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T'he acephalous text published below consısts of hıst of 164A5015 why we
(by whom, 11l hbe SCEINI, the Maroniıtes AIe moOost probably meant) ‘find
fault ıth’ the Sıxth Councıl of 680-1, an 18 to be found 1n Add 7192,

6627 T'he text incıdentally contaıns SOINeEe interesting hıstorical references.
Add.7192 iın fact combınes LWO manuscr1pts of VeLrYy dıfferent V O®

nance! r 10 contaın part of the polemic work agaınst Damıan, by Peter,
the Syrlan Orthodox Patrıarch of Antioch an 18 wrıtten 1ın hand
which Wright dated to the seventh CENTUTY®; F 51-78, however, Are ın
slightly later hand, of the seventh e1ıghth? CeNtUry accordıng to Wright
(thıs veLry plausıble), an contaın extremely interesting collecetion
of EXTS, sgeveral of which AI almost certaınly of Maronite PTOVENANCE, 'T’hese
EXTS ATE ollows
(1) 12-5 Fragment of the Juhan KRomance, publıshed by Hoffmann

ın Julranos der Abtrünnuge, 2-59; C also Nöldeke 1ın ZDMG
1874 0-74
Fr 57b-65b Astronomical an meteorological work aser1ibed LO Dıony-(2)
S1US the Areopagıte, publıshed by Kugener ın Actes du IVe Congres
International des Orzentaliıstes, Alger 7905 (Parıs, 1907),; 7-9
text 6-64)

MO —” 1f.66 8.'b: The text publıshed below ; the beginnıng 18 lost;
M —- ff.66bb-71 Questions LO be posed LO the Maxımlanısts (sıc) theır

behef 1n twoOo wills (ın Chrıst) ; 1n secti0ns.
(5) 8Questions to be posed to the Maximilanol (sıc), theır belıef

1ın two operatıons (1n Chrıst) ; 1ın 11 sections.4

See g h t, atalogqgue.., 1206 hıs ımportant fact wWas overlooked In the description
of the manuscr1pt In the Catalogue of Rosen-Forshall, an CONSCHUCHNCE the TU significance
of the contents of the second half has een missed.

Wright, loC.C1l., In Rosen-Forshall the whole manuscr1pt 18 dated to the en century.
Wright’'s dating IS without an y doubt the I1NOTEC probable.

The text published here In fact shows that the CYTMANUS nOost TUEM 18 681
Nos an AT'C deseribed by Baumstark Gesch. der syrıschen Interatur, 247) ‘Jacobite’,

and AT attributed tOo Shem un of (Jenneshre (on whom Seco below), but this 18 doubt because,
relyıng Rosen-Korshall an ignoring Wright’s correction, he thought that they belonged tOo
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(6) - Life of Maxımus (the Confessor) ; the end 18 lost hope LO
publısh thıs ımportant Text, shortly (An Boll 1973

The thırd pıece has tantalızıngly lost ıts openıng, an the subserıiption
g1ves hınt of the tiıtle Probably sıngle folı0 has een ost at the beginnıng
of the WOrk, for f.60 1s the first foho of gathering (marked S} an .69
begıins the ext gathering (Fa) ın a ll lıkelihood the gatherings consısted
of 1O{f, EeVEeNN though complete gathering SUTVIVES LO that thıs Was

the Case

Followiıng the text. an translatıon provıde brıef commentary the
hıstorıcal references 1t; contaıns, and thıs 18 followed by diseussion of the
PIOVENANCE and sıgnıfı1cance of the iragment.

Terxt>
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the sSame manuscript the work by eter of Callinicus (Cp note 1, above). Ortiz de Urbina ollows
Baumstark’s misconception In Patrologıa SYriaca®, 176

5 For convenıJ ence have added section numbers; otherwise the text of the manuscr1pt 18
reproduced exactly.
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Translatıon

of 1t (SC the Synod), the Jaymen being inseribed before the bıshops,
an they WEeIC sıttıng ın front of the bıshops

And agaln fınd fault ıth 6, because 1t named the EeIMDEIOTC who
gathered ıt; ‘°the N©  < Davıd”, whıle, until half WAaYy through the SynNOod, hıs
two brothers WeTIe sıttıng ıth hım, that 1S LO Sa y Herachus an Tiberius.
These, hıs OW. brothers who WeTe re1ignıng ıth hım when hıs synod gathered,
he LOSe agaınst an mutilated ; and because hıs mother spoke to hım theır
behalf, he removed her from hıs kıngdom and sent her ınto exıle. And agaln,
because the comMmanders of the forces LOSe an besought hım ın ears,
sayıng that he should not mutilate them, anı Cryıng out “May the of
the Christian kıng be many”', and that ..  we ave three kıngs, an Trinity
rules OVeLr ın heaven, an trınıty rules OVelLl earth”, (as result of
thıs) he se1zed the Patrıcıius Leon by craft, together ıth eleven army
commanders, and erucıfied an kılled them

Agaın fınd fault ıth it, because ıt spoke of ll pPTopEeI LO each
nature, which ımplıes (Iat 18) I1NOTE than ONe moral wılle

It 18 a 180 censured because ıt; confessed (separate) 111 1n the flesh of
Chrıst, which 1S SIN, At a ]] the scr1ptures testify.

It 18 als0 censured because 1t confessed that there 18 ON (faculty) whıich
subjects and another whıich 18 subjected, ON that 1s master an another
whıch 1s ervant; ONe whıich rules by force, other whıch 1s ruled by fOrce ;
ONe which wılls an 18 effective, another whıich o0€eSs not wıll an 1S not
effectiıve.

It 18 censured because it; la1ıd oOWnNn LWwoOo (faculties) whiıich wıll aN! AT

actıve, an which str1ıve equally for the salvatıon of mankınd.
HKor these an sımılar TEAaSONS reject 1t, an do not accept a

6 Yor rendering, SCcCc the commentary loc.
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Commentary

Probably entire folıo 1S m1ssıng at the beginnıng (see above). One mMa y
conjecture that thıs contaıned complaınts about the lack of representatıon of
bıshops ın the ast (as Iın Mıichael the Syr1an), an perhaps SOINle reference
LO the CONLLOVETSY OVeTr the T’risaqıon (see below)

T'hıs procedural complaınt 18 ın part confırtmed by the Acts?, where the
Varlous lay officelals present ATe indeed mentjoned before the clergy.

The confheting evıdence 1ın the SOUTCEesSs (especlally T’heophanes®) the
deposition of Constantıine IV 8 brothers has een ell diseussed by
Brooks ın Knglısh Hıstorical Kevl1ew, 1915 42-91, c "The brothers of the
Kımperor Constantıine IV”‚ where he pomts out the ımportance of the
orıental SOUTICES, In partıcular Michael the Syrian® an Mahbuh (Agapıus)10,
Brooks’ reconstruction of the events 18 nıcely confırmed Dy OUTL document.

"emmperor': Constantine 668-895).
‘“{he NE  - Davıd’: not known from other SOUTICES, COMLDALIE, however, the

acclamatıon ın Mansı XL where Constantinople 1s styled °°Sıon”.
“hal‘f WAY ihrough the synod”” The of Heraclhius an Tiıberius aPPCAT

ın the cta of a‚ ]] the SESSIONS (the ast being 16 September 681), although
perhaps sıgnıfıcantly they ATe not gıven the ımper1a|l tıtle Sınce Uonstantine’s
amIne alone appPears ın the edıect of 13 December 6581 confirmıng the Synod,
Brooks, who noted only the of the Iın the cta an not the
absence of the tıtles, suggested that theır deposıtıon took place between
16 deptember an 13 December (the dates for the deposıtion In Theophanes
an Michael the Syrian!ı ATEe not prec1se)12, In VIeW, however, of the absence
of the ımperl1al tıtle, i$; 18 possiıble that theır deposıtıon iındeed took place
‘half Way through the Synod

‘mutilated’”?: thıs 18 not mentjioned ın Michael the Syrlan Agapıus, but ıt

Mansi, Sacrorum Voncılıorum nova..cCollectio, AL
de Boor, 359 and 360 (under 6161 Il 669/70] an 6173 681/2]

respectively).
Chabot, I 9 455-6 trans.) I 437 (text) (L quote TOM the photographic

reprint,
Vasıliev, VIIL, 494

Michael the Syrlan, I 9 455-6 x 437 ; elsewhere (3 459 1 434) he writes
that; 'they faiıled LO introduce the emperor’s brothers ınto the Synod, Sınce they WwWerTe ell
that they would not accept the innovatıon involved In ı1ts decision, an that they would not
agaınst their father Constans’.

N, Declhne anıd 'all of the Roman Emprre (ed. Y, V, 178) states that the
mutilation took place 1n the of the councıl, but ıt 18 not clear hat evidence (if any)
this 18 based.
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18 to be found misplaced (aS Brooks confincingly showed) ın Theophanes,
ınder 6161 (= A 669-70), where 1t 1s stated that he cut theır off.
“° hıs mother‘’’: not mentıoned in the other Cce>s

‘“eommanders ... Patrıcıus Leon  22 OQur text agaln confırms Brooks’ 1N-

struction of the events: the misplaced ıtem In Theophanes Says that the
opposıtıon LO the EINPDEIOTL Camlle from the Anatolıe eme (presumably
correspondıng LO the ‘“commanders’” here), whiıle Michael the Syrian aN!
INOTeEe brıefly) Agapıus SLATLE that ıt Camlle from certaın Leo, who 1S styled
‘“patrıc1us” (as here) only ın Agapıus.

“three kıngs ‚. Trinmity”: varlants of the SaIlle STO: AIc found ın Theophanes
(under 616123) and Michael the Syrian14.

‘*eleven officers”: the number 1s not gıven 1n the other SOUTCEeS

““crucıfried : In Michael and Agapıus he 1S mutilated.
3 “ “um”ll PYODET LO each nature): 1.e OeAnNLA DUOLKOV ın Greek terminology.
‘““moral wall‘?: Syr tar‘ıta, which take to be renderıng of YVVWLN.
‘“more han 0ONE  272 ht °that O2  S be numbered, capable of pluralıty”,

flecting Greek apı)uNTOS.
T'he dyotheletes maıintaıned that LWO OeinNLATAa (]SUO'LKC£ In Christ dıd not

1mply LWwoO Ü€ÄT;}‚LO.'TG. 'yV(z)‚bbbKd (which, ın turn, would ımply the poss1ıbılıty of
mutual confhet), whereas the monotheletes evidently denıed that thıs
distinetion Wa valıd

Provenance and seINıfLCANCE

The ecclesi1astıical alleg1ance of the compiler of the manuscr1pt whole
out most clearly ın the last ıtem, the Life of Maxımus, fOor, whereas

the (Questions agarnst the axımıanısts (1.e dyotheletes, Byzantıne Ortho-
doxX) could 1n theory by of Syrian Orthodox or1g1n15, ın that thıs church took
hostile 1eW LO the Sıxth Councıil!6, the Life of AXLMUS Was wrıitten DYy
SOMNeONeE who aCCcEePTS the Chalecedonıi1an hıerarchy of Maximus’s lıfetıme
hıs OW.  9 but rejects the ünnovatıons’ introduced DYy Maxımus an Sophro-

de Boor, 3592 OL de TOU QEuaTOS TV AVaTOALKÖÄV nAOov EV  o XpuvgomoAeı Ä€yovrTeEs OTL
ELS  B TpLAÖC MLOTEVOLLEV TOUS TDELS OTEÖWmLEV ».,

Chabot M 456 1 436 The people followed Leon, who had een arrested
for hıs opposition to Constantine’s deposıtıon of hıs brothers, an he went he eried out)
Trinity reigns In heaven; mMmay trinıty reign earth do not deny the Trinıty ın heaven, an

shal]l not reject the trinıty earth”.
hus Baumstark an Ortiz de Urbina (see note 4 ’ but thıs judgement rests the mM1SCON-

ception that Add. 7192 represents single manuscrı1pt; SCcCe note

See, for example, Michael the Syrlan, 3 4592 434 Wor yT1an Orthodox
author who wrote agaınst the Maximianısts, SCco below.
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1US Such PEISON can only ave een monothelete1” That ONne can
urther and Sa y that the author Was actually Maroniıte suggested by the
following CITCUMSTANCES The Lafe of AXıMUS thıs Manuscr1ıpt turns OuUt
LO be the ultımate SOUICGe of the short notıces about Maxımus three Syrian
Orthodox chronıcles Michael the Syrian18 the AaNONYMOUS chronicle ad
NÜ 17923419 and Barhebraeus?® Now the aNhONYMOUS chronicler happens to
ıinform hıs readers 1 thıs poın that hıs SOUTCeEe of informatıon for the lıfe of
Maxımus W asSs refutatıon of the heresy of axXxımus by Shem prıest of
the mMmOoNnastery of Qenneshre an that Shem had turn made uUSe of ‘Ma-
TONATE books agaınst the Maxımıinlans whiıich OUTr Lafe of aAXıMUuS
mMUusSt definıtely ave iıgured for 1% quoted verbatım several OCCasS1ı0onNns

That, the text ere publıshed also of monothelete OT1g1IN qu1Ce clear
ınterna| grounds for the author evıdently aCCEePTS the Chalcedonıian hıerarchy
and doetrinal posıtıon an re]eCts only the Sıxth Councıl’s teachıng the
LWwO operatıons an wılls Can ONe urther an Sa y that 1% also of Maronite
orıgın % If the text would be of consıderable ımportance for 17 would
provıde the only unambıgu0ous?! evıdence avalılabhle that the Maronites
openly rejected LO use the PIECISE term ere ‘found fault W1 the Sıxth
Councıl.

164 well known that the early hıstory of the Maronite church ı shrouded
obscurıty thanks to the paucıty of SOUTCeEeS but that nevertheless much ink

has een spult the subject ıth the Al  > of PIOVINS dısproving the
perpetual orthodoxy of the Maronite church the hıght of medıeval

aCCUAaSTIONS that WasSs of heretical other words monothelete OT1Q1N
aCCUsatıons whıich ATC first clearly found the tenth CENTUTYy Melkıte WTr1tLer
Kutychius.

Whıle thıs not the place LO EXAaINıNeE the whole question, certaın
aSpeCTts of the problem do call for reconsıderation ere Let ıt be sald T the
outset however that thıs ı one 5LNLE Wa el stud20

It NO generally accepted that the Maronite church gaıned 1Cs ame
from the famous monastery of Mar Maron (re)founded 4592 by the CIM DETIOT
arclan?2? In the following centurıes the monks of thıs monastery WeTe

strong defenders of the Chalecedonıian doetrinal posıtıon agalnst the attacks

17 employ the terms monothelete’, ‘dyothelete sımply for COn  N1eENCE, 521N€6 d20 theologrco
Chabot I1 433f 423f For details SC edition of the SyrTiaC Lafe of

Maxımus (forthcoming)
Chabot 2641

Chron ccl ed Abbeloos Lamy,I cds A
For the rather muddled Passage (GGermanus (Patriarch of Constantinople 715 30)

Q8 ols 81/2 See Dib DT'GO col
See Naaman, T’heodoret de Cyr et le nastere de Sarnt Maroun, Beirut 1971
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of the monophysıte opponents of the Councscıl. In the seventh CenturYy, under
Heraclıus, they benefited {irom the iımperı1a|l support gıven to the Chalcedo-
1an communıtıes ın Syr1a,?3 an thus far they AIe undıfferentiated from the
other Chalcedonıians, Melkıtes, of the AlfeCa T'he dıivyısıon ınto LWwO separTate
Chaleedonian communıtıes, Melkıte an Maronıite, took place only 1n the
latter part of the seventh CENTUTY, early eıghth CENTUTY, whiıich 1s precısely

tıme for whıch ave practically cContemporary SOUTCES

Amongst ose who for the ‘perpetual orthodoxy’ of the Maron1tes?4,
it 1S normally claımed, followıng the ımportant artıcle of Grumel?25, that
the Chaleedonıians of Syria-Palestine WeIe quıte UuNa4aWale of the dyothelete/
monothelete CONtLOVEerSY durıng the seventh CENTUCY, havıng een cut off
politically 2Rl ecclesiastıcally from the Byzantıne world Dy the Islamıc
CONqUESTS. According to thıs V1eW, ıt WaS only ıIn CZl almost half cCentury
after the Sıxth Councıl, that the 1ssue WaS introduced, thanks to the arrıyval
ın the AlCca of Greek prısoners. T'he DPassasc whıch thıs 1e W 18 based 1S LO be
found ın Michael the Syr1an s Chronacle, an 1s worth quoting 1n part®®;

Wıthın the Byzantıne Kımpıire thıs opınıon (1.e the ‘heresy of axımus’
an the opposıtıon LO the christological addıtıon LO the Trisagıon) had
reigned SINCE the tıme of Constantiıne (LV) but 1ın the reg10ns of Syr1a
n had not een accepted. $ Was introduced 10 (1.e (27) by the prısoners
an settled 1ın Syrla. OSse who allowed themselves to be perverted bYy
thıs opın10nN an who accepted ıt; WeIe above a ]] the ftowns people ıth
theır bıshops and leaders; doubtless they dıd it Out of respect fOT the
Byzantıne empıre. One of these W4S Serg1us, SO  S of Mansur, who oreatly
oppressed the faıthful iın Damascus an Homs, and not only dıd he
make them TEINOVEe the phrase “Wh Was erucıfied” from the Trisagıon,
but he also WO  a OVel LO thıs heresy number from OUTLr church (1.e
SDyrıan Orthodox).

T'hıs heresy a,l1soO perverted the Sees of Jerusalem, Antioch, Kıdessa?7,
and other towns where the Chaleedonıjans had lıvyed eVeL SINCE the tıme
of Herachus. T'he monks of eth Maron, together ıth theır bıshop an
SOI1lle others refused LO accept E oOpını0n, but the ma]or1ty of the OWNS

people an bıshops dıd accept n

The theory that the Maroniıtes derive TOM CONverts TOmM monophysism made by Heraclıus
In the early 630s rests misunderstanding of Passage In Michael the Syrian (14; 412

I 410)
Dib In DPC l 9 col S{£, an Hiıstorvre de l’Eglıse maronıte, Beirut, 1962, ch. 1

‘*L/’eglise maroniıte du Ve IXe siecle’”, KEchos d’Orient (1906), 344-61
Chabot, Ir 4992.-3 I 457-8

Compare HL 32 £ 495, where, nearly cCeNtury ater (n 1125 823/4)
certaın Theodoricus of Kdessa went around propagatıng the teaching of axXımus.
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Two points should be made ere In the fırst place 1t; 18 ımportant LO notıice
the lınk between the CONtLOVEISY OVeTrl the will(s an operatıons(s) an that
OVerl the Trisagio0n?8, It 1S clear from number of SOUTCEeS that ın SDyr1a the
Chalcedonı1ans, well the Syrlan Orthodox, employed the addıtıon ..  who
Wa erucıfıed for us”29’ and ıt 18 lıkely that the Byzantıne opposıtıon LO thıs

proved far INOTeEe controvers]ja|l than the hıghly abstruse doectrine of
the tWwoOo wılls an operatıons, for ere Was dıfference that Was 1 ONCGE obvı-
OUS to a ]] who attended the dıyıne hıturgy.

In the second place, ür should be emphasızed that, accordıng LO Michael the
Syr1an, the dyothelete theology ‘had not een accepted’ (rL\.:m
23 aM) ın yrıa PT10T LO TD Thıs 1S rather dıfferent from Was not known
O: which 18 how SOINeEe modern wrıters AD PCAaI LO take 1t30 1T ONe 18 LO belıeve
Michael, ıt would aPDEAI then that a ]] the Chalcedonıians of Syrla WeIeC

adherents of the monothelete theology pPr10r LO W
In econnection ıth thıs ONne na y ote that elsewhere Michael, when wrıtıng

about the Sıxth Councıl31, complaıns that there W9aS present 3 1t; NO bıshop
from ZYyPTU, Syrla, Palestine Armenna)’. The ımplicatıon 1S that the
bıshops of these reg10ns WeIt opposed LO the dyothelete theology, an that,
had they een present, the outcome of the Councıl mıght well ave een
dıfferent. In other words, the Patrıarch of Antıoch, Macarıus, though he
lıvyed far from hıs flock, thanks to the polhıtical sıtuatıon, WasSs ,T least
presentatıve of theır OpIn10Ns. It 18 also sıgnıfıcant that the only SDyrıan
who WaS present a the Councıl an who intervened3?2, WasS a 180 opposed to
the dyothelete theology.

Actually 1t would aD DEa that the CONTIFOVeErSY had een introduced, 1ın
SOINe places a least, rather earher than (ZT7 fOor there exısts unpublished
letter of Sophron1us, Patrıarch to Jerusalem, LO Arcadıus, bıshop of Uyprus,

the subject of the Irısagıon, 1ın SDyTLaC translatıon made ıIn Kdessa 1ın
10392 e ‘by the deacon Constantine ı1n the tıme of the metropoli-
Lan Iohannan”33, In thıs letter Sophron1ius Arcadıus to reject the addı-
tıon LO the Trisagıon, an he represents the Issue LO Arcadıus beıng
cho1lce between accepting the teachıng of Peter the Acephalous an the
Councıl of Chalcedon. Sınce Sophron1ius Was ONe of the maın defenders of the
dyothelete theology, ıt 18 hardly lıkely that thıs defence for the Byzantıne

hıs out Iso In the Syrl1ac Infe of Maxımus, 58
See commentary the Syriac LInfe of Maxımus, S88
E.g Dib; In DTC 10, col

Chabot, 1L, 452 z 434
32 Mansı, XI, 617-8

Or. 8606, 8
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posıtion OVerLr the Trisagıon Was translated into SDyr1aC wıthout an Y a WareNness

of the (by then) lınked 1Sssues OVerLr the will(s) and operatıion(
Furthermore, when lookıng ,T the whole CONTtrOVEISY, 1t should be-

bered that almost a 11 OUTL informatıon about ıt from dyothelete SOUICES,
an SeenN through dyothelete spectacles. T'he opposıtıon, COAn be SeeN

moOost clearly 1n the SDyrlac Lafe of Maxımus, regarded matters VeLYy dıfferent-
1y to them the monothelete theology, far from being COM promı1se INOVEe®

introduced by Theodore of Pharan, Derg1us of Constantınople and others,
aımed a facılıtatıng unıon ıth the monophysıtes, ın fact represented the
tradıtıional teachıng of the church, whıle the dyothelete theology WasSs regarded

nestlorlanızıng innovatıon.
Wıth thıs background 1ın mınd ıt 1S tıme to return LO the document 1n

hand In hat SUTV1IVES of the LeXT, 1t; wıll be noted that MOst of the 18
taken ıth objections of procedural nature, aN ıt 1S perhaps LO
document of thıs nature that Michael the Syrlan s account?4 of the Councıl
FOCS back, for ere sımılar objections AT e made. T'hıs iınterest 1n the polhitical
background strongly SUggESTS that the text Was drawn shortly after the
en of the Councıl (September 681), and doubt the informatıon about
thıs background ZOCS back to the entourage of Macarıus. W hether not
the document WasSs or1g1nally wrıtten ın Greek 18 not entirely clear, but 1f ıt
Was, 1t must ave een of aufficıent interest N! ımportance LO Chalecedonıians
ın Syr1a LO ave ıt translated iınto SyTac. If thıs translatıon WaS made Pr10T
LO (ZU: 1t; would sımply confırm the 1eW taken erTe that the Chalecedonıians
of Syr1a WeIe actwely opposed LO the dyothelete theology pr10T to that date
(and from these Chaleedonaans the present Melkıte an Maronıiıte ComMMUunN1l-
tıes der1ve) ; 1, the other hand, the translatıon Was made after (21U. 1t; 1s
only logical LO deser1be 1t; of Maroniıte pPTrOVENANCE, SINCEe ıt 1S accepted
fact that the opposıtıon LO the dyotheletes ‘Maxımlanısts’ after that date
WasSs centred the mMOoNastery of Mar Maron.

In conclusıon ıt INa y be sald that the present short fragment bears
ımportance Out of a ]] proportion LO ıts S1Ze for the hıstory of the monothelete/
dyothelete CONtrOVersy ın the Levant, for 1t; together ıth the DyTlaC Lafe of
Maxımus, shortly LO be publıshed, demands reappraısal of current VIeWS of
the part played 1n the CONLrOVeIrSY Dy the Chalcedonı1ans of the SyrT1a-
Palestine atreca

see note 31 for reference.


