Antioch 

Letter to the priests and 
abbots, Yonatan and 

Godhead is undivided, 
one substance in three 
separate hypostases. 
 
It is said, concerning God, 
one and one, but without 
meaning a division.  
 
God, being immaterial, is 
one and undivided. 
 
The Trinity is numerable 
in the hypostases but 
subsists outside number 
because it is one and the 
same substance. 
 
The Holy Trinity is 
divided and distinct in 
hypostases, but not 
divided into one 
substance and one 
Godhead. 
 
God is one substance. He 
exists and is known in 
three hypostases. 

 
33

 Barbel, Gregor von Nazianz, Section 14.2–8. 
34

 PG 31, 605. 
35

 PG 31, 608. Note that Furlani considers the two quotations as a single 
one, see quotation n. 13 in Furlani, “Un florilegio”, 666. 

36
 H. G. Opitz, ed., Athanasius. Werke, Band 2, Teil1: Die Apologien (Lfg. 1-7) 

(Berlin: De Gruyter, 1940), Chapter 24, Section 1.5–8. 
37

 E. W. Brooks, ed., A Collection of Letters of Severus of Antioch from 
Numerous Syriac Manuscripts, PO 12.2 (Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1915), 215. 
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Samuel and John, the 
stylites38 

 
 

 ܩܦܠܐܘܢ ܕܬܠܬܐ 
ܣܓ̈ܝܐܐ  ܐ̈ܓܘܢܐ  ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ:  ܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ  ܕܟܕ  ܗ̇ܝ  ܡܛܠ  ܬܘܒ 

ܕܢܠܦܘܢ ܠܗܘܢ  ܗܘ̣ܘ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇ :  ܘܕܘ̈ܥܬܐ  ܗ̣ܝ  ܟܕ  ܘܗ̣ܝ  ܕܚܕܐ 
ܩܕܝܫܬܐ ܕܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  ܘܐܠܗܘܬܐ   ܕܐܒܐ  (C: 196v) :ܐܘܣܝܐ 

ܟܕ   ܗ̣ܢܘܢ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ܆  ܒܐܘܣܝܐ  ܫ̣ܘ̈ܝܝ  ܩܕܝܫܐ  ܘܪܘܚܐ  ܘܒܪܐ 
ܠܩܘܒܠܗ ܣܓܝܐܐ̇  ܕܡܠܠ  ܒܪܘܫܥܐ  ܗ̇ܘ  ܩܕܝܫܐ:  ܕܪܘܚܐ 

ܟܬܫܝܢ܆ ܠܘ ܚܕܐ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ
̇

 39ܡܪܢܝܬܐ  ܒܐܒ̈ܗܬܐ ܩܕܝ̈ܫܐ ܡܬ
ܠܟܠܗ̇  ܆40ܪܕ̇ܝܢ ܡ̇ܘܕܝܢ. ܐܠܐ ܐܠܗ̈ܐ ܘܐܠܗ̈ܘܬܐ. ܘܟܕ ܒܛܥܝܘܬܐ

ܕܢܘܕܘܢ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܐܒܐ ܘܐܠܗܐ ܒܪܐ  ܗܕܐ ܫܟܝܪܘܬܐ ܐܬܘ܆ 
ܒܐܘܣܝܐ  ܘܐܚܪ̈ܢܝ  ܒܐܕܫܐ̣  ܐܚܪ̈ܢܝ  ܩܕܝܫܐ܆  ܪܘܚܐ  ܘܐܠܗܐ 

 ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ܀ 
 

Chapter three 
Again about the fact that, while the Holy Fathers fought 
many struggles and [shed much] sweat to teach that the 
substance and the Divinity of the Holy Trinity is one and 
the same, [and] that the Father, the Son and the Holy 
Spirit are consubstantial, these [the adversaries] - 
contending with much impiety against the Holy Spirit, 
who spoke through the Holy Fathers - do not confess one 
principal Divinity, but gods and divinities, and walking 
into error, they arrived at the absurdity of all this, to 
confess that God the Father and God the Son and God the 
Holy Spirit are different according to species (ἑτεροειδεῖς) 
and different according to substance (ἑτεροούσιοι). 
 

 

 
38

 Brooks, A Collection, 216–218. 
39

 E:  ܡܪܐܢܝܬܐ 
40

 E:  ܪܕܝܢ 
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Quotations from John 
Philoponus 

Main topics 

 
1) On the Trinity41 

 
2) Against Themistius42 

 
3) Against Themistius43 

 
4) Against Themistius44 

 
5) On the Trinity45 

 
6) On the Trinity46 

 
7) On the Trinity47 

 
8) On the Trinity48 

If the hypostases are not 
recognized as single 
substances it means that 
they are simply names and 
this leads to Sabellianism. 
 
The hypostases of the 
same substance are equal 
and similar in substance, 
that is, they are not 
different in substance, 
even if each has its own 
property which makes it 
different from the other, 
and therefore one might 
affirm that each hypostasis 
with its own property is 
different in species from 
the other hypostases that 
share the same common 
substance. 
 
The one common divine 
substance subsists in three 

 
41

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 149–150, nos 5a and 5b.  
42

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 155, nos 20a and 20b.  
43

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 156, nos 21a and 21b.  
44

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 156, no. 22.  
45

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 150–151, nos 6a and 6b.    
46

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 153, no. 12.    
47

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 153, no.13.    
48

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 153, no. 14.    
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hypostases which are 
divided in number and in 
species. 

 
Quotations from Church 

Fathers 
Main topics 

 
9) Ps.-Athanasius of 

Alexandria On faith49 
 

10) Ps.-Julius of Rome 
(Timothy of Beirut, 
Apollinarist) Letter to 
Prosdocius50 

 
11) Ps.-Basil of Caesarea 

Against the Sabellians, 
Arius and the 
Anomoeans51 

 

The hypostases of the 
Trinity are substantial. 
 
The Trinity is one in 
thought and reality. 
 
The substance of the one 
Father and the one Son 
and the one Spirit is one 
and the same. 
 
Even if the Father is God, 
the Son is God and the 
Spirit is God, they are not 
three gods. 
 

 
49

 This work has not survived in Greek. Van Roey noted that this passage 
was used by Damian of Alexandria in one of his synodical letters, as testified 
by Michael the Syrian, see footnote 15 in van Roey, “Les fragments”, 139. It 
must be also mentioned that this same passage was used by Peter of 
Callinicum (see R. Y. Ebied, A. van Roey and L. Wickham, eds., Peter of 
Callinicum. Anti-Tritheist Dossier, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 10 
(Leuven: Departement Oriëntalistiek, 1981), 77.17–20) and in the Trinitarian 
florilegium based on Peter’s work (See quotation 1 in 
https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/TRI|037 [accessed 14/07/2024]).    

50
 H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule. Texte und 

Untersuchungen (Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1904), 283.17–21. 
51

 PG 31, 605. 

https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/TRI|037
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12) Gregory of Nyssa On 
the Holy Trinity, to 
Eustathius52 

 
13) Gregory of Nyssa On 

the Holy Trinity, to 
Eustathius53 

 
14) Gregory of Nyssa On 

‘Not three gods’, to 
Ablabius54 

 
15) Gregory of Nyssa On 

‘Not three gods’, to 
Ablabius55 

 
16) Gregory of Nyssa On 

the Holy Trinity, to 
Eustathius56 

 
17) Gregory of Nyssa On 

the Holy Trinity, to 
Eustathius57 

Because the Godhead is 
one, the substance is one. 
 
The Divine substance is 
unchangeable and 
undivided, therefore all 
the names that indicate 
this substance, like 
Godhead, God, Holy, 
Good, Saviour, Just and 
Judge, are employed in the 
singular.  
  

 
52

 F. Müller, ed., Gregorii Nysseni. Opera dogmatica minora, vol. 1, Gregorii 
Nysseni Opera III.1 (Leiden: Brill, 1958), 5.3–14. 

53
 Müller, Gregorii Nysseni, 6.18–7.8. 

54
 Müller, Gregorii Nysseni, 55.3–20. 

55
 Müller, Gregorii Nysseni, 57.8–13. Note that both quotations, the one 

here and the previous one, are considered by van Roey as one passage, see 
van Roey, “Les fragments”, 140, see also footnote 16 on the same page. 

56
 Müller, Gregorii Nysseni, 6.6–11.  

57
 Müller, Gregorii Nysseni, 6.15–17. Note that it was because of an error of 

the compiler, who, as we shall see below, considers this passage and the one 
before to derive from Gregory’s letter to Ablabius, that van Roey was unable 
to identify them, see footnote 17 in van Roey, “Les fragments”, 140.  
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18) Gregory of Nyssa 

Refutation of the 
Confession of 
Eunomius58 

 
19) Ps.-Athanasius of 

Alexandria On 
Epiphany59 

 
20) Ps.-Athanasius of 

Alexandria On Trinity60 
 

21) Gregory of Nazianzus 
Oration on Athanasius 
(Or. 21)61 

 
22) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Oration on the Holy 
Spirit (Or. 31)62 

 

 
58

  W. Jaeger, ed., Contra Eunomium Libri. Liber III (vulgo III-XII). Refutatio 
confessionis Eunomii (Vulgo Lib. II), Gregorii Nysseni Opera II (Leiden: Brill, 
1960), Section 144.1–4. 

59
 This work is not preserved in Greek. Note that this passage, as van Roey 

correctly noticed (see footnote 18 in van Roey, “Les fragments”, 140), was 
quoted in another Syriac source deriving from the Trinitarian controversy 
among Miaphysites (see G. Furlani, ed., Sei scritti antitriteistici in lingua 
siriaca, PO 14.4 (Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1920), 691.12–14). See also below.   

60
 This work no longer exists in Greek. Note that a small part of this 

passage, as van Roey noticed correctly (see footnote 19 in van Roey, “Les 
fragments”, 141), was quoted in another Syriac source deriving from the 
Trinitarian controversy among Miaphysites (Furlani, Sei scritti, 698.10–14). 
See also below. 

61
 PG 35, 1096. 

62
 Barbel, Gregor von Nazianz, Section 28.1–8. 
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23) Damasus of Rome 
Tomus, Profession of 
Faith to Paulinus63 

 
 ܩܦܠܐܘܢ ܕܐܪܒܥܐ

ܬܘܒ ܟܕ ܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ: ܡܢ ܪܘܚܐ ܩܕܝܫܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܡܡܠܠ ܒܗܘܢ 
ܡܠܬܐ ܘܣ̣ܡܘ  ܢܗܪܘ 

̇
ܗܕܐ  ܐܬ ܕܒܝܕ  ܐܘܣܝܐ:  ܕܫܘܝܘܬ  ܗ̇ܝ 

ܩܕܝܫܬܐ:  ܢܫܘܕܥܘܢ ܚܕܐ ܐܘܣܝܐ ܘܬܠܬܐ ܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ ܕܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ
ܘܠܐ  ܕܐܪܝܘܣ:  ܐܠܗܘ̈ܬܐ   

̇
ܣܓܝܐܘܬ ܘܢܒ̇ܛܠܘܢ  ܕܢܥܛܘܢ 

ܟܕ ܡܢ ܪܘܫܥܐ ܣܓܝܐܐ  (C: 200r) ܗ̇ܢܘܢ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܕܣܒܠܝܘܣ܆
ܕܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ  ܠܪܘܡܐ ܡ̣ܪܝܡܝܢ ܩܪܢܗܘܢ܆ ܠܘ ܒܬܪ ܥܩܒ̈ܬܐ

ܪܕܘ. ܐܠܐ ܐܡܪܝܢ ܕܫܘܝܘܬ ܐܘܣܝܐ̣ ܐܘ̈ܣܝܣ ܡܚ̇ܘܝܐ. ܕܐܦ ܡܢ 
ܘܐܠܗ̈ܘܬܐ   ܗܕܐ ܐܠܗ̈ܐ̣  ܐܠܗܘܬܐ܆  ܫܘܝܘܬ  ܡܢ  ܢܩܦܐܝܬ 

 ܢܥܠܘܢ܀
 

Chapter Four 
Again, while the Holy Fathers, enlightened by the Holy 
Spirit who spoke through them, put forward the word of 
consubstantiality to mean, through it [i.e. this concept], 
one substance and three hypostases of the Holy Trinity in 
order to cancel and abolish the polytheism of Arius and 
the atheism of Sabellius, these [the adversaries], with the 
arrogance of their great impiety, do not follow in the 
footsteps of the Holy Fathers, but they say that 
consubstantiality indicates the substances, and in 

 
63

 P. Canivet, Théodoret de Cyr. Histoire Ecclésiastique. Tome II (Livres III-
V), Sources Chrétiennes 530 (Paris: Cerf, 2009), Book 5, Chapter 11, Sections 
11 and 13. Note that van Roey did not identify any Greek source for this 
quotation, but indicated some probable Latin sources in the PL (see van 
Roey, “Les fragments”, 141). The reason might be the fact that the passage is 
not from Damasus’ Synodical Letter as the compiler maintains, but from his 
Profession of Faith, known also as Damasus’ Tome. Moreover, it is worth 
mentioning that this passage is, in fact, a combination of two separate 
quotations from the same work. 
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consequence of this, they introduce gods and divinities 
to the con-divinity. 
 

Quotations from John 
Philoponus 

Main topics 

 
1) On Theology64 

 
2) On Theology65 

 
3) On Theology66 

 
4) On Theology67 

 
5) Konon of Tarsus, 

Eugenius of Seleucia, 
Theonas Letter to 
their followers68 

 
6) Konon of Tarsus, 

Eugenius of Seleucia, 
Theonas Letter to 
their followers69 

 
7) Konon of Tarsus, 

Eugenius of Seleucia, 

Even if the divinity of the 
Son is like the divinity of the 
Father, the three divine 
hypostases are not equal in 
genre and species.  
 
To assert consubstantiality, 
one must profess a 
multitude of substances. 
 
If it is stated that 
consubstantiality is between 
hypostases, it is because 
hypostases are substances. 
 
The one-in-number 
substance cannot be 
consubstantial.  

 
64

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 153, no. 15.   
65

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 153, no. 15. It is worth noting that van Roey 
considered the first two quotations to be one, while Furlani treated them as 
two separate quotations.   

66
 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 153–154, no. 16.   

67
 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 154, no. 17.   

68
 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 141.    

69
 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 141–142. Note that van Roey considered this 

passage as two different quotations while Furlani treated it as one.  



 

 

20 Hugoye 28.1 

 

Theonas Letter to 
their followers70 

 
Quotations from Church 

Fathers 
Main topics 

 
8) Epiphanius of 

Salamis Anchoratus71 
 

9) Gregory of Nazianzus 
First oration on the 
Son (Or. 29)72 

 
10) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Oration on the Holy 
Spirit (Or. 31)73 

 
11) Basil of Caesarea On 

the Holy Spirit74 
 

12) Basil of Caesarea On 
the Holy Spirit75 

Even if the hypostases of 
the same common nature 
are distinguished, each 
through its own 
property(ies), this does not 
mean that they are different 
in species or nature.    
 
The Father, the Son and the 
Holy Spirit are one in 
nature, and they are united 
in three hypostases. 
 
Affirming three hypostases 
in the Godhead does not 
mean three origins, or that 

 
70

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 142.    
71

 K. Holl, ed., Epiphanius. Ancoratus und Panarion, vol. 1, Die griechischen 
christlichen Schriftsteller 25 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1915), Chapter 6, Sections 4–
8. 

72
 Barbel, Gregor von Nazianz, Section 10.6–18. 

73
 Barbel, Gregor von Nazianz, Section 9.5–16. 

74
 This quotation and the following four, as we shall see below, come from 

an elaborated and paraphrased Syriac translation of Basil’s work, see D. 
Taylor, ed., The Syriac versions of the De Spiritu Sanctu by Basil of Caesarea, 
CSCO 576, Syr. 228 (Louvain: Peeters, 1999), 15.6–13. Note that neither Furlani 
nor van Roey noticed this element, see Furlani, “Un florilegio”, 673; van Roey, 
“Les fragments”, 143.  

75
 Taylor, The Syriac, 15.16–18.  
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13) Basil of Caesarea On 

the Holy Spirit76 
 

14) Basil of Caesarea On 
the Holy Spirit77 

 
15) Basil of Caesarea On 

the Holy Spirit78 
 

16) Severus of Antioch 
Letter to Isidore the 
Count79 

the caused hypostases are 
imperfect. 
 
The three divine hypostases 
are one in nature and one 
in will. 
 
Consubstantiality declares 
both the oneness of the 
substance and the division 
of the hypostases. 

 
 ܩܦܠܐܘܢ ܕܚܡܫܐ 

ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ:  ܘܠܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ  ܐܠܗ̈ܝܐ  ܠܟ̈ܬܒܐ  ܐܝܬ  ܥܝܕܐ  ܕܟܕ  ܡܛܠ 
ܗܠܝܢ ܡ̈ܠܐ  ܒܝ̣ܫܐܝܬ:  ܕܢܦܣ̣ܩܘܢ  ܐܢ̈ܫܝܢ  ܒܗܝܢ  ܚܫܚܝܢ 

̇
ܕܡܬ

ܡܢ ܥܬܝ̈ܩܐ  ܠܩܘܝܡܐ ܕܬܪܥܝܬܐ ܕܝܠܗܘܢ ܒܝ̣ܫܬܐ: ܐܦܢ ܐܚܪ̈ܢܐ
ܐܬܚ̇ܫܚܘ ܒܗܝܢ: ܘܐܦܢ ܡܢܗܘܢ ܕܗܠܝܢ ܕܦ̣ܣܩܘ ܐܢܝ̈ܢ ܐܬܐ̣ܡܪ܆ 

ܒܡܪܚܘܬܗܘܢ܆ ܠܡܕܒܪܢܘܬܐ ܗܕܐ ܐܠܗܝܬܐ ܘܐܣܝܝܬܐ  ܗ̇ܢܘܢ
ܦܛܪܝܪܟܐ ܕܐܠܟܣܢܕܪܝܐ̣:  ܫ̣ܛܘ܆ ܘܒܬܪ ܦܣܩܐ ܕܚܣܝܐ ܬܐܕܣܝܣ

 :C)  ܠܗ̇ܘ ܕܐܦ ܐܡܪܝܢ ܕܡ̇ܩܒܠܝܢ: ܗ̇ܘ ܕܒ̈ܥܩܒܬܐ ܕܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ 
202v) ܩܕܝܫܐ ܕܪܘܚܐ  ܡܥܒܕܢܘܬܐ  ܘܡܢ  ܪܕܐ:  ܒܟܠܗܝܢ  ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ 

ܚܡܐ ܐܘ  ܬܚ̇ܡ܆ ܕܠܐ ܡܟܝܠ
̇

ܢܬܐܡܪ ܡܢܝܢܐ ܐܝܢܐ ܕܗ̣ܘ ܡܬ
ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ ܩܕܝܫܬܐ  ܠܐ ܡܬܚ̇ܡܐ: ܕܐܘ̈ܣܝܣ ܐܘ ܕܟ̈ܝܢܐ: ܥܠ

ܢ ܟܕ ܣܩܘܒܠܐܝܬ ܐܝܟ ܥܝܕܗܘܢ ܠܘܩܒܠ  ܘܫ̣ܘܝܬ ܒܐܘܣܝܐ܆ ܗ̣ܢܘ 
ܩܕܝܫܐ ܩ̇ܝܡܝܢ܆ ܘܒܬܪ ܦܣܩܗ ܕܚܣܝܐ܆ ܐܘܣ̈ܝܣ ܘܟܝ̈ܢܐ  ܪܘܚܐ

ܠܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ ܘܡ̇ܠܦܝܢ  ܗܕܐ܆  ܡܘܕܝܢ  ܕܒܝܕ  ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܩܕܝܫܬܐ. 
 ܐܠܗ̈ܐ̣ ܘܐܠܗܘ̈ܬܐ ܫܘ̈ܝܝ ܒܐܘܣܝܐ ܥܠ ܬܘܕܝܬܐ ܕܟܪ̈ܣܛܝܢܐ 

 
76

 Taylor, The Syriac, 24.23–25.  
77

 Taylor, The Syriac, 72.7–17.  
78

 Taylor, The Syriac, 79.12–17.  
79

 Brooks, A Collection, 1915, 213. 
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ܗܕܐ  ܠܥܠ܇  ܡܢ  ܕܣܝܡ  ܕܬܠܬܐ  ܕܒܩܦܠܐܘܢ  ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܢ̣ܥܠܘܢ. 
 .ܓܠܝܐܝܬ ܐܬܚ̣ܙܝܬ

 
Chapter Five 

About the [fact] that while usually the divine Scriptures 
and the Holy Fathers split the concepts, which some 
persons misuse to establish their wicked thought, even if 
some of the ancient [Fathers] used them, and even if 
among those who have split them, there are some who 
have said them, these [the adversaries] in their audacity 
have despised the divine and medical economy. And after 
the excommunication of the pious patriarch Theodosius 
of Alexandria, whom they also say they accept, he who, 
following the Holy Fathers in all instructions, and by the 
action of the Holy Spirit, prohibited the application of 
both defined and indefinite number of substances or 
natures concerning the Holy and consubstantial Trinity, 
these [the adversaries], however, oppose, as always, the 
Holy Spirit, and after the excommunication of the pious 
[Theodosius], they [still] confess and teach substances 
and natures concerning the Holy Trinity. Thus, because of 
this they introduce consubstantial gods and divinities 
into the doctrine of Christians, as was clearly seen in the 
third chapter put down above.80 

 
Quotations from John 

Philoponus 
Main topics 

 
1) On the Trinity81 

 

The Fathers avoid calling 
the three divine 
hypostases substances 
because they do not want 

 
80

 Furlani omitted the title and the introduction to the fifth chapter from 
his Italian translation, see Furlani, “Un florilegio”, 673–674. 

81
 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 151, nos 7a and 7b.  
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2) Against Themistius82 to be understood that they 
mean dissimilar or 
unsubstantial substances. 
  
It is contradictory to 
confirm that the three 
hypostases in the Godhead 
are three lives and three 
lights but not three 
substances.  

 
Quotations from Church 

Fathers 
Main topics 

 
3) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Oration on Athanasius 
(Or. 21)83 

 
4) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Oration on the Last 
Farewell in the Presence 
of the One Hundred and 
Fifty Bishops (Or. 42)84 

 
5) Cyril of Alexandria 

Against Julian85 
 

The distinction between 
substance and hypostases 
(i.e. persons) is to avoid 
asserting three 
substances. 
 
The unity of the Godhead 
is preserved by professing 
one substance, and the 
trinity of the hypostases is 
confessed by asserting to 
each one its own property. 
 

 
82

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 156, no. 23. 
83

 PG 35, 1124–1125. 
84

 PG 36, 476–477. 
85

 W. Kinzig, B. Wolfram, Ch. Thomas and H. Kaufholded, eds., Kyrill von 
Alexandrien: Gegen Julian Buch 6-10 und Fragmente, vol. 2, Die Griechischen 
Christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten Jahrhunderte Neue Folge 21, (Berlin-
Boston: De Gruyter, 2017), Book 8, Section 18.8–14. 
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6) Cyril of Alexandria 
Against Julian86 

 
7) Basil of Caesarea Letter 

3887 
 

8) Gregory of Nazianzus 
Apologetic Oration (Or. 
2)88 

 
9) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Third oration on Peace 
(Or. 23)89 

 
10) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Third oration on Peace 
(Or. 23)90 

 
11) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Second oration on Peace 
(Or. 22)91 

 
12) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Oration on Baptism (Or. 
40)92 

 

Each hypostasis is 
considered one God, if 
contemplated separately; 
each is God because of 
consubstantiality.  
The three hypostases are 
considered one God, if 
contemplated collectively; 
they are one God because 
of the Monarchy. 
 
There is one nature, not in 
empty names, but in true 
beings. 
 
 
 
 
 
   
   

 
86

 Kinzig, Wolfram, Thomas and Kaufholded, Hubert, Kyrill von 
Alexandrien, Book 8, Section 27.19–27. 

87
 Y. Courtonne, ed., Saint Basile. Lettres, vol. 1 (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 

1957), Section 1. 
88

 PG 35, 445. 
89

 PG 35, 1161. 
90

 PG 35, 1164. 
91

 PG 35, 1144. 
92

 PG 36, 417. 
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13) Gregory of Nazianzus 
Oration on Baptism (Or. 
40)93 

 
14) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Oration on New Sunday 
(Or. 44)94 

 
15) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Oration on the Lights 
(Or. 39)95 

 
16) Gregory of Nazianzus 

Oration to Hero the 
philosopher (Or. 25)96 

 
17) Basil of Caesarea On 

the Holy Spirit97 
 

18) Basil of Caesarea On 
the Holy Spirit98 

 

 
93

 PG 36, 417. 
94

 PG 36, 609. 
95

 PG 36, 345. 
96

 PG 35, 1224. 
97

 This quotation and the one after, as we shall see below, come from an 
elaborated and paraphrased Syriac translation of Basil’s work, see Taylor, The 
Syriac, 83.12–24. Note that this element was not noticed by Furlani nor by 
van Roey, see Furlani, “Un florilegio”, 675; van Roey, “Les fragments”, 144.  

98
 Taylor, The Syriac, 85.21–86.26. 
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19) Basil of Caesarea On 
‘Not Three Gods’99 

 
20) Basil of Caesarea On 

‘Not Three Gods’100 
 

21) Severus of Antioch 
Against the additions of 
Julian101 

 
22) Orthodox bishops in 

the East Letter to the 
Orthodox bishops in 
Constantinople102 

 
23) Athanasius of 

Alexandria On the 
Opinion of Dionysius103 

 

 
99 This quotation and the one after, as we shall see below, come from an 

elaborated and paraphrased Syriac translation of Basil’s work, as witnessed 
for example in MS BL Add 17143, f. 47v. This element too was not noticed by 
Furlani nor by van Roey, see Furlani, “Un florilegio”, 675; van Roey, “Les 
fragments”, 144.   

100
 See MS BL Add 17143, f. 47v.  

101
 R. Hespel, ed., Sévère d’Antioche. La Polémique Antijulianiste, II, A: Le 

Contra Additiones Juliani, CSCO 295, Syr. 124 (Louvain: Secrétariat du 
CorpusSCO, 1968), 78.21–79.16. 

102
 J. B. Chabot, ed., Documenta ad origines monophysitarum illustrandas, 

CSCO Syr. II.37 (Paris: Typographeo Reipublicae, 1907), 190.9–192.19. Note, as 
will be discussed later, that this passage was identified by neither Furlani nor 
van Roey. The former considered it a passage from Severus’ previous work 
and the latter a passage from Theodosius of Alexandria, see Furlani, “Un 
florilegio”, 676; van Roey, “Les fragments”, 145. 

103
 Opitz, Athanasius. Werke, Chapter 6, Section 3. 
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ܡܛܠ ܕܝܢ ܕܥܝܕܐ ܐܝܬ ܠܟܠܗܘܢ ܗܪ̈ܛܝܩܘ܆ ܕܬܪܥܝܬܗܘܢ ܒܝ̣ܫܬܐ 
ܕܢ݀ܛܥܘܢ ܐܝܟ  ܕܫܪܪܐ   ܢܚ̇ܦܘܢ܆  ܐܢܘܢ  ܘܢܣ̣ܒܪܘܢ  ܒܫܡ̈ܘܥܐ܆ 

ܪܥܝܢ ܟܕ ܒܗܕܐ ܒܐ̇ܟܠ ܩܪܨܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ
̇

ܡܒܘܥܐ ܕܟܠܗ̇  ܡܬ
ܐܠܗ̈ܝܐ  ܕܟ̈ܬܒܐ  ܒܡ̈ܠܐ  ܙܒ̈ܢܝܢ  ܘܟܡܐ  ܡ̇ܕܡܝܢ܆  ܒܝ̣ܫܘܬܐ 

ܘܡܦܩ :  104ܐܪ̈ܙܐ  ܘܕܡ̈ܠܦܝ ܢ̇ܛܫܘܢ:  ܕܠܪܘܫܥܗܘܢ  ܡܨܛܢܥܝܢ 
ܒܪ̈ܘܚܐ ܙܐ̈ܦܢܐ ܥ̇ܒܕܝܢ ܕܢܥ̣ܪܩܘܢ: ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܡܬܟ̇ܣܝܢ ܐܝܟܢܐ  

ܠܢܡܘܣܐ   105ܝܗܘ̈ܕܝܐ  ܕܐܦ ܕܡܩ̇ܒܠܝܢ  ܡܚ̇ܘܝܢ  ܢ  ܡ̣̇ ܕܒܡܠܬܐ 
ܟ̇ܦܪܝܢ  ܒܗܠܝܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܒܣܘܥܪܢܐ  ܒܕܡܘܬܐ  ܘܠܢܒ̈ܝܐ.  ܒܗ̇ 

ܕܐܠܗܐ  ܫܪܝܪܐ  ܒܒܪܐ  ܡ̇ܘܕܝܢ  ܢ  ܡ̣̇ ܕܒܡܠܬܐ̇  ܘܐܪ̈ܝܡܘܢܝܛܐ 
ܫܡܝܫܛܝܐ .ܘܐܒܐ ܘܦܘܠܐ  ܟ̇ܦܪܝܢ.  ܒܗܢܐ  ܕܝܢ   :E) ܒܣܘܥܪܢܐ 

145r)   ܪܥܝܢܗܘܢ܆ܣܘܢ ܘܒ̈ܢܝ  ܕܢ̇ܛܥܘܢ܆  ܛܘܪܝܣ  ܝܨܝܦܝܢ  ܟܕ 
ܒܢ̈ܝܐ ܘܬܪ̈ܝܢ ܡܫܝ̈ܚܐ̇  ܡ̇ܢ ܐܡܪܝ̣ܢ ܕܠܐ ܡܘܕܝܢ ܬܪ̈ܝܢ   ܒܡܠܬܐ 
ܘܬܪ̈ܝܢ   ܒܢ̈ܝܐ  ܕܬܪ̈ܝܢ  ܡܬܟܣܣܝܢ܆  ܒ݀ܥܒܕܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܒܗ  ܚܕ܆  ܐܠܐ̣ 

ܢ ܡ̇ܘܕܝܢ ܕܚܫ   ܡܫܝ̈ܚܐ ܡ̇ܠܦܝܢ. ܘܬܘܒ ܡ̣̇ ܝܘܠܝܢ̈ܣܛܐ܆ ܒܡܠܬܐ 
ܕܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ ܡܬܚܘܝ̣ܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܒܣܘܥܪܢܐ  ܗܟܢܐ   ܡܫܝܚܐ.  ܐܝܬܝܢ. 

ܠܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ   ܘܟܝ̈ܢܐ  ܐܘ̈ܣܝܣ  ܕܢܐܡܪܘܢ  ܕܡܡܪܚܝܢ  ܘܗ̇ܢܘܢ 
ܕܫܡ̇ܥܝܢ:   ܩܕܝܫܬܐ ܒܗܠܝܢ  ܕܢ̇ܛܥܘܢ  ܒܐܘܣܝܐ܆ ܡܛܠ  ܘܫ̣ܘܝܬ 

ܒܡܠܬܐ ܡ̇ܢ ܚܕ ܐܠܗܐ  ܘܕܢܥܪܩܘܢ ܡܢ ܡܟܣܢܘܬܐ ܓܠܝܬܐ܆
 ܢ ܘܚܕܐ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ. ܘܚܕܐ ܐܘܣܝܐ ܐܘܟܝܬ ܟܝܢܐ ܕܡ̇ܚܘܝܢ ܐܡܪܝ

ܒܡܠܬܐ  ܐܘ  ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ.  ܐܡܪܝܢ  ܡܕܡ  ܠܐ  ܐܘ  ܕܡ̇ܘܕܝܢ܆ 
ܫܚܝܡܬܐ ܟܕ ܥ̇ܛܝܢ  ܫܚܝܡܬܐ ܡܘܕܝܢ ܠܗ ܥܕܡܐ ܠܡܚܫܒܬܐ

ܘܚܕܐ  ܐܠܗܘܬܐ:  ܘܚܕܐ  ܐܠܗܐ  ܚܕ  ܢܘܕܘܢ  ܕܡܪܢܐܝܬ  ܗ̇ܝ 
ܟܝܢܐ ܕܒܬܠܬܐ ܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ ܕܐܒܐ ܘܕܒܪܐ  ܐܘܣܝܐ ܐܘܟܝܬ

ܐܠܗ̈ܝܐ ܕܟ̈ܬܒܐ  ܩܕܝܫܐ܇ ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܘܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ  ܘܕܪܘܚܐ  ܡ̈ܠܦܝܢ 
ܘܐܘ̈ܣܝܣ  ܘܐܠܗܘ̈ܬܐ  ܕܐܠܗ̈ܐ  ܡܬܬܚܕܝܢ.  ܓܠܝܐܝܬ  ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ܆ 

ܕܢܘܕܘܢ܇ ܘܟ̈ܝܢܐ ܩܕܝܫܬܐ   (C: 207v)  ܡܡܪܚܝܢ  ܠܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ 
ܗܠܝܢ ܕܣܝ̣ܡܝܢ.  ܘܫܘ̣ܝܬ ܒܐܘܣܝܐ. ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕܐܬ̣ܚܘܝܬ ܒܓܘܕ̈ܦܐ

ܢܫܪ ܐܢܘܢ܇ ܥܕܡܐ ܕܒܟܬܒܐ ܡܚܪܡܝܢ  ܙܕܩ ܠܐܢܫ ܕܣܟ  ܘܠܐ 
ܘܐܠܗܘ̈ܬ ܠܗ̇ܢܘܢ ܘܐܠܗ̈ܐ  ܘܟܝ̈ܢܐ  ܐܘ̈ܣܝܣ  ܐ܇  ܕܡܘܕܝܢ 

ܐܦܢ ܕܫܘ̈ܝܢ ܒܐܘܣܝܐ  :ܠܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ ܩܕܝܫܬܐ ܘܫ̣ܘܝܬ ܒܐܘܣܝܐ
ܚܣܝܐ  ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ  ܕܒܝܬ  ܗ̇ܘ  ܕܐܦ  ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܢܐܡܪ̈ܘܢ.  ܠܗܠܝܢ 

ܐܣ̣ܠܝ܀ ܠܗܪ̈ܛܝܩܘ ܓܝܪ ܐܝܟ ܕܐ݀ܬܝܐ܆ ܠܐ ܐܢܫ ܙܕܩ  ܬܐܕܘܣܝܣ
ܕܥܪܒܐ ܕܒܡܫܟܐ  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܛܠ  ܒܡ̈ܠܐ  ܕܢܫܪ܆  ܠܒܝ̣ܫܘܬܗܘܢ 

ܗܠܝܢ ܘܠܐ  ܕܚ̇ܝܦܘܢ.  ܡܬ݁ܦܪܣܝܢ  ܩܕܝ̈ܫܐ  ܘܕܟ̈ܬܒܐ   ܫܦܝܪ̈ܬܐ 
 ܕܡܡܠܠܝܢ ܡܬ݁ܪܥܝܢ܆ ܘܠܐ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܡܬ݁ܪܥܝܢ ܡܡܠܠܝܢ. ܡܛܠ ܕܠܐ 

 
104

 E: ܪܐܙܐ 
105

 E: ܝܘ̈ܕܝܐ 
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ܩܪܨܐ  ܐܟܠ  ܡܢ  ܠܗܕܐ܆  ܝܠܦܘܗ̇  ܟܕ  ܡܢܗܘܢ.  ܢܓܥ̣ܝܢ  ܟܠܢܫ 
 ܐܒܘܗܘܢ܀ 

 
ܡܫ̇ܠܡܝܢܢ܆ ܫܦܝܪܐܝܬ  ܟܕ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇܆  ܗܟܢܐ  ܕܗܕܐ  ܕܝܢ   ܕܢܚ̇ܘܐ 
ܠܡܠܬܐ ܕܫܠܝܚܐ ܐܬܢܣܝܣ ܣܝ̇ܡܝܢ ܚܢܢ. ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̣̇ ܡܢ ܡܐܡܪܐ 

 .ܡ̇ܙܗܪ ܡܢ ܒܝܫܘ̣ܬܗܘܢ ܐܡ̇ܪ ܗܟܢܐ ܩܕܡܝܐ ܕܠܘܩܒܠ ܐܪܝܢܘ. ܟܕ 

ܠܗܠܝܢ  ܬܬܪܡܘܢ  ܠܐ  ܟܬܒܝܢ܆  ܟ̈ܬܒܐ  ܕܡܢ  ܠܡ̈ܠܐ  ܓܝܪ   ܐܦܢ 
ܕܟܬ݁ܒܝܢ. ܐܦܢ ܠܡ̈ܠܐ ܕܬܘܕܝܬܐ ܬܪܝܨܬܐ ܐܡܪܝܢ܆ ܘܠܐ ܗܟܢܐ  

ܒܐܝܠܝܢ ܬܪܝܨܬܐ  ܬܚܘܪܘܢ  ܒܬܪܥܝܬܐ  ܓܝܪ  ܠܘ  ܕܡܡܠܠܝܢ. 
ܟܣܝܢ. ܘܡܢ  ܡܡܠܠܝܢ. ܐܠܐ ܒܕܡܘܬ ܠܒܘܫܐ ܕܥܪܒܐ̣ ܒܡ̈ܠܐ

̇
ܡܬ

ܪܝܫܐ  ܗ̇ܘ  ܐܟܠܩܪܨܐ  ܐܝܟ  ܡܬܪܥܝܢ܆  ܕܐܪܝܘܣ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܠܓܘ 
ܕܡܢ .  ܕܟܠܗܝܢ ܗܪ̈ܣܝܣ ܗܠܝܢ  ܢ  ܡ̣̇ ܗ̇ܘ ܡܡܠܠ ܗܘܐ  ܓܝܪ  ܐܦ 

ܗܠܝܢ ܕܐܡ̇ܪ ܡܬ݁ܪܥܐ  ܟ̈ܬܒܐ. ܐܙܕܓܪ ܕܝܢ ܡܢ ܦܪܘܩܢ. ܐܠܘ ܓܝܪ
ܗܘܐ܆ ܠܐ ܢ̇ܦܠ ܗܘܐ ܡܢ ܫܡܝܐ. ܗܫܐ ܕܝܢ ܕܢܦܠ ܒܬܪܥܝܬܗ 

 ܣ̇ܥܪ ܒܝ̈ܫܬܐ. ܐܦܢ ܡܫ̣ܬܦ̇ܪ ܒܡ̈ܠܐ.܀ ܗ̇ܘ

[Conclusion]106 
Since, however, all heretics have the habit of hiding 

their evil thinking in order to deceive the listeners and 
make them believe that they want the truth, resembling 
in this the Evil who is the source of all wickedness, and 
many times they make wrong use of the Divine Scriptures 
and the doctors of the Mysteries to hide their impiety, 
and they make fraudulent apologies in order to escape 
what they are reproached for, like the Jews, who verbally 
demonstrate that they accept the Law and the Prophets, 
but in fact they deny them; and similarly the Ammonites 
who in words confess the true Son of God the Father, but 
in reality deny him, and Paul of Samosata and Nestorius 
and their followers, who being careful to mislead, they, in 

 
106

 As we shall see below, I consider this part a conclusion of the 
florilegium agreeing to some extent with Furlani in this regard. Van Roey, 
however, does not include this passage in his analysis. For references see 
below. 
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words, do not confess two Sons and two Christs, but one, 
in reality, however, they are reproached for teaching two 
Sons and two Christs; then the Julianists, who in words 
confess that Christ suffered, but in reality demonstrate 
that they [follow] the opposite [doctrine]; so also those 
who dare to utter substances and natures concerning the 
Holy and consubstantial Trinity, in order to deceive those 
who listen [to them] and to escape from an evident 
confutation, they say just in words one God and one 
Divinity and one substance that is, nature, which they 
prove to confess to be nothing but a mere word in mere 
thought. [And] while they are blotting out to confess 
principally one God and one Divinity, one substance, that 
is, nature in three Holy hypostases of the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Spirit, as the Divine Scriptures and the Holy 
Fathers teach, they are evidently caught boldly 
confessing gods, divinities, substances and natures 
concerning the Holy and consubstantial Trinity, as was 
shown through the blasphemies set down [above]. No 
one should believe them, because in the Scripture[s] 
those who confess substances, natures, gods and 
divinities concerning the Holy and consubstantial Trinity 
are anathematized, although they say [that] these [gods] 
are consubstantial, as also the Holy Theodosius refused, 
who [now] is among the saints. No one must believe 
heretics, because, as with lambskin, they cover and 
conceal their wickedness through beautiful words 
[taken] from the Holy Scriptures, and they do not think 
what they [really] say and do not say what they [really] 
think, so that no one gets bored by them, they, in fact had 
learned this from the Evil, their father. 

To prove, then, that this is so, we will cite, in order to 
conclude in a good way, the word of the Apostle 
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Athanasius from the first discourse against the Arians,107 
when warning [the reader] from their wickedness, he 
says the following: 

And however they may write phrases out of the 
Scripture, endure not their writings; however they may 
speak the language of the orthodox, yet attend not to 
what they say; for they speak not with an upright mind, 
but putting on such language like sheeps’ clothing, in 
their hearts they think with Arius, after the manner of the 
devil, who is the author of all heresies. For he too made 
use of the words of Scripture, but was put to silence by 
our Saviour. For if he had indeed meant them as he used 
them, he would not have fallen from heaven; but now, 
having fallen, he acts evilness, in his mind.108 

SOME OBSERVATIONS ON THE FLORILEGIUM’S 
STRUCTURE AND CONTENT  

The structure of florilegium, as is evident from the above 
presentation, is very clear. However, one must make some 
observations in this regard. First, taking into consideration what 
is mentioned in the introduction to the fifth chapter, namely the 
compiler’s reference to what he has mentioned in the third 
chapter: “as was clearly seen in the third chapter put down 
above” (  ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕܒܩܦܠܐܘܢ ܕܬܠܬܐ ܕܣܝܡ ܡܢ ܠܥܠ܇ ܗܕܐ ܓܠܝܐܝܬ
 it becomes evident that the compiler of the ,(ܐܬܚ̣ܙܝܬ 
florilegium is one person, and that the structure and division we 

 
107

 As we shall see below, the quoted passage derives in fact from 
Athanasius of Alexandria’s Letter to the bishops and not as the text maintains 
from his First discourse against the Arians. 

108
 D. U. Hansen, K. Metzler and K. Savvidis, eds., Athanasius. Werke, Band 

I, Teil 1; Die dogmatischen Schriften, Lieferung 1: Epistula ad episcopos Aegypti 
et Libyae (Berlin-New York: De Gruyter, 1996), Sections 2.1–3.3. The English 
translation of the passage by Athanasius, made from Greek, is taken from 
https://www.newadvent.org/fathers/2812.htm  (accessed 14/07/2024), 
slightly modified according to the Syriac.  

https://www.newadvent.org/fathers/2812.htm
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have is indeed by him. Nevertheless, this does not mean that 
errors or anomalies cannot be found in this structure. In fact, 
after the florilegium’s title, coloured in vermillion in both 
manuscripts, we have an introduction and then the quotations 
from John Philoponus’ Trinitarian works followed by those of 
the Church Fathers. There is no mention, as happens in the 
other chapters, of any subtitle to indicate the first chapter. This, 
indeed, caused G. Furlani to consider the whole introduction as 
a preamble to the first chapter.109 A. van Roey, on the contrary, 
separated the introduction into two parts, considering the first 
part a general introduction to the whole florilegium and the 
second an introduction to the first chapter; he also adds the 
bracketed subtitle ‘Chapitre premier’ before this second part of 
the introduction.110 Examination of the contents of the whole 
passage enabled me to agree with A. van Roey’s  conclusion. I 
have therefore indicated the first part of the passage as the 
florilegium’s general introduction and the second as an 
introduction to the first chapter, and like van Roey, I have added 
the subtitle ‘Chapter one’. 

Having an introduction to the florilegium one might also 
expect a conclusion. In fact, the passage I consider to be the 
florilegium’s conclusion was also, to some extent, considered as 
such by G. Furlani, who translated it into Italian,111 as he did for 
all the chapter introductions and for the passages by John 
Philoponus. A. van Roey, however, probably missed this passage 
and his analysis makes no mention of it.112 Returning to the 
manuscripts we note that both consider this passage to derive 
from Severus of Antioch: a note in the margin of Ms C states ‘Of 
Severus’ (ܕܣܘܪܐ);113 while Ms E has ‘Of Saint Severus’ (  ̄ܕܩܕ

 
109

 Furlani, “Un florilegio”, 662–663. 
110

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 137–138.  
111

 Furlani, “Un florilegio”, 676–677. 
112

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 145. 
113

 MS BL Add. 14532, f. 207r. 
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 in vermilion, without any information concerning the (ܣܐܘܪܐ
work from which this text was supposed to derive.114 However, 
on reading the contents of this passage, and considering that it 
was impossible to identify it or a part of it in the writings of 
Severus of Antioch that are known to us, it is clear that it 
contains some elements that cannot have been written by 
Severus, including the reference to the Tritheites and the 
mention of Theodosius of Alexandria as already deceased:   

No one should believe them [i.e. Tritheites’s 
blasphemies], because in the Scripture[s] those who 
confess substances, natures, gods and divinities 
concerning the Holy and consubstantial Trinity are 
anathematized, although they say [that] these [gods] 
are consubstantial, as also the Holy Theodosius 
refused, who [now] is among the saints. 

We know in fact that Theodosius died in 567, thirty years 
after the death of Severus of Antioch, so to consider this passage 
as written by Severus is indeed out of the question. 
Consequently, it is more than probable that the source of both 
manuscripts had wrongly attributed this passage to Severus. 
Examination of its content leads, in fact, to conclude that it is, 
without doubt, the conclusion of the florilegium. What 
confirms this hypothesis is the way the compiler ends this 
passage, giving a quotation from Athanasius of Alexandria’s 
Letter to the Bishops (wrongly considered by the compiler as the 
First discourse against the Arians) as support for his position. 
The compiler, in fact, introduces Athanasius’ passage with the 
following way: “to prove, then, that this is so, we will mention, 
in order to conclude in a good way (ܟܕ ܫܦܝܪܐܝܬ ܡܫ̇ܠܡܝܢܢ) ...”, 
which means that this whole passage is indeed to be considered 
the florilegium’s conclusion.  

 
114

 MS BL Add. 14538, f. 144v. 
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The aforementioned passage by Athanasius is not the only 
patristic quotation for which the compiler, or his source, gives 
wrong title of the work from which it derives. Quotation 18 of 
the third chapter is stated as deriving from Gregory of Nyssa’s 
Against Eunomius, instead of the same author’s Refutation of the 
Confession of Eunomius. In the same chapter, quotation 23 is 
also wrongly attributed to Damasus of Rome’s Synodical letter to 
Paulinus, Bishop of Thessaloniki, whereas it actually derives 
from Damasus’ Profession of Faith to Paulinus, known also as his 
Tomus; moreover, it is evident that the compiler, or his source, 
wrongly considers Paulinus to be the Bishop of Thessaloniki 
instead of Antioch. Although they occur frequently in the 
florilegia and in their sources, none of these errors were noted 
by G. Furlani115 or by A. van Roey.116 Neither did they note one 
another anomaly in the same chapter. The anomaly is found in 
quotations 12 to 17, which all derive from Gregory of Nyssa. The 
florilegium correctly attributes quotations 12 and 13 to Gregory 
of Nyssa’s On the Holy Trinity, i.e. his Letter to Eustathius, and 
quotations 14 and 15 to Gregory’s On ‘Not three gods’, namely his 
Letter to Ablabius, but quotations 16 and 17, which derive from 
Gregory’s Letter to Eustathius, are ascribed to the same author’s 
Letter to Ablabius. This error was noted by neither G. Furlani117 
nor A. van Roey whose analysis admits explicitly that he could 
not identify these quotations (16 and 17) in the Greek version of 
the Letter to Ablabius.118 Going back to the florilegium, one might 
maintain that the original order of the quotations was different, 
first those from the Letter to Eustathius, i.e.  quotations 12, 13, 16 
and 17, and then those from the Letter to Ablabius, namely 
quotations 14 and 15. However, taking all these elements 
together and the fact that all these errors are found in the same 

 
115

 Furlani, “Un florilegio”, 670. 
116

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 141.  
117

 Furlani, “Un florilegio”, 669. 
118

 See footnote 17 in van Roey, “Les fragments”, 140.  
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chapter three, one might hypothesize that the source of the 
florilegium’s compiler had already made these errors and 
imprecisions, which would mean that they were not made by 
the compiler himself. In my opinion, this hypothesis is more 
plausible than asserting that the copyist of the archetype of 
both manuscripts made these errors and created such 
anomalies.  

THE PROFILE OF THE COMPILER 

David Taylor notes that this florilegium quotes seven passages 
from the first Syriac translation of Basil of Caesarea’s On the 
Holy Spirit;119 namely quotations 11-15 in the fourth chapter and 
quotations 17-18 in the fifth chapter. This was a paraphrased 
translation, where the translator was more interested in 
interpreting the Greek text than translating it.120 This element 
was not noted by A. van Roey who comments that he could 
identify just a few phrases in the Greek text.121 David Taylor also 
noted that one quotation from On the Holy Spirit in this 
florilegium, namely quotation 5 in the first chapter, comes 
neither from the first nor the second Syriac translation of the 
work,122 which means that the compiler used more than one 
source for his florilegium.123 In fact, the compiler refers to Basil’s 
work in different ways, ‘Of Saint Basil from the discourse to 
Amphilochius’ (  ܕܠܘܬ ܡܐܡܪܐ  ܡܢ  ܒܣܝܠܝܣ  ܕܩܕܝܫܐ 
 for  quotation 5 in the first chapter, and ‘Of Saint 124(ܐܡܦܝܠܟ ܝ ܘܣ 
Basil from the letter to Amphilochius concerning the Holy 

 
119

 Taylor, The Syriac, xx. 
120

 In this regards see Taylor, The Syriac, ix–xxxv.  
121

 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 143–144. 
122

  Taylor, The Syriac, xxxvi.  
123

 See also the opinion of Furlani in this regard, Furlani, “Un florilegio”, 
661.   

124
 https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/ATR|001 (accessed 14/07/2024). 

https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/ATR|001
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Spirit’ (  ܕܩܕܝܫܐ ܒܣܝܠܝܣ. ܡܢ ܐܓܪܬܐ ܕܠܘܬ ܐܡܦܝܠܘܟܝܘܣ ܕܡܛܠ
 .for the other quotations 125(ܪܘܚܐ ܩܕܝܫܐ 

Moreover, I have noticed that quotations 19-20 in the fifth 
chapter, which derive from Basil of Caesarea’s On ‘Not Three 
Gods’ are not faithful to the Greek text. Comparing them with a 
Syriac translation of this work – found in three manuscripts in 
the British Library, namely MS BL Add 17143, ff. 46v-48v (5th 
century); BL Add 14543, ff.134r-140v (6th century), and BL Add 
14612, ff. 100r-105r (6th/7th century),126 which is also a 
paraphrased translation of Basil’s work – shows that they were 
based on a similar paraphrased translation and not necessarily 
the version testified in these manuscripts. The point is 
demonstrated in the following table, where I present Basil’s 
paraphrased translation according to MS BL Add 14543:127 

 
 Florilegium128 MS BL Add 17143 

Quotation 

19 

ܐܪܐ ܟܕ ܐܝܟ ܡܠܬܗܘܢ ܕܗܠܝܢ 

ܠܥܬܝܩܘܬܐ ܕܕܚܠܬ ܦܬܟܪ̈ܐ  

ܡܚ̇ܕܬܝܢ ܚܢܢ܆ ܗܕܐ ܓܝܪ 

ܫܘܚܬܐ ܐܣ̣ܪܚ ܥܠܝܢ܇ ܣ̈ܦܘܬܐ  

ܕܡܢ ܐܠܗܐ ܠܐ ܡ̈ܣܬܪܕܢ. 

ܐܝܟ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܚܢܢ ܬܠܬܐ ܐ̈ܠܗܝܢ  

ܡܟܪܙܝܢܢ. ܡ̇ܢ ܕܬܠܬܐ ܐܠܗ̈ܐ  

ܐܪܐ ܟܕ ܐܢܚܢܢ ܐܝܟ 

ܡܠܬܗܘܢ ܕܗܠܝܢ ܠܥܬܝܩܘܬ  

ܕܚܠܬ ܦܬܟܪ̈ܐ ܡܚ̇ܕܬܝܢ ܚܢܢ܆ 

ܗܕܐ ܓܝܪ ܫܘܚܬܐ ܕܓܘܕܦܐ  

ܣ̈ܦܘܬܐ ܕܡܢ ܐܠܗܐ ܠܐ  

ܡ̈ܣܬܪܕܢ ܐܣܪܚܢ ܥܠܝܢ. 

ܐܝܟ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܚܢܢ ܐ̈ܠܗܐ  
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 https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/ATR|004 and 
https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/ATR|005 (accessed 14/07/2024). 

126
 On these manuscripts see respectively Wright, Catalogue, 416, 419–420; 

696–701. See also S. Brock, “Basil‘s Homily on Deut. xv 9: Some Remarks on 
the Syriac Manuscript Tradition”, in Texte und Textkritik: Eine 
Aufsatzsammlung, Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der 
Altchristlichen Literatur 133, ed. J. Dummer (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1987), 
57–66. 

127
 For the other manuscripts and the texts they transmit in comparison 

with that of our florilegium, see 
https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/ATR|005 (accessed 14/07/2024). 

128
 See the previous footnote. 

https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/ATR|004
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ܡܟܪ̣ܙ ܒܥܕܬܗ ܕܐܠܗܐ̣ ܡܢܐ  

ܥ̇ܒܕ. ܐܘܘܢܐ ܕܐܠܗ̈ܐ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ 

ܝܕܝܥ ܗܘ ܐܝܟܘ. ܘܕܘܟܬܐ 

ܕܕܚܠܬ ܐܠܗܐ̣ ܝܕܝܥܐ ܗܝ ܐܝܟܐ  

ܐܝܬܝܗ܇ ܐܝܢܐ ܕܬܠܬܐ ܐܠܗ̈ܝܢ 

ܡܡܪܚ ܕܢܐܡܪ. ܡܫ̇ܬܪܓܠ 

ܠܡܐܡܪ̣ ܥܕܡܐ ܠܬܪ̈ܥܣܪ.  

ܗܕܐ ܕܝܢ܆ ܛܥܝܘܬܐ ܗܝ ܕܕܠܐ 

ܐܠܗ. ܘܩܪܝܒܘܬܐ ܕܡ̣ܚܝܢܐ 

ܠܫܐܕ̈ܐ܇ ܐܝܟܐ ܕܕܚܠܬܐ 

 ܕܣܓܝܐܘܬ ܐ̈ܠܗܐ ܡܬܟܪܙܐ. 

ܬܠܬܐ ܡܟܪܙܝܢ ܚܢܢ. ܡ̇ܢ  

ܕܬܠܬܐ ܐܠܗ̈ܝܢ ܡܟܪܙ.  

ܒܥܕܬܗ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܢܐ ܥܒܕ.  

ܘܢܐ ܓܝܪ ܕܐ̈ܠܗܐ ܘܐ

ܣܓܝ̈ܐܐ ܝܕܝܥ ܗܘ ܐܝܟܐ  

ܫܟܝܚ. ܘܕܘܟܬܐ ܕܕܚܠܬ  

ܐܠܗܐ̣ ܝܕܝܥܐ ܗܝ ܐܝܟܐ  

ܩܒܝܥܐ. ܐܝܢܐ ܕܬܠܬܐ 

ܐܠܗ̈ܝܢ ܡܚܨܦ ܕܢܐܡܪ  

ܡܡܪܚ ܕܐܦ ܐܪܒܥܐ  

ܕܢܫܡܗ ܘܕܢܬܕܪܓ ܠܡܣܒܪ  

ܒܡܢܝܢܐ. ܒܡܬܚܐ ܕܡ̈ܠܘܗܝ 

ܐܦ ܥܕܡܐ ܠܬܪ̈ܥܣܪ ܗܕܐ  

ܓܝܪ ܛܥܝܘܬܐ ܗܝ ܕܕܠܐ  

ܐܠܗ ܘܩܪܝܒܘܬܐ ܕܫܐܕ̈ܐ  

ܫܟܝܚܐ ܐܝܟܐ ܕܕܚܠܬܐ 

  ܕܣܓܝܘܬ ܐܠܗ̈ܐ

 129ܡܬܟܪܙܐ. 

Quotation 

20 

 

ܟܬܝܒ ܓܝܪ ܕܡ̇ܢ ܕܥ̇ܫܩ 

ܠܡܣܟܢܐ ܡܙܓܝ ܠܡ̇ܢ ܕܒܪܝܗܝ.  

ܐܢ ܗܟܝܠ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ  

ܬܐ ܒܝ ܡܚܘܐ ܐܢܐ. ܕܐܒܗ̈ 

ܐܢܬ ܡܕܝܢ ܒܝ ܥܡܗܘܢ ܡܩ̣ܪܒ  

ܐܢܬ. ܐܘ ܕܠܡܐ ܟܝ ܥܡܝ ܗܘ  

ܕܝܠܝ ܨ̇ܒܐ ܗܟܝܠ ܘܡܗܝ̇ܡܢ  

ܬܟܬܫ. ܐܢ ܗܟܝܠ  
̇

ܐܢܬ ܕܬ

ܡܗ̇ܝܡܢ ܐܢܐ ܒܐܒܐ: ܘܡܘܕܐ  

ܐܢܐ ܒܒܪܐ: ܘܠܪܘܚܐ ܕܩܘܕܫܐ 

ܠܐ ܥܫ̇ܩ ܐܢܐ: ܘܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ 

ܒܫܠܡܘܬܐ ܕܠܐ ܦܘܠܓ ܐܡ̇ܪ 

ܐܢܐ ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ. 

ܬܠܬܐ ܐܠܗ̈ܝܢ ܣ̇ܒܪ ܐܢܬ 

ܟܬܝܒ ܗܘ ܓܝܪ ܕܡ̇ܢ ܕܥ̇ܫܩ  

ܠܡܣܟܢܐ ܡܙܓܝ ܠܡ̇ܢ 

ܕܒܥܒܕܗ. ܐܢ ܗܟܝܠ 

ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ ܕܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ 

ܕܠܝܠܐܝܬ ܒܝ ܡܚܘܐ  

ܐܢܐ.ܡܕܝܢ ܐܢܬ ܥܡܗܘܢ  

ܒܝ ܡܩܪܒ ܐܢܬ. ܐܘ ܕܠܡܐ  

ܟܝ ܥܡܝ ܨܒܝܬ ܕܬܬܟܬܫ  

ܐܢ ܗܟܝܠ ܡܗܝܡܢ ܐܢܐ  

ܒܐܒܐ ܘܐܦ ܡܘܕܢܐ  

ܒܒܪܐܐܘ ܠܪܘܚܐ ܕܩܘܕܫܐ 

ܠܐ ܥܫ̇ܩ ܐܢܐ ܘܐܢ  

ܠܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ ܫܘܝܐܝܬ ܐܡ̇ܪ  

ܬܐ  ܐܢܐ ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇ ܐܪܐ ܬܠ

 
129

 MS BL Add 14543, f. 136rv. 
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ܕܡ̇ܫܡܗ ܐܢܐ܆ ܠܡܢܐ ܗܟܝܠ  

ܐ:  ܬܡ̇ܬܥܫܩܐ ܡܢܟ ܡܥܡܘܕܝ

ܘܐܝܬܝܟ ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ  

ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ: ܒܫܡ ܐܒܐ ܘܒܪܐ  

ܘܪܘܚܐ ܕܩܘܕܫܐ܆ ܡܢ̣ܘ ܐܦܣ 

ܕܢܗܘܐ ܥܡܕܢ܆ ܐܢܐ̣ ܐܘ 

ܐܠܗܐ. ܕܡ̇ܢ ܐܢܘܢ ܗܠܝܢ  

 
̈
ܓܡܐ. ܕܟܪܘܙܐ̣ ܐܘ  ܦܬ

ܕܡܫܕܪܢܐ. ܠܡܢܐ ܒܦܪܨܘܦܐ  

ܕܝܠܝ ܥܡ ܐܠܗܐ ܡ̣ܩܪܒ ܐܢܬ. 

ܒܝ ܨܒ̣ܝܬ ܕܬ̣ܩܪܒ ܥܡ ܫܪܪܐ܆ 

ܐܘ ܒܐܝ̈ܕܝ ܕܝܠܝ ܡܬ݁ܪܥܐ ܐܢܬ 

ܕܬܙܝܥ ܠܡܪܕܐ ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ.  

ܘܟܒܪ ܐܢܐ ܠܟ ܡܬܪܟܢ ܐܢܐ.  

ܐܠܐ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ ܡܢܟ̣ ܠܐ 

ܚ̇ܝܒܐ. ܠܐ ܟܝ ܝܠܝܦ ܠܟ ܡܢ 

ܦܘܠܘܣ: ܟܕ ܐܡ̇ܪ ܕܚܕ ܗܘ  

ܡܪܝܐ ܘܚܕܐ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ: ܘܚܕܐ  

ܘܚܕ ܐܠܗܐ ܕܠܐ    ܡܥܡܘܕܝܬܐ

ܦܠܓ܆ ܐܢ ܗܟܝܠ ܡܫ̇ܡܗ  
̇

ܡܬ

ܐܢܐ ܠܒܪܐ ܡܪܝܐ: ܕܠܡܐ 

ܒܡܪ̈ܝܐ ܣܓܝ̈ܐܐ ܡ̣ܘܕܐ ܐܢܐ܆ 

ܐܒܐ ܓܝܪ ܡܪܝܐ ܗ̇ܘ. ܘܒܪܐ̣  

ܝܐ ܗܘ. ܘܪܘܚܐ̣ ܡܪܝܐ ܗܘ. ܡܪ

ܐܝܟ ܕܟܬܝܒ. ܕܡܪܝܐ̣ ܪܘܚܐ 

ܗܘ. ܡܟܝܠ ܡܪܘܬܐ ܚܕܐ ܗܝ. 

ܐܝܟ ܕܐܡ̣ܪ ܫܠܝܚܐ ܕܚܕ ܗܘ  

ܡܪܝܐ: ܘܚܕܐ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ ܘܚܕܐ  

ܡܥܡܘܕܝܬܐ. ܚܕ ܒܚܕ  

ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ܆ ܒܚܕ ܡܪܝܐ.. ܚܕܐ 

ܗܟܝܠ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ̣ ܒܚܕܐ ܪܘܚܐ.  

ܡܥܡܘܕܝܬܐ ܚܕܐ܆ ܗܟܢܐ ܓܝܪ 

 ܚܕܐ ܒܚܕܐ ܡܫ̈ܬܡܠܝܢ܀ 

ܐܠܗ̈ܝܢ ܡܫܡܗܢܐ ܠܡܢܐ 

ܡܥܡܘܕܝܬܐ ܡܢܟ  

ܡܬܥܫܩܐ ܘܐܝܬܝܟ  

ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ: ܒܫܡ 

ܐܒܐ ܘܒܪܐ ܘܪܘܚܐ 

ܕܩܘܕܫܐ܆ ܡܢ̣ܘ ܐܦܣ ܕܢܗܘܐ 

ܥܡܕܢ܆ ܐܢܐ̣ ܐܘ ܐܠܗܐ. 

ܗܠܝܢ ܗܟܝܠ ܦܬܓ̈ܡܐ ܕܡܢ  

ܐܢܘܢ. ܕܟܪܘܙܐ̣ ܐܘ ܕܡܫܕܪܢܐ 

ܠܡܢܐ ܕܝܢ ܒܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܕܝܠܝ  

ܥܡ ܐܠܗܐ ܡܩܪܒ ܐܢܬ. ܒܝ 

ܐܢܬ ܕܬܩܪܒ   ܝܬܗܟܝܠ ܨܒ̣ 

ܥܡ ܫܪܪܐ. ܒܐܝܕܝ ܡܬ݁ܪܥܝܬ 

ܕܬܙܝܥ ܠܡܪܕܐ ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ.  

ܘܐܟܒܪ ܐܢܐ ܠܟ  

ܡܬܡܚܠܢܐ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ ܕܝܢ 

ܡܢܟ ܠܐ ܚܝܒܐ. ܐܝܠܝܦ ܠܟ  

ܡܢ ܦܘܠܘܣ ܟܕ ܐܡܪ ܕܚܕ  ܝܟ 

ܗܘ ܡܪܝܐ ܘܠܐ ܬܪܝܢ ܘܠܐ  

ܬܠܬܐ ܐܢ ܗܟܝܠ ܡܫܡܗ  

ܐܢܐ ܠܒܪܐ ܡܪܝܐ. ܠܐ ܗܘܐ  

ܒܡܪ̈ܝܐ ܣܓܝ̈ܐܐ ܘܒܒ̈ܢܝܐ 

ܣܓܝ̈ܐܐ ܡܘܕܐ܆ ܐܒܐ ܓܝܪ  

ܡܪܝܐ ܗ̇ܘ. ܘܒܪܐ̣ ܡܪܝܐ ܗܘ 

ܒܡܪܘܬܐ ܚܕܐ ܗܝ 

. ܚܕ ܗܘ ܘܒܪܫܝܬܐ ܚܕܐ

ܗܟܝܠ ܡܪܝܐ ܘܚܕܐ ܗܟܝܠ  

ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ ܘܚܕܐ  

ܡܥܡܘܕܝܬܐ ܚܕܐ ܠܚܕܐ 

ܢܩܝܦܢ ܒܚܕ ܡܪܝܐ. ܚܕܐ  

ܗܟܝܠ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ܇ ܒܚܕܐ  

ܪܘܚܐ ܡܥܡܘܕܝܬܐ ܚܕܐ.  
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ܗܟܢܐ ܚܕܐ ܡܢ ܚܕܐ ܒܝܕ  

 130ܚܕܐ ܡܫܠܡܝܢ.

 
On the one hand, we can say that the translation transmitted 

in our florilegium follows the paraphrased version but not to the 
letter; on the other, however, it is totally different from the one 
contained in MS BL Add 18813, ff. 82r-85v (7th century), BL Add 
14618, ff. 32v-35r (7th/8th century) and Cambridge Add 3175, ff. 
156v-159v (10th/11th century), which is faithful to the original 
Greek translation.131 This can also be confirmed from the titles 
given to Basil’s work in these versions. In fact, our florilegium 
calls it ‘Discourse on Faith and against those who falsify it saying 
three gods concerning the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit’ 
ܡܐܡܪܐ ܥܠ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ܇ ܘܠܘܩܒܠ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܥܫ̇ܝܢ ܗܘܘ ܠܗ ܕܬܠܬܐ  )
 MS BL Add 17143 and ;(ܐܠܗ̈ܝܢ ܐܡܪ: ܠܐܒܐ ܘܠܒܪܐ ܘܠܪܘܚܐ ܩܕܝܫܐ 
14543 give the title as ‘Second discourse on Faith’ (  ܡܐܡܪܐ ܕܬܪܝܢ
ܡܐܡܪܐ  ) ’MS BL 14612 as ‘Discourse on Faith ;(ܕܥܠ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ
 BL Add 18813 and 14618 as ‘Discourse on that it ;(ܕܥܠ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ 
is not right to think three gods’ ( ܠ ܗܝ ܕܠܐ ܙܕܩ ܕܬܠܬܐ  ܡܐܡܪܐ ܥ 
 while in MS Cambridge Add 3175 it is entitled ,(ܐ̈ܠܗܐ ܢܣܬܒܪܘܢ 
‘Discourse to those who accuse us of professing three gods’ 
 .(ܡܐܡܪܐ ܠܘܬ ܗ̇ܢܘܢ ܕܥ̇ܫܩܝܢ ܠܢ ܕܬܠܬܐ ܐ̈ܠܗܐ ܐܡܪܝܢ )

A. van Roey failed to take account of this element in his 
analysis of the florilegium, where he again simply indicates that 
he could not find an exact correspondence in the Greek 
original.132 Consequently, it is more than plausible that the 

 
130

 MS BL Add 14543, ff. 136v–137r. 
131

 On these manuscripts see respectively Wright, Catalogue, 729–731, 738; 
and W. Wright, A Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts Preserved in the Library 
of the University of Cambridge, vol. II (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1901), 1218–1234. See also Brock, “Basil’s Homily”. For a comparison of 
the translation of the two passages in our florilegium and the one in these 
manuscripts see https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/ATR|005 (accessed 
14/07/2024). 

132
 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 144. 

https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/ATR|005
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compiler was a Syriac-speaking Miaphysite. This is not the only 
factor that can support such a hypothesis. In fact, a considerable 
number of patristic quotations in this florilegium are also 
quoted in other texts written during the Tritheist controversy, 
namely (1) Theodosius of Alexandria’s On Trinity;133 (2) Various 
texts published by G. Furlani;134 (3) Peter of Callinicum’s 
Trinitarian Corpus;135 (4) a Trinitarian florilegium based mainly 
on Peter of Callinicum’s Trinitarian Corpus.136  

Theodosius of Alexandria’s On Trinity was originally 
composed in Greek but it exists in various Syriac translations of 
which the oldest, used for comparison in this study, is copied in 
MS British Library Add. 14602, which dates, according to 
Wright,137 from the sixth or seventh century.138 G. Furlani 
demonstrated that the texts he published were originally 
composed in Syriac;139 I have demonstrated that the Trinitarian 
florilegium is based on the Syriac version of Peter of 
Callinicum’s Trinitarian Corpus140 on which L. van Rompay 
recently expressed his doubts as to whether it was originally 
composed in Greek. In his opinion, it is more plausible that 
Peter wrote his work against Damian of Alexandria directly in 

 
133

 Chabot, Documenta, 40–79; A. van Roey and P. Allen, eds., Monophysite 
Texts of the Sixth Century, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 56 (Leuven: 
Peeters, 1994), 144–221. 

134
 Furlani, Sei scritti. 

135
 R. Y. Ebied, A. van Roey and L. Wickham, eds., Petri Callinicensis 

Patriarchae Antiocheni. Tractatus contra Damianum, 4 vols, Corpus 
Christianorum, Series Graeca 29, 32, 35, 54 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1994, 1996, 
1998, 2003); Ebied, van Roey and Wickham, Peter of Callinicum. 

136
 https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/flos/TRI (accessed 14/07/2024). 

137
 Wright, Catalogue, 952–953. 

138
 For more details on this work, its contents, Syriac translations etc. see 

van Roey and Allen, Monophysite Texts, 105–143  
139

 Furlani, Sei scritti, 675–678.  
140

 B. Ebeid, “Metaphysics of Trinity in Graeco-Syriac Miaphysitism: A 
Study and Analysis of the Trinitarian Florilegium in Ms BL Add. 14532” 
(Studia graeco-arabica 11 [2021]), 83–128. 
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Syriac.141 In support of this position one might also add the fact 
that in Contra Damianum142 we find a quotation from a pseudo-
Basil of Caesarea’s Against the Anomoeans (CPG 2988),143 a work 
that was originally composed in Syriac.144 In addition, and as we 
shall see below, it seems that Peter of Callinicum wrote his work 
against the Syrian Miaphysite followers of Damian of 
Alexandria and his Trinitarian doctrine.  

To return to our florilegium, the table below presents the 
quotations found both in our florilegium and in one or more of 
the Miaphysite texts relating to the Tritheist controversy, using 
Roman numerals to indicate the chapter in our florilegium, 
Arabic numerals for the number of the quotation in the chapter, 
and adding ‘p’ when the passage is quoted in partial form in one 
of these sources:145 

 
Theodosius of 

Alexandria 

Furlani’s Texts Peter of 

Callinicum 

Trinitarian 

florilegium 

  I:8 (p)  

  II:3 (p)  

  II:4 (P) x2 II:4 (P) 

II:7  II:7 (p) II:7 

  III:9 (p) III:9 (p) 

   III:11 (p) 

   III:15 

 
141 See L. van Rompay, “Pierre de Callinique et les versions syriaques des 

Homélies de Grégoire de Nazianze. Un premier sondage” (Babelao 10-11 
[2022]), 481–495. 

142
 Ebied, van Roey and Wickham, Petri Callinicensis, vol. 4, XXXIX.152–

165. 
143

 A. van Roey, “Une Homélie inédite contre les Anoméens attribuée à 
saint Basile de Césarée” (Orientalia Lovaniensia Periodica 28 [1997]), 179–
192. 

144
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 III:19 (p)   

 III:20 (p)   

  III:22 (p)  

 IV:8 (p)  IV:8 (p) 

  IV:9 (p) x 2 IV:9 (p) x 2 

  IV:10 (p) x 2 IV:10 (p) 

 V:3 (p) V:3 (p) x 2  

V:4  V:4 (p) x 3  

 V:7 V:7  

  V:12 (p)  

  V:12 (p)  

V:15 (p)  V:15 (p) x 3 V:15 (p) x 2 

 
Comparison of the texts, in fact, leads us to maintain that the 

compiler of the florilegium under examination, as well as the 
other sources, used existing Syriac translations either in integral 
or in fragmental form. The following examples should clarify 
this point, starting with quotation 7 in the second chapter, 
which derives from Severus of Antioch’s Letter to John and John 
the priests and abbots: 

 
Anti-tritheist 

florilegium 

Theodosius of 

Alexandria 

Peter of 

Callinicum 

Trinitarian 

florilegium 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ܐܠܐ ܫ̇ܡܥ ܐܢܐ  

ܕܐܡܪܝܢ  

ܕܕܚܠܝܢܢ   ܪ̈ܗܘܡܝܐ: 

ܡܢ  ܕܚܕ 

ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  

ܕܚܫ   ܠܗ̇ܘ  ܢܐܡܪ 

ܒܒܣܪ:  ܚܠܦܝܢ 

ܕܠܐ ܢܐܡ̣ܪ  ܡܛܠ 

ܡܢܝܢܐ  ܬܚܝܬ 

ܠܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  

ܩܕܝܫܬܐ. ܗܕܐ ܕܝܢ  

ܟܠܗ̇ ܠܐ ܝܠܝܦܘܬܐ  
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ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  

ܩܕܝܫܬܐ  

ܡܬܡܢܝܢܝܬܐ ܡ̇ܢ 

ܐܝܬܝܗ̣̇  

ܚܕܐ   ܒܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ. 

ܗ̣ܝ   ܟܕ  ܘܗ̣ܝ  ܕܝܢ 

ܘܠܒܪ   ܒܐܘܣܝܐ̣ 

ܡܢܝܢܐ   ܡܢ 

 146ܩܝܡܐ.

ܠܡ   ܩܕܝܫܬܐ 

ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  

ܡܬܡܢܝܢܝܬܐ 

ܐܝܬܝܗ̇   ܡ̇ܢ 

ܒܗ̇ܝ   ܒܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ. 

ܕܝܢ ܕܚܕܐ ܘܗ̣ܝ ܟܕ  

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ܆  ܗ̣ܝ 

ܡܢܝܢܐ  ܡܢ  ܠܒܪ 

 147ܝܡܐܩ

ܡܠ̣ܝܐ   ܘܪܘܫܥܐ 

ܐܝܬܝܗ̇   ܘܥܠ̣ܝܐ 

ܕܐ̇ܚܕܝܢ   ܕܐܝܠܝܢ 

ܥ̈ܠܠܬܐ ܒܚ̈ܛܗܐ܆  

ܕܠܐ   ܕܗܠܝܢ  ܐܘ 

ܗܠܝܢ  ܝ̇ܕܥܝܢ 

ܘܡܛܠ   ܕܐܡܪܝܢ 

ܡܫܪܪܝܢ܇  ܐܝܠܝܢ 

ܕܡܛܠ  ܐܝܟܢܐ 

ܦܘܠܘܣ   ܐܢܫ̈ܝܢ 

ܐܡ̇ܪ.   ܫܠܝܚܐ 

ܓܝܪ   ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ 

ܩܕܝܫܬܐ܆  

ܡܬܡܢܝܢܝܬܐ ܡ̇ܢ  

ܐܝܬܝܗ̇܆  

ܕܝܢ   ܗ̇ܝ  ܒܩܢܘܡ̈ܐ. 

ܗ̣ܝ   ܟܕ  ܘܗ̣ܝ  ܕܚܕܐ 

ܠܒܪ   ܕܐܘܣܝܐ܆ 

ܡܢܝܢܐ   ܡܢ 

 148. ܩ̇ܝܡܐ

ܓܝܪ  ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ 

ܩܕܝܫܬܐ܆  

ܡܬܡܢܝܢܝܬܐ ܡ̇ܢ 

ܐܝܬܝܗ܆ 

ܕܝܢ   ܗ̇ܝ  ܒܩܢ̈ܘܡܐ 

ܗ̣ܝ   ܟܕ  ܘܗ̣ܝ  ܕܚܕܐ 

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ̣ ܠܒܪ ܡܢ 

 .149ܡܢܝܢܐ ܩܝ̇ܡܐ

   
The second example is quotation 15 in the third chapter, 

which derives from Gregory of Nyssa’s On ‘Not three gods’, to 
Ablabius, found similar in the Trinitarian florilegium based on 
Peter of Callinicum’s Trinitarian Corpus: 

 
Anti-tritheist florilegium Trinitarian florilegium 

ܡܠܬܐ  ܡ̇ܢ  ܕܠܩܢ̈ܘܡܐ  ܗܟܝܠ  ܡܛܠ 

ܒܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  ܡ̇ܦܪܫܐ  ܕܥ̣ܠܬܐ 

ܒܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  ܕܠܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ  ܗܟܝܠ  ܡܛܠ 

ܟܕ  ܦܪܫ̇ܐ:  ܕܥ̣ܠܬܐ  ܡܠܬܐ  ܩܕܝܫܬܐ: 

 
146

 https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/ATR|002 (accessed 14/07/2024). 
147

 Chabot, Documenta, 69.27–30.  
148

 Ebied, van Roey and Wickham, Petri Callinicensis, vol. 2, IV.423–431. 
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 See quotation 10 in  https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/TRI|002 
(accessed 14/07/2024).  
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ܕܕܠܐ  ܡ̇ܢ ܡܣ̇ܒܪܐ  ܠܗ̇ܘ  ܟܕ  ܩܕܝܫܬܐ: 

ܥ̣ܠܬܐ ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ: ܠܗ̇ܘ ܕܝܢ ܡܢ ܥ̣ܠܬܐ: 

ܟܝܢܐ ܕܝܢ ܐܠܗܝܐ ܠܐ ܡܫܬܚܠܦܢܐ ܘܠܐ 

ܬܪܥܝܬܐ  ܟܠ  ܒܝܕ  ܡܬܦܠܓܢܐ 

ܚܕܐ  ܡܪܢܐܝܬ  ܗܕܐ  ܡܛܠ  ܡܬܕܪܟ܆ 

ܘܟܠܗܘܢ  ܐܠܗܐ.  ܘܚܕ  ܐܠܗܘܬܐ܆ 

ܫܡܗ̈ܐ ܐܚܪ̈ܢܐ ܦܐܝ̈ܝ ܠܐܠܗܐ ܚܕܢܐܝܬ 

 150ܢܣ̇ܬܒܪܘܢ.

ܥܠܬܐ  ܕܕܠܐ  ܡܣ̇ܒܪܐ  ܡ̇ܢ  ܠܗ̇ܘ 

ܐܝܬܘܗܝ: ܠܗ̇ܘ ܕܝܢ ܡܢ ܥ̣ܠܬܐ: ܟܝܢܐ ܕܝܢ 

ܘܠܐ  ܡܫܬܚܠܦܢܐ  ܠܐ  ܐܠܗܝܐ 

ܬܪܥܝܬܐ  ܟܠ  ܒܝܕ  ܡܬܦܪܫܢܐ 

ܚܕܐ  ܡܪܢܐܝܬ  ܗܕܐ  ܡܛܠ  ܡܬܕܪܟ܆ 

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܘܚܕ ܐܠܗܐ܆ ܘܟܠܗܘܢ ܗܠܝܢ 

ܠܐܠܗܐ̣  ܦܐܝ̈ܝ  ܐܚܪ̈ܢܐ  ܫܡܗ̈ܐ 

 151ܢ. ܚܕܢܐܝܬ ܢܣ̇ܬܒܪܘ

 
The fact that this quotation was not identified in the 

incomplete version of Peter of Callinicum’s Trinitarian corpus 
known to us today suggests that both florilegia were based 
either on the same source, which contains this fragment, or on 
the same integral Syriac translation of Gregory’s Letter to 
Ablabius. The next example offers further support to my 
hypothesis. Quotation 7 in the fifth chapter, which derives from 
Basil of Caesarea’s Letter 38, concerning the difference between 
substance and hypostasis, is found in one of Furlani’s texts as 
well as in Peter of Callinicum’s Against Damian. The text in all 
these sources is similar to that of an integral early Syriac 
translation: 

 
Anti-tritheist 

florilegium 

Furlani’s Texts Peter of 

Callinicum 

Early Syriac 

translation 

ܡܛܠ ܕܣܓܝ̈ܐܐ 

ܟܕ ܡܢ ܝܘ̈ܠܦܢܐ  

ܐܪ̈ܙܢܝܐ  

ܠܓܘܢܝܘܬܐ  

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ ܡܢ 

ܡܠܬܐ ܕܩܢܘܡܐ  

ܡ̇ܦܪܫܝܢ܆ ܒܗܝܢ ܟܕ  

ܡܛܠ ܕܣܓܝ̈ܐܐ 

ܟܕ ܡܢ ܝܘܠܦܢ̈ܐ  

ܪ̈ܐܙܢܝܐ  

ܠܓܘܢܝܘܬܐ  

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ ܡܢ 

ܡܠܬܐ ܕܩܢܘܡܐ  

ܠܐ ܦܪܫܝܢ: ܒܗܝܢ  

ܡܛܠ ܕܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ 

ܟܕ ܠܓܘܢܝܘܬܐ  

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ ܥܠ 

ܝܘ̈ܠܦܢܐ ܪ̈ܐܙܢܝܐ  

ܠܐ ܡ̇ܦܪܫܝܢ ܡܢ 

ܡܠܬܐ 

ܕܩܢܘܡܐ: ܒܗܝܢ 

ܡܛܠ ܕܣܓܝ̈ܐܐ 

ܟܕ ܡܢ ܝܘ̈ܠܦܢܐ  

ܐܙܢܝܐ: ܪ̈

ܠܓܘܢܝܘܬܐ  

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ ܡܢ 

ܡܠܬܐ ܕܩܢܘܡ̈ܐ  

ܠܐ ܡ̇ܦܪܫܝܢ: 
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 See quotation 1 in https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/TRI|038 
(accessed 14/07/2024). 
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ܒܗܝܢ 

ܒܡܣ̣ܒܪܢܘܬܐ  

ܢ̇ܦܠܝܢ: ܘܣ݀ܒܪܝܢ  

ܠܗܘܢ ܕܠܐ ܦܪܝܫܐ  

ܡܕܡ ܕܐܘܣܝܐ  

ܐܘ ܩܢܘܡܐ 

ܢܐܡܪ. ܡܢ ܗܪܟܐ 

ܐܦ ܫ̣ܦܪ. ܠܐܢ̈ܫܝܢ  

ܡܢ ܗ̇ܢܘܢ ܕܠܐ 

ܡܥܩ̣ܒܐܝܬ 

ܕܐܝܟ ܗܟܢ  

ܡܩ̇ܒܠܝܢ܆ ܕܐܝܟ  

ܡܐ ܕܚܕܐ 

ܐܘܣܝܐ ܗܟܢܐ  

ܘܚܕ ܩܢܘܡܐ  

ܢܐܡܪܘܢ. ܘܗ̇ܝ  

ܕܒܗ̣ܦܟܐ. ܐܝܠܝܢ 

ܕܬܠܬܐ ܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ  

ܡܩ̇ܒܠܝܢ ܘܦܘܠܓܐ 

ܕܐܘܣ̈ܝܣ܆ ܐܝܟ 

ܡܢܝܢܐ ܫܘ̣ܝܐ ܡܢ  

ܗܕܐ ܬܘܕܝܬܐ  

ܡ̣ܣܒܪܝܢ ܕܙܕܩ  

ܕܢ̇ܠܦܘܢ. ܡܛܠ 

ܗܕܐ ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕܠܐ 

ܐܦ ܐܢܬ ܗܠܝܢ  

ܕܕ̈ܡܝܢ ܬ̣ܚܫ܆ ܒܝܕ 

ܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ  

ܕܡܥܗܕܢܘܬܐ܆ 

ܡܐܡܪܐ ܡܛܠ  

 152ܗܟܢ ܥ̇ܒܕܬ. 

ܟܕ ܒܗܝܢ  

ܒܡܣܒܪܢܘܬܐ  

ܢܦܠܝܢ: ܘܣܒܪܝܢ  

ܠܗܘܢ ܕܠܐ 

ܦܪܝܫܐ ܡܕܡ  

ܐܘܣܝܐ 

ܘܩܢܘܡܐ ܢܐܡܪ.  

ܘܡܢ ܗܪܟܐ ܫ̣ܦܪ  

ܠܐܢܫܝܢ ܗܢܘܢ ܕܠܘ  

ܡܥܩܒܐܝܬ ܗܠܝܢ  

ܕܕܐܝܟ ܗܟܢ  

ܡܩܒܠܝܢ܇ ܕܐܟܙܢܐ 

ܕܚܕܐ ܐܘܣܝܐ 

ܗܟܢܐ ܘܚܕ 

ܩܢܘܡܐ  

ܢܐܡܪܘܢ܇ ܘܗ̇ܝ 

ܕܒܗ̣ܦܟܐ. ܐܝܠܝܢ 

ܬܐ ܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ  ܠܕܬ

ܡܩ̇ܒܠܝܢ:  

ܘܦܘܠܓܐ 

ܕܐܘܣܝ̈ܣ ܐܝܟ 

ܡܢܝܢܐ ܫ̇ܘܝܐ  

ܕܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ: ܡܢ  

ܗܕܐ ܬܘܕܝܬܐ  

ܡܣܒܪܝܢ ܕܙܕܩ  

ܕܢܬܐܡܪܢ. ܡܛܠ  

ܗܕܐ ܐܝܟܢܐ 

ܕܠܐ ܐܦ ܐܢܬ  

ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܕ̈ܡܝܢ 

ܬ̣ܚܫ܆ ܒܝܕ 

ܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ  

ܡܐܡܪܐ  

ܟܕ ܒܗܝܢ  

ܒܡܣܒܪ̈ܢܘܬܐ  

ܢ̇ܦܠܝܢ: ܘܣ݀ܒܪܝܢ  

ܕܠܐ ܡܫܚܠܦܐ 

ܡܕܡ ܕܐܘܣܝܐ  

ܐܘ ܩܢܘܡܐ 

ܠܡܐܡܪ: ܡܢ 

ܗܪܟܐ ܘܫ̇ܦܪܬ  

ܠܐ̈ܢܫܝܢ: ܗ̇ܢܘܢ 

ܕܠܐ ܡܒܚܢܐܝܬ  

ܠܕܐܝܟ ܗܠܝܢ 

ܡܩܒ̇ܠܝܢ:  

ܕܐܝܟܢܐ ܕܚܕܐ 

ܐܘܣܝܐ ܗܟܢܐ  

ܘܚܕ ܩܢܘܡܐ  

ܢܐܡܪܘܢ:  

ܘܒܗܦܟܐ ܗ̇ܢܘܢ  

ܕܬܠܬܐ ܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ  

ܡܩ̇ܒܠܝܢ:  

ܘܦܘܠܓܐ 

ܕܐܘ̈ܣܝܣ 

ܒܡܢܝܢܐ ܫܘ̣ܝܐ 

ܡܢ ܗܕܐ 

ܦܘܢ  ܬܘܕܝܬܐ ܕܢܠ

ܡܣ̣ܒܪܝܢ ܕܙܕܩ܆ 

ܡܛܠܗܕܐ  

ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕܠܐ 

ܐܦ ܐܢܬ ܗܠܝܢ  

ܕܕܡ̈ܝܢ ܬܚܫ܆ 

ܥܘܗܕܢܐ ܒܝܕ 

ܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ  

ܡܠܬܐ ܕܥܠ 

ܒܗܝܢ ܟܕ ܒܗܝܢ  

ܒܡܣܒܪ̈ܢܘܬܐ  

ܢ̇ܦܠܝܢ: ܘܣ݀ܒܪܝܢ  

ܠܗܘܢ ܕܠܐ 

ܦܪܝܫܐ ܡܕܡ:  

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ ܐܘ  

ܩܢܘܡܐ ܢܐܡܪ: 

ܡܢ ܗܪܟܐ ܐܦ  

ܫܦܪܘ ܠܐܢ̈ܫܝܢ: ܡܢ  

ܗ̇ܢܘܢ ܕܠܐ  

ܡܥܩ̇ܒܐܝܬ ܗܠܝܢ  

ܕܐܝܟ ܗܟܢ  

ܡܩ̇ܒܠܝܢ: ܕܐܝܟ  

ܡܐ ܕܚܕܐ 

ܐܘܣܝܐ ܗܟܢܐ  

ܘܚܕ ܩܢܘܡܐ  

ܢܐܡܪܘܢ: ܘܗ̇ܝ  

ܕܒܗ̣ܦܟܐ: ܐܝܠܝܢ 

ܕܬܠܬܐ ܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ  

ܡܩ̇ܒܠܝܢ:  

ܘܦܘ̈ܠܓܐ 

ܕܐܘܣ̈ܝܣ ܐܝܟ 

ܡܢܝܢܐ ܫܘ̣ܝܐ:  

ܡܢ ܗܕܐ 

ܬܘܕܝܬܐ 

ܡ̣ܣܒܪܝܢ ܕܙܕܩ̇  

ܕܢ̇ܠܦܘܢ. ܡܛܠ 

ܗܕܐ ܐܝܟܢܐ 

ܕܠܐ ܐܦ ܐܢܬ  

ܗܠܝܢ ܕܕ̈ܡܝܢ 

ܬܚ̣ܫ܆ ܒܝܕ 

ܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ  
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ܕܡܥܗܕܢܘܬܐ 

 153. ܥܒܕܬ ܠܟ

ܗܠܝܢ ܥ̇ܒܕܬ  

 154.ܠܟ

ܡܐܡܪܐ  

ܕܡܥܗܕܢܘܬܐ 

ܡܛܠ ܗܟܢ  

 155ܥ̇ܒܕܬ ܠܟ. 

  
The last example is quotation 15 in the fifth chapter, which 

derives from Gregory of Nazianzus’ Oration on the Lights (Or. 
39). This passage is quoted once in Theodosius of Alexandria’s 
On Trinity, three times in Peter of Callinicum’s Trinitarian 
Corpus, and twice in the Trinitarian florilegium:  

 

A
n

ti-trith
eist 

florilegiu
m

 

T
h

eod
osiu

s 

of A
lexan

d
ria  

Peter of 

C
allin

icu
m

 1 

Peter of 

C
allin

icu
m

 2 

Peter of 

C
allin

icu
m

 3 

Trin
itarian

 

florilegiu
m

 1 

Trin
itarian

 

florilegiu
m

 2 

ܐܠܗܐ 

ܕܝܢ 

ܐܡܬܝ 

ܕܐܡ̇ܪ 

ܐܢܐ܆ 

ܒܚܕ 

ܢܘܗܪܐ 

ܢܗܪܘ.  
̇

ܐܬ

ܘܒܬܠܬܐ. 

ܒܬܠܬܐ 

ܡ̇ܢ 

ܒܕ̈ܝܠܝܬܐ̣ 

ܐܘ 

ܐܠܗܐ 

ܕܝܢ 

ܐܡܬܝ 

ܕܐ̇ܡܪ 

ܐܢܐ܆ 

ܒܚܕ 

ܢܘܗܪܐ 

ܡܒܪܩܝܢ  

ܐܢܬܘܢ  

ܘܒܬܠܬܐ. 

ܒܬܠܬܐ 

ܡ̇ܢ 

ܒܕܝ̈ܠܝܬܐ 

ܐܠܗܐ 

ܕܝܢ 

ܐܡܬܝ 

ܕܐܡ̇ܪ 

ܐܢܐ ܒܚܕ  

ܢܘܗܪܐ 

ܐܬܬܒܪܩ 

ܘ 

ܘܒܬܠܬܐ: 

ܒܬܠܬܐ 

ܡ̇ܢ 

ܒܕܝܠܝ̈ܬܐ 

ܐܘ ܟܝܬ  

ܐܠܗܐ 

ܕܝܢ 

ܐܡܬܝ 

ܕܐܡ̇ܪ 

ܐܢܐ܇ 

ܒܚܕ 

ܢܘܗܪܐ 

ܐܬܬܒܪܩ 

ܘ 

ܘܒܬܠܬܐ܇ 

ܒܬܠܬܐ 

ܡ̇ܢ 

ܒܕܝ̈ܠܝܬܐ 

ܐܠܗܐ 

ܕܝܢ 

ܐܡܬܝ 

ܕܐܡ̇ܪ 

ܐܢܐ܆ 

ܒܚܕ 

ܢܘܗܪܐ 

ܒܪܩ 
̇

ܐܬܬ

ܘ̣. 

ܘܒܬܠܬܐ. 

ܒܬܠܬܐ 

ܡ̇ܢ 

ܒܕܝ̈ܠܝܬܐ̣ 

ܐܠܗܐ 

ܕܝܢ 

ܐܡܬܝ 

ܕܐܡ̇ܪ 

ܐܢܐ܆ 

ܒܚܕ 

ܢܘܗܪܐ 

ܒܪܩ 
̇

ܐܬܬ

ܘ. 

ܘܒܬܠܬܐ܁ 

ܒܬܠܬܐ 

ܡ̇ܢ 

ܒܕܝ̈ܠܝܬܐ̣ 

ܐܠܗܐ 

ܕܝܢ 

ܐܡܬܝ 

ܕܐܡ̇ܪ 

ܐܢܐ܆ 

ܒܚܕ 

ܢܘܗܪܐ 

ܒܪܩ 
̇

ܐܬܬ

ܘ̣ 

ܘܒܬܠܬܐ. 

ܒܬܠܬܐ 

ܡ̇ܢ 

ܒܕܝ̈ܠܝܬܐ̣ 
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 Furlani, Sei scritti, 727.3–11. 
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 Ebied, van Roey and Lionel, Petri Callinicensis, vol. 2, X.275–285. 
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 M. F. G. Parmentier, “De differentia essentiae et hypostaseos (CPG 3196) 
in Syriac Translation”, in Studien zu Gregor von Nyssa und der christlichen 
Spätantike, Vigiliae Christianae, Supplements 12, ed. H. R. Drobner and Ch. 
Klock (Leiden: Brill, 1990), 18.3–16. 
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ܒܩ̈ܢܘܡܐ.  

ܐܢ 

ܪܚܝܩܐ 

ܠܐܢܫ 

ܢ̣ܩܪܐ̣ ܐܘ 

ܒܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ 

. ܘܠܐ 

ܡܕܡ ܓܝܪ 

ܡܛܠ 

ܫܡܗ̈ܐ  

ܡܬܟܬܫܝ 

ܢ ܚܢܢ܇  

ܟܡܐ 

ܕܨܐܕܝܗ̇  

ܟܕ 

ܨܐܕܝܗ̇  

ܕܬܪܥܝܬܐ 

ܡ̈ܠܐ 

ܡܝ̈ܬܝܢ. 

ܒܚܕ ܕܝܢ 

ܒܡܠܬܐ 

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ̣ 

ܐܘ 

ܕܐܠܗܘܬ 

ܐ. 

ܦܠܓ  
̇

ܡܬ

ܓܝܪ ܕܠܐ  

ܦܘܠܓܐ  

ܕܗܟܢܐ  

ܢܐܡ̣ܪ܆ 

ܐܘ ܟܝܬ  

ܒܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ.  

ܗ̇ܝ 

ܕܪܚܝܡܐ 

ܠܐܢܫ 

ܠܡܩܪܐ܇ 

ܐܘ 

ܒܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ 

: ܘܠܐ 

ܓܝܪ  

ܒܡܕܡ 

ܡܛܠ 

ܫܡܗ̈ܐ  

ܢܬܟܬܫ܇ 

ܟܡܐ 

ܕܠܘܬܗ̇ 

ܕܬܪܥܝܬܐ 

ܗ̈ܢܝܢ 

ܐܬܘ̈ܬܐ  

ܡܝ̇ܬܝܢ. 

ܚܕ ܕܝܢ 

ܒܡܠܬܐ 

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ 

ܐܘܟܝܬ  

ܒܐܠܗܘܬ 

ܐ. 

ܡܬܦܪܫܐ  

ܓܝܪ ܠܐ  

ܡܬܦܪܫܢ 

ܐܝܬ 

ܒܩܢܘܡ̈ܐ:  

ܐܢ 

ܪܚܝܩܐ 

ܠܐܢܫ 

ܠܡܩܪܐ 

ܐܘ 

ܒܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ 

: ܠܐ ܓܝܪ  

ܡܕܡ 

ܡܛܠ 

ܫܡܗ̈ܐ  

ܡܬܚܪܝܢܢ: 

ܟܡܐ 

ܕܠܗ̇ ܟܕ  

ܠܗ̇ 

ܠܬܪܥܝܬܐ 

ܡܝ̈ܬܝܢ 

 158ܡ̈ܠܐ܀

ܐܘ ܟܝܬ  

ܒܩܢ̈ܘܡܐ܇  

ܐܢ 

ܪܚܝܡܐ 

ܠܐܢܫ 

ܠܡܩܪܐ 

ܐܘ 

ܒܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ 

܇ ܘܠܐ 

ܡܕܡ ܓܝܪ 

ܡܛܠ 

ܫܡ̈ܗܐ  

ܡܬ̣ܟܬܫܝ 

ܢܢ܇ ܟܡܐ 

ܕܨܐܕܝܗ̇  

ܟܕ 

ܨܐܕܝܗ̇  

ܕܬܪܥܝܬܐ 

ܡܝ̈ܬܝܢ 

ܡ̈ܠܐ܇ 

ܒܚܕ ܕܝܢ 

ܒܡܠܬܐ 

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ
159 

ܐܘ ܟܝܬ  

ܒܩܢܘܡ̈ܐ.  

ܐܢ 

ܪܚܝܡܐ 

ܠܐܢܫ 

ܠܡܩܪܐ̣ 

ܐܘ 

ܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ.  

ܘܠܐ ܡܕܡ  

ܓܝܪ  

ܡܛܠ 

ܫܡ̈ܗܐ  

ܡܬܚܪܝܢܢ܇ 

ܟܡܐ 

ܕܨܐܕܝܗ̇  

ܟܕ 

ܨܐܕܝܗ̇  

ܕܬܪܥܝܬܐ 

ܡ̈ܝܬܝܢ 

ܡ̈ܠܐ. ܒܚܕ 

ܕܝܢ 

ܒܡܠܬܐ 

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ̣ 

ܐܘܟܝܬ  

ܬ ܘ ܕܐܠܗ

ܐ. 

ܦܠܓ  
̇

ܡܬ

ܓܝܪ ܕܠܐ  

ܦܘܠܓܐ  

ܕܗܟܢܐ  

ܐܘ ܟܝܬ  

ܒܩܢ̈ܘܡܐ܇  

ܐܢ 

ܪܚܝܡܐ 

ܠܐܢܫ 

ܠܡ̣ܩܪܐ̣ 

ܐܘ 

ܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ.  

ܘܠܐ ܡܕܡ  

ܓܝܪ  

ܡܛܠ 

ܫܡ̈ܗܐ  

ܡܬ̣ܚܪܝܢܢ܇ 

ܟܡܐ 

ܕܨܝܕܗ̇ ܟܕ  

  ܨܝܕܗ̇ 

ܕܬܪܥܝܬܐ 

ܡܝ̈ܬܝܢ 

ܡ̈ܠܐ. ܒܚܕ 

ܕܝܢ 

ܒܡܠܬܐ 

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ̣ 

ܐܘܟܝܬ  

ܬ ܘ ܕܐܠܗ

ܐ. 

ܡ̇ܬܦܠܓ  

ܓܝܪ ܕܠܐ  

ܦܘܠܓܐ  

ܕܗܟܢܐ  

ܐ݀ܡܪ. 

ܐܘ ܟܝܬ  

ܒܩܢ̈ܘܡܐ܁  

ܐܢ 

ܪܚܝܡܐ 

ܠܐܢܫ 

ܠܡ̣ܩܪܐ̣ 

ܐܘ 

ܒܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ 

܁ ܘܠܐ 

ܡܕܡ ܓܝܪ 

ܡܛܠ 

ܫܡ̈ܗܐ  

ܡܬ̣ܚܪܝܢ 

ܚܢܢ܇ 

ܟܡܐ 

ܕܨܐܕܝܗ̇  

ܟܕ 

ܨܐܝܕܝܗ̇ 

ܕܬܪܥܝܬܐ 

ܡܝ̈ܬܝܢ 

ܡ̈ܠܐ܁ 

ܒܚܕ ܕܝ̣ܢ 

ܒܡܠܬܐ 

ܕܐܘܣܝܐ

 162܀
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 Ebied, van Roey and Wickham, Petri Callinicensis, vol. 3, XXIII.80–85.  
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 Ebied, van Roey and Wickham, Petri Callinicensis, vol. 2, I.76–81.  
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 See quotation 2 in https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/TRI|023 
(accessed 14/07/2024). 
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ܘܢ̇ܩܦ  

ܡܦܠܓܐܝ

ܬ. ܚܕܐ 

ܓܝܪ  

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ  

ܒܬܠܬܐ܆  

ܘܬܠܬܐ  

ܚܕ ܗܠܝܢ 

ܕܒܗܘܢ 

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ 

 156܀

ܕܗܟܢܐ  

ܐ̇ܡܪ. 

ܘܡܬܟܢܫ 

ܐ 

ܡܦܪܫܐܝ 

ܬ݀. ܚܕ 

ܓܝܪ  

ܒܬܠܬܝܗܘ 

ܢ 

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ: 

ܘܬܠܬܝܗܘ 

ܢ ܚܕ  

ܕܒܗܘܢ 

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ 

܇ ܐܘܟܝܬ 

ܗ̇ܝ ܕܝܬܝܪ 

ܫܪܝܪܐ  

ܢܐܡܪ: 

ܗܢܘܢ  

ܕܗܢܝ  

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ 
157 

ܐ̇ܡܪ܆ 

ܢܩܦ 
̇

ܘܡܬ

ܡܦܠܓܐܝ

ܬ݀. ܚܕ 

ܓܝܪ  

ܒܬܠܬܐ 

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ 

܆ ܘܬܠܬܐ 

ܚܕ ܗܠܝܢ 

ܕܒܗܘܢ 

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ. 

ܐܘ ܗ̇ܝ  

ܕܝܬܝܪ 

ܚܬܝܬܐ 

ܠܡܐܡܪ܆ 

ܗ̇ܠܝܢ ܕܗ̣ܝ 

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ 
160 

ܢܩܦ 
̇

ܘܡܬ

ܡܦܠܓܐܝ

ܬ݀. ܚܕ 

ܓܝܪ  

ܒܬܠܬܐ 

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ 

܆ ܘܬܠܬܐ 

ܚܕ ܗܠܝܢ 

ܕܒܗܘܢ 

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ. 

ܐܘ ܗ̇ܝ  

ܕܝܬܝܪ 

ܚܬܝܬܐ 

ܠܡܐܡܪ܆ 

ܗ̇ܠܝ̣ܢ ܕܗ̣ܝ 

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ 

 161܁

 
All this clearly leads to the conclusion that the compiler of 

the anti-Tritheist florilegium was a Syrian Miaphysite who was 
directly involved in the Tritheistic controversy and who had 
access to various patristic texts, mainly those which already 
existed in an integral or partial Syriac translation, and that were 
in use among the different parties involved in the controversy.            
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 Chabot, Documenta, 72.24–73.2. 
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 See quotation 8 in https://www.florilegiasyriaca.eu/texts/TRI|001 
(accessed 14/07/2024). 
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WHERE AND WHEN THE FLORILEGIUM WAS 
COMPILED 

One another extremely important detail, noted by neither A. 
van Roey nor G, Furlani, remains to be highlighted. As seen 
above, the compiler of our florilegium mentions Theodosius of 
Alexandria as already dead but does not make any direct 
quotation from his On Trinity, even though he considers his own 
position to be in agreement with that of Theodosius, and that 
the Tritheites wrongly consider themselves followers of 
Theodosius. The texts published by G. Furlani also share the 
same characteristics as our florilegium: they place Theodosius 
among the saints, regard his doctrine as orthodox, without 
making any quotation from it, and they claim that the 
Tritheites, although they claim to follow Theodosius’ teaching, 
in truth they do not do so.163 On the contrary, the work of Peter 
of Callinicum, and consequently the Trinitarian florilegium 
based on it, quotes numerous passages from Theodosius’ On 
Trinity. These various factors lead me to maintain that our 
florilegium was composed in the same period and place as the 
texts published by G. Furlani. What strengthens this hypothesis 
is that both our florilegium and the texts published by G. Furlani 
are silent concerning the controversy between Damian of 
Alexandria and Peter of Callinicum, so these texts must date 
from before the controversy.  

To add detail to this hypothesis, another element must be 
taken into consideration: our florilegium quotes an extract from 
the letter sent by the ‘Orthodox [i.e. Miaphysite] bishops in the 
East [i.e. Mesopotamia] to the Orthodox [i.e. Miaphysite] 
bishops in Constantinople’, that is, quotation 22 in the fifth 
chapter. In both manuscripts this extract appears to be a 
continuation of the previous passages (quotation 21) from 

 
163

 See, for example, Furlani, Sei scritti, 737–738, 759.  
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Severus’ work Against the additions of Julian of Halicarnassus,164 
an element that led G. Furlani to consider it as such.165 A. van 
Roey, however, noted that it is a new passage, correctly 
understanding that it is related to Theodosius of Alexandria and 
identifying the direct quotations from Theodosius’ On Trinity 
mentioned in it. What he did not notice, however, is that the 
whole extract belongs to another text and is not by Theodosius 
himself.166  

The aforementioned letter, from which this extract derives, 
was composed to defend the writings of Theodosius from 
misinterpretations by the Tritheites,167 a characteristic shared by 
our ant-Tritheistic florilegium, and the aforementioned texts 
published by G. Furlani. What distinguishes this letter is that it 
quotes some passages from Theodosius’ On Trinity. These 
passages differ, to some extent, from the Syriac translations of 
Theodosius’ work that are known to us. This is demonstrated in 
the following table, which compares the first and second 
quotations from Theodosius’ work in the extract of our 
florilegium, with three different Syriac translations of 
Theodosius’ On Trinity:    

 
Theodosius in 

the florilegium 

The earliest 

known Syriac 

translation of 

Theodosius 

The second 

earliest known 

Syriac 

translation of 

Theodosius 

The third 

earliest known 

Syriac 

translation of 

Theodosius 

 
164

  In MS BL Add. 15432, this extract begins in folio 206r; while the folio 
where it is copied in MS BL Add. 15438, namely folio 144v, is damaged, even 
though it is clear that it was indeed considered a continuation of Severus’ 
quotation.    

165
 Furlani, “Un florilegio”, 676.   

166
 Van Roey, “Les fragments”, 144–145.  

167
 Chabot, Documenta, 189–195. 
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ܥܠ ܗ̇ܝ ܕܠܐ ܙܕܩ̇ 

ܕܡܢܝܢܐ 

ܕܐܘ̈ܣܝܣ ܐܘ  

ܕܟܝ̈ܢܐ ܥܠ 

ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  

.  ܢܫ̇ܒܚܩܕܝܫܬܐ 

ܘܕܟܕ ܡܠܬܐ  

ܐܠܗܐ ܚܕ ܡܢ 

ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  

ܩܕܝܫܬܐ  

ܐܬ݁ܒܣܪ܆ ܠܐ  

ܐܒܐ̣ ܘܠܐ 

ܪܘܚܐ ܩܕܝܫܐ 

ܒܣܪ.  
̇

 ܐܬ

ܥܠ ܗ̇ܝ ܕܠܐ ܙܕܩ 

ܕܡܢܝܢܐ 

ܕܐܘ̈ܣܝܣ ܐܘ  

  ܢܘܕܐܕܟܝ̈ܢܐ 

ܒܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  

ܩܕܝܫܬܐ: ܘܕܟܕ  

ܚܕ ܡܢ 

ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  

ܡܠܬܐ ܐܠܗܐ 

ܘܠܐ   ܆ܐܬ݁ܒܣܪ

ܐܒܐ ܘܠܐ 

ܪܘܚܐ ܩܕܝܫܐ 

ܒܣܪ. 
̇

 168ܐܬ

ܡܛܠ ܗ̇ܝ ܕܠܐ ܙܕܩ  

ܕܡܢܝܢܐ ܕܐܘ̈ܣܝܣ 

 ܢܘܕܐܐܘ ܕܟܝ̈ܢܐ 

ܒܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  

ܩܕܝܫܬܐ: ܘܕܟܕ ܚܕ  

ܡܢ ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  

ܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ 

ܐܬ݁ܒܣܪ܆ ܠܐ  

ܐܒܐ ܘܠܐ ܪܘܚܐ  

ܒܣܪ
̇

 169. ܩܕܝܫܐ ܐܬ

ܥܠ ܗ̇ܝ ܕܠܐ ܙܕܩ 

ܕܡܢܝܢܐ ܕܐܘ̈ܣܝܣ 

ܪܢܐܐܘ ܕܟܝ̈ܢܐ 
̇

 ܢܬ

ܥܠ ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ 

ܩܕܝܫܬܐ. ܘܕܟܕ ܚܕ  

ܡܢ ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  

ܡܠܬܐ ܐܠܗܐ 

ܐܬ݁ܒܣܪ ܘܠܐ 

ܐܒܐ ܘܠܐ ܪܘܚܐ  

ܩܕܝܫܐ  

ܒܣܪܘ. 
̇

 170ܐܬ

ܟܠܗܝܢ ܗܠܝܢ  

ܗܟܝܠ ܡܢܢ 

ܐܬܐܡܪ܆  

ܠܬܚܘܝܬܐ ܕܗ̇ܝ  

ܕܚܕ ܐܠܗܐ܇ 

ܒܚܕܐ ܡ̇ܢ 

ܐܘܣܝܐ ܘܟܝܢܐ܇  

ܒܬܠܬܐ ܕܝܢ 

ܩܢܘܡ̈ܝܢ  

ܡܣܬܓܕ 

ܘܡܫ̇ܬܒܚ.  

ܘܕܐܦܠܐ ܚܕ  

ܡܢܝܢܐ ܘܠܐ 

ܚܡܐ̣ ܘܠܐ  
̇

ܡܬ

ܠܐ ܡܬܚܡܐ܇ 

ܙܕ̇ܩ ܕܢܩ̇ܒܠ ܥܠ 

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ. 

ܠܗܠܝܢ ܥܕܡܐ 

ܗܟܝܠ ܢܬܐܡܪ̈ܢ  

ܡܢܢ܇ ܠܬܚܘܝܬܐ 

ܕܗ̇ܝ ܕܠܚܕ ܐܠܗܐ  

ܒܐܘܣܝܐ ܚܕܐ 

ܘܒܟܝܢܐ ܚܕ܆  

ܒܬܠܬܐ ܕܝܢ 

ܩܢܘܡ̈ܐ ܣ̇ܓܕܝܢ  

ܚܢܢ ܘܡܫܒܚܝܢ  

ܚܢܢ. ܘܕܡܢܝܢܐ 

ܘܠܐ ܚܕ 

ܡܬܚܡܐ ܘܠܐ  

ܡܬܚܡܐ܇ ܙܕ̇ܩ 

ܕܢܩ̇ܒܠ ܥܠ 

ܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܐܘ  

ܟܝܬ ܥܠ 

ܐܘܣܝܐ܆ ܐܘ 

ܗܟܝܠ ܟܠܗܝܢ ܗܠܝܢ 

  :ܬܐܡܪ̈ܡܢܢ ܐ

ܠܬܚܘܝܬܐ ܕܚܕ  

 ܇ܐܠܗܐ

ܒܐܘܣܝܐ ܚܕܐ ܕ

ܘܒܟܝܢܐ ܚܕ܆  

  ܬܠܬܐ ܩܢܘܡ̈ܐܘܒ

.  ܘܕܝܢܢܢ ܘܡܢܣ̇ܓܕܝ

ܡܢܝܢܐ ܠܐ ܙܕܩ ܕܘܕ

ܡܬܚܡܐ ܡܕܡ܇ 

ܠܐ  ܘܐ

ܡܬܚܡܐ܇ܢܩ̇ܒܠ 

  ܇ܥܠ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ

ܥܠ   ܗܢܘ ܕܝܢ

ܐܘܣܝܐ܆ ܘܟܝܢܐ  

  ܕܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ

ܩܕܝܫܬܐ ܘܫܘܝܬ 

ܗܠܝܢ ܡ̇ܢ ܥܕܡܐ ܠ

ܐܬܐܡܪ̈ ܡܢܢ܆  

ܠܬܚܘܝܬܐ ܕܚܕ  

ܐܠܗܐ. ܒܐܘܣܝܐ 

ܚܕܐ ܘܟܝܢܐ ܚܕ݂  

ܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ ܕܝܢ  

ܬܠܬܐ ܣ̇ܓܕܝܢ 

ܚܢܢ ܘܡܫܒܚܝܢܢ. 

ܠܐ ܚܕ ܘܡܢܝܢܐ 

ܘܠܐ ܡܬܚܡܐ  

ܘܠܐ ܕܝܢ ܠܐ 

ܡܬܚܡܐ܇ ܘ̇ܠܐ 

ܕܢܬܩ̇ܒܠ ܥܠ 

  ܐܘܐܠܗܘܬܐ܇

  ܇ܐܘܣܝܐ ܘܟܝܢܐ

ܕܩܕܝܫܬܐ ܘܫܘܝܬ 

 ܒܐܘܣܝܐ

 
168

 Chabot, Documenta, 40.13–16. 
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ܐܘܟܝܬ ܐܘܣܝܐ 

ܘܟܝܢܐ  

ܕܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ  

ܩܕܝܫܬܐ ܘܫ̣ܘܝܬ 

ܟܝܢܐ. ܐܠܐ 

ܗܢܐ̣ ܥܠ 

ܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ ܒܠܚܘܕ  

ܐܘܟܝܬ  

ܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ  

ܚܡ܀ 
̇

 ܢܬܬ

ܥܠ ܟܝܢܐ 

ܕܩܕܝܫܬܐ  

ܘܫܘܝܬ  

ܒܐܝܬܘܬܐ 

ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ.  

ܐܠܐ ܠܗ ܠܗܢܐ  

ܢ ܘܥܠܝܗ

ܕܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ  

ܐܘܟܝܬ  

ܕܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ  

 171ܢܬܚܡ. 

. ܐܠܐ ܒܐܘܣܝܐ

ܩܢܘ̈ܡܐ  ܥܠܗܢܐ 

ܐܘܟܝܬ  ܒܠܚܘܕ 

ܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ  

 172ܬܚܡ ܡ

. ܐܠܐ  ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ

ܢܬܬܚ̇ܡ܆  ܗܢܐ ܕ

ܘܡܐ  ܥܠ ܩܢ̈ 

ܐܘܟܝܬ ܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ  

 173ܕܝܗܘܢ ܘܒܠܚ

  
It is more than plausible that the letter was composed before 

the first Syriac translation of Theodosius’ On Trinity was 
realised, and that its composers translated the relevant passages 
from Theodosius directly from Greek. If we now take into 
consideration that the letter is copied in the same manuscript 
that contains the earliest Syriac translation of Theodosius’ On 
Trinity, I am led to conclude that both texts were produced by 
the same community. Consequently, our florilegium can also be 
dated to this same period, that is, before the first translation of 
Theodosius’ On Trinity into Syriac was made, in other words, 
some time in the second half of the sixth century.174  

Finally, for the place where our florilegium was composed, 
one might suggest that the compiler belonged to the Miaphysite 
community of Mesopotamia, probably in Edessa. To explore 
this suggestion further, we need to take into consideration the 
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 Chabot, Documenta, 52.21–28. 
172

 van Roey and Allen, Monophysite Texts, 159.319–324. 
173

 van Roey and Allen, Monophysite Texts, 194.320–195.325. 
174

 To understand my hypothesis on dating this florilegium, one must take 
into consideration that Theodosius died in 567, Philoponus in 570, Peter of 
Callinicum in 591, Damian of Alexandria in 605; the controversy between the 
last two persons ended through a synod in 616, i.e. after the death of both.      
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doctrine of this florilegium, reading it in the general context of 
the Tritheist controversy and examining its probable 
relationship to the Trinitarian teaching of Damian of 
Alexandria.   

THE FLORILEGIUM AND DAMIAN OF 
ALEXANDRIA  

Scholars today distinguish more than one phase in the Tritheist 
controversy;175 Theodosius of Alexandria’s reaction and his 
composition of On Trinity belong to the first phase; here he 
disagreed with the doctrine of the first Tritheites but did not 
regard it as heresy. The position of Theodosius did not resolve 
the problem but divided Miaphysites into two groups, those 
who agreed with him and those who disagreed. It is worth 
noting that during the second phase, some Tritheites used the 
work of Theodosius as proof of the correctness of their doctrine. 
The above argumentation on the use of Theodosius is indeed 
evidence supporting this element.  

The aim of our florilegium, to return to our text, is explicit in 
its title, namely, to demonstrate that the doctrine of John 

 
175

 In regards see, among others, A. Grillmeier, “The Tritheist Controversy 
in the Sixth Century and its Importance in Syriac Christology”, in Christ in 
Christian Tradition, vol. II/III: From the Council of Chalcedon (451) to Gregory 
the Great (590-604). The Churches of Jerusalem and Antioch from 451 to 600, 
eds. A. Grillmeier and Th. Hainthaler (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 
268–280; H. Martin, La controverse trithéite dans l’Empire byzantin au Vie 
siècle, PhD Dissertation (Leuven: Catholic University of Leuven, 1960); A. van 
Roey, “La controverse trithéite depuis la condemnation de Conon et Eugène 
jusqu’à la conversion de l’évêque Elie”, in Von Kanaan bis Kerala: Festschrift 
für Prof. Mag. Dr. J.P.M. van der Ploeg O.P. zur Vollendung des siebzigsten 
Lebensjahres am 4. Juli 1979 überreicht von Kollegen, Freunden und Schülern, 
Alter Orient und Altes Testament 211, eds., W. C. Delsman, J. T. Nelis, J. R. T. 
M. Peters, W. H. Ph. Römer and S. A. S. van der Woude, (Kevelaer: 
Neukirchener Verlag, 1982), 487–497; A. van Roey, “La controverse trithéite 
jusqu’à l’excommunication de Conon et d’Eugène (557-569)”, (Orientalia 
Lovaniensia Periodica 16 [1985]), 141–165.  
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Philoponus and his followers contradicts the Scriptures and the 
patristic tradition. We are informed by the florilegium’s 
introduction and conclusion, moreover, that the compiler aims 
to demonstrate that the claim of his adversaries, i.e. the 
Tritheites, that they follow Theodosius’ teaching, is merely 
verbal; in truth their doctrine is in contradiction with that of 
Theodosius.      

According to the passages quoted from John Philoponus and 
his followers one can assert that their doctrine consists of the 
following points: (1) since the hypostasis is an individual 
concrete substance, and since Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are 
three hypostases, they are consequently three concrete 
individual substances; (2) the general substance is an abstract 
reality, it has no real existence and exists only in the mind; (3) 
the unity in the Godhead is seen only in mental abstraction, i.e. 
at the level of the general substance; (4) the three divine 
hypostases are three consubstantial divinities; (5) 
consubstantiality occurs between individual substances 
belonging to the same general substance; (6) each concrete 
substance differs from the other concrete substances of the 
same general substance on account of its own characteristics, 
and therefore (7) each concrete substance, with its property, is 
considered a different species.176    

 
176

 For more details on John Philoponus’ doctrine and that of the Tritheites 
see Ebeid, “Metaphysics”, 92–93. See also J. Zachhuber, The Rise of Christian 
Theology and the End of Ancient Metaphysics: Patristic Philosophy from the 
Cappadocian Fathers to John of Damascus (Oxford-New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2020), 145–169; T. Hainthaler, “John Philoponos, 
Philosopher and Theologian in Alexandria”, in Christ in Christian Tradition, 
Vol. II/IV: From the Council of Chalcedon (451) to Gregory the Great (590-604). 
The Churches of Alexandria with Nubia and Ethiopia after 451, eds., A. 
Grillmeier and Th. Hainthaler (London: A. R. Mowbray, 1996), 131–138; C. 
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and Roscelin” (Traditio 53 [2008]), 277–305; J. Zachhuber, “Personhood in 
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To confute this doctrine, the compiler, through the 
introductions he gives to the five chapters, affirms that (1) the 
divine substance is one; (2) it exists really and not in mere 
thought; (3) it should be considered according to what Aristotle 
defines as substantia prima; (4) it is subsistent, that is, one 
concrete and single substance; (5) it is neither divisible nor 
countable in the three hypostases; (6) consubstantiality 
indicates hypostases and not single and concrete substances; 
and (7) substance is distinct metaphysically from hypostases, 
which are identified with persons and properties; (8) 
consubstantiality in the Godhead indicates the unity of the 
hypostases, that is, the one and truly existing substance, (9) 
which is one and the same in the three hypostases, and 
therefore (10) they are consubstantial. However, and (11) 
although the hypostases are identified metaphysically with the 
properties, Sabellianism is rejected; thus, one might conclude 
that (12) persons-hypostases-properties are not understood as 
masks, but as substantial, i.e. not-abstract realities. 

It is evident that the compiler’s metaphysical system is not 
the one established by the Cappadocians, which is based on the 
distinction between Aristotle’s second substance, for the 
common and shared, and the first substance, for the single and 
concrete realities, i.e. the hypostasis.177 It is clear, then, that even 

 
Miaphysitism. Severus of Antioch and John Philoponus”, in Personhood in the 
Byzantine Christian Tradition: Early, Medieval, and Modern Perspectives, eds., 
A. Torrance and S. Paschalides (New York: Routledge, 2018), 29–43; H. Martin, 
“Jean Philopon et la controverse trithéite du Vie siècle” (Studia Patristica 5 
[1962]), 519–525. 

177
 On the Trinitarian doctrine of the Cappadocians, see among others, Ph. 

Kariatlis, “St Basil’s Contribution to the Trinitarian Doctrine. A Synthesis of 
Greek Paideia and the Scriptural Worldview” (Phronema 25 [2010]), 57–83; 
A. Radde-Gallwitz, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa, and the 
Transformation of Divine Simplicity, Oxford Early Christian Studies (Oxford-
New York: Oxford University Press, 2009); Ch. A. Beeley, Gregory of 
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if the compiler quotes the Cappadocians and other important 
Church Fathers, in order to support his own doctrine as 
expressed in the chapter introductions of the florilegium, he 
differs from these patristic doctrines. Comparing his doctrine 
with that of Damian of Alexandria, one might maintain that the 
florilegium is to be regarded as the first steps of the Trinitarian 
teaching of a Miaphysite current with which Damian probably 
had some direct or indirect relationships. The better to 
understand this hypothesis, one must take into consideration 
the main metaphysical principles of Damian’s doctrine. These 
principles may be summarised as follows:    

(1) There is a clear distinction between substance and 
hypostasis; (2) substance is the common and constituent 
element of being and (3) it exists concretely and not only in the 
mind; (4) hypostases are identified with the characteristic, also 
called hypostatic properties; as a consequence, (5) there is no 
distinction between ‘name’ and ‘things’; (6) hypostases are 
distinct and incommunicable, but (7) each becomes substantial 
through participation in the substance, i.e. the common and 
constituent element of being, and (8) it consequently gains a 
substantial component; therefore, (9) it is not an abstract 
reality.178  

 
Nazianzus on the Trinity and the Knowledge of God. In Your Light We Shall See 
Light, Oxford Studies in Historical Theology (Oxford-New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2008); S. Hildebrand, The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of 
Caesarea. A Synthesis of Greek Thought and Biblical Truth (Washington D.C.: 
The Catholic University of America Press, 2007); L. Turcescu, Gregory of 
Nyssa and the Concept of Divine Persons, American Academy of Religion, 
Academy Series (Oxford-New York: Oxford University Press, 2005). 
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Damian’s doctrine see A. van Roey, “Le traité contre les Trithéites (CPG 7245) 
de Damien d’Alexandrie”, in Philohistôr: Miscellanea in Honorem Caroli Laga 
Septuagenarii, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 60, eds. A. Schoors and P. van 
Deun ( Leuven: Peeters, 1994), 229–250; D. Krausmüller, “Properties 
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Comparing the doctrine of Damian and that of the 
florilegium, it is clear that the former is a development of the 
latter. Moreover, considering that we are sure that at least one 
of the quotations in the florilegium, namely quotation 9 in the 
third chapter, was used in one of Damian’s synodical letters,179 
this strengthens the hypothesis concerning the relationship 
between Damian and the milieu where the florilegium was 
composed. As for Damian, we also know that he was a Syrian 
Miaphysite from the region of Edessa. In fact, his brother was 
the prefect of the city.180 Although he moved to Egypt at an early 
age, became a monk there, then a bishop and finally a patriarch, 
he continued to have contacts with the Syriac Miaphysite 
communities in his native area,181 and therefore it is very 
plausible that he belonged to, or at least had contacts with, the 
community of the florilegium. This is another element that 
supports what I have maintained above concerning the place 
where the florilegium was composed. 

CONCLUSION  

Revisiting the anti-Tritheist florilegium in MSS BL Add 14532 
and 14538 and reading it in its doctrinal context has helped us, 
not just to date it and locate the place where it was composed, 
that is, during the second half of the sixth century among the 
Miaphysite community in Mesopotamia, probably in the region 
of Edessa, but also to add clarity to  the profile of the compiler 

 
Participating in Substance: The Trinitarian Theology of Severus of Antioch 
and Damian of Alexandria” (Journal for Late Antique Religion and Culture 
12 [2018]), 15–29; Zachhuber, The Rise, 171–179. 
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180
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Mowbray, 1996), 75.    
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and his community: an anti-Tritheistic Syrian group claiming to 
be followers of Theodosius of Alexandria, who regarded the 
divine substance as one concrete and singular substance, i.e. 
according to what Aristotle defines as substantia prima, and 
considering the hypostases as properties and persons. These 
details shed more light on the Tritheistic controversy among 
Syrian Miaphysites in its second phase, that is, after the death 
of Theodosius of Alexandria and before the controversy 
between Peter of Callinicum and Damian of Alexandria.  

In fact, considering that the texts published by G. Furlani, 
which were probably composed in the same period and place 
as our florilegium, do not share the doctrine our florilegium 
professes, but one that can be seen the first steps in the teaching 
developed by Peter of Callinicum, the adversary of Damian, one 
might conclude that the controversy between these two 
Miaphysite theologians, which caused a schism between the 
two sees of the Miaphysite Church, Alexandria and Antioch, 
started as two different Syriac Miaphysite reactions against 
Tritheism, originating in Mesopotamia. Eventually the different 
approaches became two different currents, so some modern 
scholars are not totally wrong to maintain that Peter of 
Callinicum’s Against Damian was written directly in Syriac, 
since, in my opinion, it was composed to oppose the Syriac-
speaking Miaphysites, followers of Damian, that is, those of the 
milieu where our anti-Tritheistic florilegium was composed and 
transmitted. The fact, finally, that our florilegium is contained 
in two manuscripts that also copy the Trinitarian florilegium 
based on Peter of Callinicum’s Trinitarian doctrine182 reflects the 
coexistence of these two reactions/currents against Tritheism 
among Miaphysites, which started before the controversy 
between Peter and Damian, and continued even after it ended 

 
182

 In MS BL Add. 14532, f. 94v–133v and in MS BL Add. 14538, f. 119v–133v. 
See also Ebeid, “Metaphysics”, see also 
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with the victory of Peter’s position in a synod that took place in 
615 after the death of both patriarchs.183  
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