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The dıscovery by Antoıne ul  aumont of second Syriac version
5) of the Centuries of Evagrıus of Pontus addıtional the OMNC already
known 519 cshed 11IC  S 1g the doectrine of Evagrıus and the hıstory
of h1s ınfluence the Gireeks and the Syrians On the ONMNC hand the fact
hat thıs second versıion conformed closely the extiant 1ee ragments
of the Centuries, and also SOTINC of the antı-Orıigenist anathemas DTO-
nounced Dy the councıl of I made clear that ıt accurately rendered the
orıgınal, and explaıned why Evagrıus Was condemned along ıth Orıgen.
On the other hand the fact that the other version S Was the ONC regularly
cıted by the Syrıans fifrom al onwards and reproduced Dy the
maJorıty of the Syrl1ac manuscrı1pts showed that the Centuries WEeETC generally
known the Syrıans in thıs versi1o0n. Comparıson of the [WO vers1ions
explaıned why ıt Wds that ıle by the Greeks Evagrıus Was condemned AS

iscıple of Orıgen, Dy the Syrıans, equally hostıle Orıgen hımself, he
Was held ın the hıghest esteem S} Was THEGTIE translatıon, but adaptatıon
In 16 the Orıgenism of Evagrıus Was HOTE OT less elımınated?.

hus it Wds not Evagrıus hımself who Was known the Syrıans in theır
"COoMMoOnN’ version of the Centuries, but Evagrıus whose Or1ıgenism had
been °corrected’ Dy the author of S hıs indıvıdual Was also the first
translator of the Centuries into Syr1ac, for the authentic version S, Was

later than the expurgated version *. Can thıs PCITSON, whose work had such
far-reaching Ciieet. be identified? Brıitish Museum Add probably

the earlıest manuscrıpt of Sla 1S ate 533-534 The fırst Syriac wrıter known
us ave een influenced Dy Evagrıus Wds Phıloxenus of abbug, who

dıed In 523 In letter attrıbuted Phıloxenus, the authenticıty OT 1C
however, 1S OPDCNH question, the wrıter revealed that he had made
DUSSAG$A (LE translatıon T commentary) of the Centuries. Guillaumont

hıs Was convıncıngly demonstrated In the important study öf Guılllaumont, Les
‘Kephalaia Gnostica‘ d’Evagre le Oontique el [’histoire de l’origenisme chez les Grecs el hez
les Syriens, Patristica Sorbonensia S 962

(: Ibid., T D3E
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therefore put Oorward the hypothesıs that Phıloxenus Was the author of
Sır

question thus TESCNIS ıtself dıd Phiıloxenus NOW the Centuries, and
if in 1C edıtiıon, the authentic the expurgated”? In hıs Letter
Patricius he cıted version of Evagrıus’ Praktikos. ulllaumont COMN-

nected thıs version of the Praktikos the expurgated version of the
Centuries and Sa  Z in thıs Droo that Phıloxenus Wds wıtness {O the
version Sl: of the Praktikos and the Centuries *. NOw ıt INAaYy DE,
aumont thınks, that the {[WO vers1ons 1E he ca Sla of the
Praktikos and the Centuries, WeTC made by the SAd1I11Cc author, but ıt WOU
be INOTEC satısfactory T COU demonstrate from the undoubtedly authentic
works of Phıloxenus that he NECW the Centuries in ONC OT other of er
edıtions. No cıtatıon of the Centuries DYy Phıloxenus has yel een found
However, examınatıon of hıs eachıng the dıfferent levels of spırıtual
knowledge and of hıs cosmology and eschatology does, belıeve., clearly
ndıcate that he dıd NOW the Centuries, and that hıs OW doctrine Was iın
complete agreement ıth the expurgated version of them, S y When thıs
has een demonstrated, Can investigate urther the suggestion that he
WdsS> the author of thıs versi1o0n.

The influence of Evagrıus upOon Philoxenus 1S O ell established®. New
of Phıloxenus ave confirmed thıs nsıght and provıde urther strıkıng

evıdence of it HEeTte. for example, 1S hOow Phıloxenus descr1ıbes the WdY
ZNOSIS : ‘A INan first belıeves and 1S aptısed. And after baptısm he begıns

keep the commandments, holdıng wıthın hımself the fear of God, the
recollection of hıs Judgment and the fear est he grieve in anythıng hım who
1S in everythıng holy But the commandments dIC kept when INan VCT-

desıire IC eıther in the body OT 15 stiırred In the soul
OT 1S SOWIN In the intellıgence by demons. And when desıres and the
oughts of them ave een9he who has (Col ‚9-1066  Watt  therefore put forward the hypothesis that Philoxenus was the author of  S  A question thus presents itself: did Philoxenus know the Centuries, and  if so in which edition, the authentic or the expurgated? In his Letter to  Patricius he cited a version of Evagrius’ Praktikos. Guillaumont con-  nected this version of the Praktikos to the expurgated version of the  Centuries and saw in this a proof that Philoxenus was a witness to the  version S,, of the Praktikos and the Centuries*. Now it may be, as  Guillaumont thinks, that the two versions which he calls S,, of the  Praktikos and the Centuries, were made by the same author, but it would  be more satisfactory if we could demonstrate from the undoubtedly authentic  works of Philoxenus that he knew the Centuries in one or other of their  editions. No citation of the Centuries by Philoxenus has yet been found.  However, an examination of his teaching on the different levels of spiritual  knowledge and of his cosmology and eschatology does, I believe, clearly  indicate that he did know the Centuries, and that his own doctrine was in  complete agreement with the expurgated version of them, S,°. When this  has been demonstrated, we can investigate further the suggestion that he  was the author of this version.  The influence of Evagrius upon Philoxenus is now well established®. New  texts of Philoxenus have confirmed this insight and provided further striking  evidence of it. Here, for example, is how Philoxenus describes the way to  gnosis: ‘A_man first believes and is baptised. And after baptism he begins  to keep the commandments, holding within himself the fear of God, the  recollection of his judgment and the fear lest he grieve in anything him who  is in everything holy. But the commandments are kept when a man over-  comes every desire which either moves in the body or is stirred in the soul  or is sown in the intelligence by demons. And when desires and the  thoughts of them have been overcome, he who has overcome... (Col. 3,9-10)  ... Stands ın impassibility, which not only is not overcome by passions, but  also is not troubled by the memory of them. And from here... he attains to  love, which makes him who becomes in it perfect and complete and the  genuine image of God... As the image of God he comes upon, without veil,  + €f. ıbid.; pp. 202:213.  * €f. ıbid., pp. 209-:211.  > This has been briefly indicated by A. de Halleux, Philoxene de Mabbog. Sa VE‚ SES  ecrits, sa theologie, 1963, pp. 393-394, n. 3; 428, n. 21; 441, n. 61; 447, n. 7, without, however,  setting out the evidence in detail.  © Cf. most recently P. Harb, L’Attitude de Philoxene de Mabboug ä l’egard de la spiritualite  ‘savante’ d’Evagre le Pontique, in Memorial Mgr. Gabriel Khouri-Sarkis, 1969, pp. 135-155.stands in impassıbılıty, 1CcC nNnOoTt only 1S nNnOoTt bDy pass10ns, but
also 1S nNnoTt TOUDIeE: by the IMNCMOTY of them And from ere he attaıns
love, IC makes hım who becomes In ıt perfect and complete and the
genuılne image of God As the image of God he uDON, wıthout veıl,

(T Ibid., 2025773
C IDid., 209-21 1
hıs has een Driefly indıicated by de Halleux, Philoxene de Mabbog. Sa VIe, SeSs

ecrits, theologie, 1963, 393-394, 3r 428, 21 44 1, 61: 44 J, I wıthout. however,
setting Out the evidence in detaıl.

( MOst recently Harb, ttitude de Philoxene de Mabboug l’egard de la spiritualite
"savante‘ d’Evagre le Pontique, in Memorial Mgr Gabriel Khouri-Sarkis, 1969, EX52155
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the knowledge of all thıngs 1C ave become‘) ’ hıs text reads almost
ıke SUMIMMNAaT Y of the doectrine of Evagrıus’ Praktikos As iın Evagrıus,
faıth 1S the first step the WaY true knowledge, 1C MUuUStT be followed
Dy the fear of G0od and the observance of the commandments®. hıs latter
entaiıls struggle agaımnst desıires and the thoughts of them, 1G INOVEC In
us and ave ultımately een inspıred by demons hıs Can impassıbılıty,
whıch requıres noTt only that ONEC 1S VicCtor10us VeT the pass1o0ns, but also
that ONC 1S untroubled by the IMCMOTY of them !° Impassıbilıty 1SSUES in
love  11 1C. fashıons the image of God *. and thıs in turn ea| irue
knowledge of all created beings**. Following Evagrıus Phiıloxenus also be-
leves that true knowledge of reated beings 15 desıgnated in the by the
term 'kıngdom of heaven)’, and the subsequent S  9C,; the Knowledge of the
Trınıity, Dy 'kıngdom of (0d’ 1

It 1S,9 not Just the ‘practical’ aspects of Evagrıus’ doctrine 1C
Phıloxenus OUuUSCS, but a1sSO the ‘"gnostic’ elements, 1C fiınd eır 1e
OT CVCN exclusıve expression In the Centuries. Partıcularly strıkıng 15 110-
xenus’ enumeratıon of the 1ve contemplatıions, exactly in the Centuries *>
Followıng Evagrıus he dıvıdes the contemplatıon of natures into {tWO the
ONC, ““true knowledge placed In bodıies’””, equıvalent Evagrıus’ second
natural contemplatıon and PTODCI corporeal beings; the other, “spırıtual
knowledge’”’, equıvalent Evagrıus’ first natural contemplatıon and PTODCI

the angels *° Spirıtual knowledge 1s the Sustenance of the angels, but
Inen LOO INa Yy obtaın ıt NOW  4 Essentıial knowledge, the knowledge of the
Holy Irmity, 15 also avaılable INCN in antıcıpatory fashıon SVCRA NO
though ıIn princıple reserved for the consummatıon !® Lıke Evagrıus Phılo-

interprets bodies as etters In 1C G0d has placed hıs wısdom for
the instruction of men And in hıs assertion that composıtıion, evıl, and

Comm g 1710 (ed TE Watt, SC 397 Scriptores SYrI 1/HEZZ2))
S, LD (7 6-26)

Praktikos (ed and uıllaumont., FU Prologue 8 ch 81,
IDId., ch 6, 34, 35 48, 80,

C Ibid., Prologue S, ch 60, 6/7,
C IDIid., Prologue S, ch ö1,
( Ibid., ch
(1 IDid., rologue 8. ch
(} IDid., ch 2-3; Phıloxenus, Comm. $ /-16, IL HOSES (13, -

K Letter Patricius (ed Lavenant, 30, g f cf. Evagrıus,
Centuries (ed Guılllaumont, 1, Dr

Comm Mt Y /-16, 14, I8-15, (3 4-14); cf. Cent E: 70, 76; IIL, 24, 26; VI,
f Comm. SM I-16, (13 5-14): cf. ent 1, 23 111 V,

Comm Mt 3 /-16, 1S. 3-9 GEn [4-19 and P (14, I 5: cf.
ent L 70 IL, 47 ; 1L, 3 V

Comm Mt 3, /-T6, ED (11, J-T Comm n I2 68, EL:2Z
(58, cf. ent @ / 1L, Y 5 Praktikos. ch
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(or 1gnorance) AIC the three veıls before the mınd preventing ıt irom
see1ing the knowledge In bodies, that of the spırıtual beings and that of the
Irmity respectively, he 1S (0101 dependent upOonNn Evagrıus’ eachıng of
the three-fold renuncılatıon, of the WOT. of evıl, and of ignorance *. ere
Can therefore be ou that. Bar-Salıbi reports ; Phıloxenus NeCeW
the Centuries and hought VEr Y hıghly of them

But 1C version of the Centuries o€es hıs doecetrine contftorm? Let us

examıne hıs COsmology, eschatology, and Christology, for ese topı1cs
there ATeC substantıal dıfferences between the [WO versions of the Centuries **
Phıloxenus clearly states that the creation of bodies (physıcal and Organıc)
Was ntende Dy (j0d irom the beginnıing : God °created the visıble thıngs
because he wılled make not only ratiıonal spırıtual (beings but also Man,
who 1S composed firom soul and body, an for man’s exercCcIse he put
wısdom in bodies’ 2 and ‘incorporated in the created works in the beginnıng
the wısdom of hıs creation)’“+ hus the creation of the [WO beings, spırıtual
and corporeal, 1S a(011 chronologıically separated, and angels AA unembodiıe

3beings exercıised ın (the wısdom of od) wıthout the mediıatıion of bodies
and dıstinct irom IN  S hıs corresponds the COSmology of Sh for ıts
author has elımınated the fundamental cosmologıcal notion of Evagrıus,
the double creation, first of DUIC intellects and then of bodies*®. For hım
there 1S only ONe creatiıon, CVCNMN althoug he retaıns the termınology of first
and second beinss “ . and he OO takes IMnenNn and angels to be beings dAistinct

C’omm. Mt A /-16, . 12 (13; i and 16, d (14, 13-17); cf. Cent. }
78-80

21 °FOor they ave found ıth Phıloxenus hat he wrote agaınst SOINC heret1ic Evagrıus,
and they ave supposed that thıs 15 he (1.e the author of the Centuries). But that 1S not irue,
for in the letter 1C: Phıloxenus WTO Stephen Bar-Sudaılı the heretic (@c\n..\,m(‚ ege
&® anah ir he mentioned Evagrıus and hıs Centuries and saıd that few attaın the under-
standıng and the ep of theır theoria‘ (Introduction the Commentary the Centuries,
exti iın Sachau, Verzeichntis der syrischen Handschriften der königlichen Bibliothek ZU

Berlin, Z 1899, The dıstıiınction Bar-Salıbi makes between "some heretic Evagrıus’
and the author of the Centuries 1S clearly artıfıcıal (cf. Gulllaumont, Kephalaia Gnostica,

294) NoO wrıting of Phıloxenus agaınst Evagrıus 15 Known, and ın all probabıuilıty thıs 15
allusıon the mention of Evagrıus ın Phıloxenus’ Letter Ahraham and Orestes (sSO

ul  aumont, bid., ıSB Whether nOoL hıs remark 1S In fact agaınst Evagrıus wıll be
discussed below (pp 71- It INAaYy be note however, hat the alleged inferences Irom old

made by Bar-Salıbi s opponents of the orthodoxy of Evagrıus (‘they’) AdIC not always
trustworthy; Gregory of Nazılanzus, speakıng of undefined eter, 1S supposed ave

Evagrıus, but thıs 18 impossıble (Guillaumont, Kephalaia Gnostica, 293-294).
D K u1  aumont, Kephalaia Gnostica, 223217258
23 Comm. Z 32 O7 24-27 (58, 2-5)

Ibid.. 68, Aa 69, (59, I-2)
25 Ibid., 68, HOE (38, e
( ent IL, 111, 24, 26, } VI,
(F hid. L, 5O, In S ; the ree chapters VL 20: H. and }. AIC strictly inconsıstent.

( Gulllaumont, Kephalaia Gnostica, 241, 141
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in elr creatıon and wılled Dy God, not iıntellects provısıonally provıde
ıth dıfferent bodies *® Accordıing Phıloxenus, al the consummatıon

holy angels and rıghteous ICN ll become in the renewal’, and
c  there ıll remaın ıth the unmade Essence and the Knowledge of spirıtual
thıngs the ratiıonal creation of spiırıtual and of corporeal beings’ *?. Men
‘who CAST off theır passıons become like the spırıtual powers’ *° and chare
theır knowledge **. In S also InenNn become angels (as they do in
Evagrıus hımself), but only like them when they attaın theır Contem-
plation ** In accordance ıth thıs cosmology "movement’ 15 fOor both Phı-
OXEeNUS and the author of Sı term desıgnatıng the SIN of Adam, and
ffects INan after hıs unıque creatıon : Phıloxenus states that the command-

be practised In after the fall, ıle the Servıice (of the angels)
1S spırıtual and above movement ** In S "movement‘ oes noOoTt precıpıtate
the creatiıon of multıiplıicıty of worlds and bodies 3

Philoxenus fırmly rejects the apokatastasis : °all 111 become In (GJ0d the
Father hrough the Son, CeXCEDL the rebelliıous demons and the TV
DOWCTIS and and eviıl, whiıch) he 11l nNnOoTt but destroy *: OdY
and soul and the DOWCIS who ave NOoT SONC astray 111 be preserved, but

and evı] and the rebellıous DOWCETS 111 perish’ °°. hıs accords ıth
Sla in 1E€ demons ATC not, in Evagrıus, estine: dSs intellects return
O the contemplatıon of God?/, and the author of Sı emphatıcally insısts

the diıverse fates of the g00d and the evil °& Phıloxenus and Sı also
9 In opposıtıon 18 Evagrıus, hat bodies ıll noTt be abolıshed In the
consummatıon. Accordıing Phıloxenus ‘bodies., hrough IC ratıonal
beings recelve the knowledge of God, ll not, S1ZNS AdIiC erased when the
teachıng in them has een receı1ved, be destroyed, but ll be made neW’,
and wıll become spırıtual, and ıth the souls and unembodıe DOWCTIS 111
become in God’>? I0 be SUTEC °the fence (whıch 1S thıs visıble composıtıion)
which 1S sei In the mıddle between fleshly and spırıtual beings 111 be

( ent V, 6, F
Comm. 3, !-T16, L3, - (13; r HF (1 I-3)

31
( omm. Z 68, D } (58,-
( omm. Mt &. I-T16, 14, E: (13: 53-14)
(F ent 111, 65 VI,
( Letter Patricius, 746
(1 ent Y4. 8

35 Comm 8 !-T16, (10,-
Ibid., Q H (16, 4-6); cf. Letter Abhbraham and Orestes (ed Frothıngham,

(29-33)
Stephen Bar Sudqili, the Syrian M ystic, and the 0K of Hierotheos, 1886, 28-37)

37 ( Cent I1
C IDid., 111, 9, > VI,
Comm $ /!-16, EZ 22-27, 19-20 (44: 15-20 -
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removed, corporalıty ıll be changed spirıtualıty and composıtıon
non-composıtion, and all thıngs which aAaTeC SCCI] the other order which
o€es not fall under bodıly senses’ *, but f 1S noTt true that ıth S12 and
composıtıon also the nature of bodies 111 be destroyed, the Manıcheans
Say  AL Thıs 1S in complete harmony ıth Sl’ in 16 bodies 111 NOTL be

a1soOdestroyed, but renewed and spiritualised**, although ıth thiıckness
number and division “* wiıll be taken dWdVY from the mıddle’ and the
schema of bodıies ll DAa away“>.

urther sıgnıfıcant departure of S from the authentic Evagrıus 15 the
elımınatıon of the Evagrıan idea of the development of eschatology In [WO

ges, the reign of Chrıst ollowe Dy the reign of God+® In INanYy
in Philoxenus it 15 clear that he makes dıistinction between the reign of
God and the reign of Christ °the time of exercCcIse and of doctrine’ 15

OlloOwWwe: by °that of inherıtance and the kıngdom24 Dy eing gathere
together in Christ everythıng also becomes in God the Father hrough the
Son and °Christ all and INn all (Col 3.17) 1S God all INn all’ (1 Cor 5,28) 5
He expressly repudıates the doctrine that the latter ollows the former
urther and hiıgher stage, IC he 1n In the wrıtings of Bar-Sudaili >°©.
Fınally, Evagrıus’ dıistinction between the Word and Chriıst (an intellect),
1C the author of S has supressed >*, 1S entirely absent from Phıloxenus

The cosmology and eschatology presented by Phiıloxenus ATC thus quıte
clearly the SaJmne ose of the expurgated version of the Centuries, S,
The question rema1ıns : dıd he read ıt wrıte ıt? The text adduced by
u1  aumont In SUupport of the latter VIEW, irom the long recension of the
Letter the Three Degrees>*, 1S insufficıent by ıtself resolve the question,
for, uıllaumont hımself es, the DUSSAGA  S of the C enturies 3C the

Ibid., . TEL (10, > where the verbs AdIC in the perfect ense because they refer
the baptısm of Christ, the Lype of the ‚ onsummatıon (1bid., 10, DD (9 20-23))
41 Ibid., 14, Ya (12; 26-27)
( ent . 17, F} H. 20,

43 hid. H. 62,
&8 bid. I 78
(: hid. 1, If ın l. the CONCceptL of the suppression of bodies 15 preserved In S ;

(Guıillaumont, Kephalaia Gnostica, 239, 137), that mMa Yy ell be aCCount of the
obscurıty of the chapter

ent 1L, 9, 4: VI, 33
Comm Z I2 68, 12515 (58, A
Comm. 3, I-16, 14 L: (10, 26-
Ibid., 16, W (14, 12)
Letter Ahraham and Orestes, 34, 3 9 (35, 3 9 28)

51 ent I F H. 2 $ I 9, 18, 21 8 V’ 48 ; VI,; 14,
complete translatıon 1$ gıven by 1ts dıscoverer, Graffıin, in TIr (1961)

317-352, 455-468 ; (1962) Bl The DassSapc iın question 18 in vol 6, 324, and
18 Iso translated and discussed in u1  aumont, Kephalaia Gnostica, 2112213



Phıloxenus and the Old Syriac Version of Evagrıus Centuries

author of the letter states he has made COU refer commentar DiE

translatıon Furthermore the authenticıty of the letter 15 far from assured >>
The fact that Phiıloxenus Letter Patrıcıius 15 remarkable MISE

of kvagrıan mYysticısm acknowledging the essentıal data of Orıigenistic
ZNOSTS but them the lımıts of Orthodoxyv. *, 15 also ınde-
CISIVC for OUT question especılally when ıf 15 notfe that the MISEe

of the Letter Patricıus 15 rather dıfferent from the Correction of Evagrıus
the expurgated VersION of the Centuries On the other hand Nan y

dıfferences between Phıloxenus and S AIC a(011 dec1ısıve arguments agaınst
the hypothesıs of Phiıloxen1i1an authorshıp, for the author of S ; Was al

keep far possible the termınology of Evagrıus and
the appCarance of Evagrıus authorship ”° Nevertheless there ATC

INY OPIN1ON SOM1C weıighty TE4SONS agaınst attrıbuting the VETSION Sı
Philoxenus > ’

In hıs Letter Abraham and Orestes Phıloxenus especılally attacks three
ideas advanced Dy Stephen Bar Sudaıilı the consubstantıalıty G: Creator
and creatures the apokatastasis and the eschatology of [WO per10ds ere
15 of the first of these Evagrius ”” but the other [WO AICc clearly
present the integra]l VerTSION of the Centuries sometıme both the Samne

chapter ®® If Phıloxenus had read the authentic Centuries he would ave
known that Stephen COUuU avVe derıved esp [WO ideas irom Evagrıus
Yet he asserts that the Jews alone the theory of the [WO per10d eschatology

53 CT de Halleux Philoxene (cf above) JA 274
Hausherr Contemplation el In Une remarquable DUar Philoxene

de Mabboug (93230) Revue d ’ascetique ef de MYSLIQUE (1933) LKA 195 (quotatiıon from
1L/3)
55 In the Letter Patrıcıus Phıloxenus concerned establısh COTTEeCGE understandıng

of the relatıonshıp of contemplatıon holıness (cf the SUMIMAT y Hausherr hıid 194)
the subject of the letter the spırıtual ıfe The COrrecCtL10ns made DY the author of Sı AIC

princıpally the COSsmology, eschatology and Chrıstology of Evagrıus OoOwever 1L Ofe-

worthy that for Phıloxenus the dıstıncetion between contemplatıon and holıiness stems from
the reedom of God and that the ast analysıs contemplatıon depends
alone (ibid.) whıle the author of S ; Iso NSISTS that the of G0od NECESSATY for the
aCQquIlsıt1oN of spiırıtual knowledge (cf. Guılllaumont, Kephalaia Gnostica, J8253) But
there ı nothıng ı the Letter IO Patrıcıus suggest that Phıloxenus COU not ave read thıs

hIs edıtiıon of Evagrıus.
Ci ul  aumont, Kephalaia Gnostica, 256

} Gulllaumont hypothesıs consıdered plausıble by arb L’Attitude 3S and
DYy Chesnut Three Monophysite Christologies 976 106 107 but rejected
Dy de Halleux Philoxene TL

C the SUIMMIMNAT y of the letter Gu1lllaumont Kephalaia Gnostica 3()7/ 310
CH: hid 373 AD
C 111 5 ] We MaYy recall ere that both iıdeas AIC rejected DYy the author of S and Dy

Phıloxenus has een cshown above
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had Occurred ® *. and that Stephen “should Sa Y from hat holy book, prophet,
apostle teacher he has rece1ved (the doectrine hat resti 1S ONC ıng and
the kingdom another and h1Is dıvısıon into these three orders’, 1L6 of Frıday,
Sabbath. and Sunday (CL. 3:31:33) representing the present WOT. the
kıngdom of Christ, and the kıngdom of (J0d Phıloxenus then immediately
adds that Stephen ‘understands Dy Frıday> havıng taken the term
MOvVement from the monk Evagrıus>6

We MuUust ask why Phıloxenus makes reference ere {O Evagrıus. arb
that he eTe openly combats the system of Evagrıus; CVCR althoug

the remark of Phıloxenus 1S riel. merely INC1S10N, the basıc STIructiure
of Evagrıus’ sSystem 15 envisaged and denounced ©>. But in fact in the text
there 1s er1ıticısm of Evagrıus. Philoxenus merely hıs correspondents
the SOUTCEC of the term the monk Evagrıus6 We ave 1CASON

SUDDOSC hat he had become dissatısfıed ıth the ITn OT ıth the
CONGceEPL . Christ all and IN all (Col 374} and God will hecome all IN all
(1 Cor ATC the other terms sed by Stephen correspondıng
movement °° and do NnOoTt hereby become suspect! Of tephen'’s [WO AdIC

scrıptural, the other 1S from Evagrıus; hıs 1S the doctrine of the division
ntO three orders.

ul  aumont belıeves that Phiıloxenus knows INOTEC about the Evagrıan
inspıratıon of tephen’s doctrine than he ere ets ADDCAT, that he indıcates,
in fact, the princıple SOI of tephen’s thought®”. But it WOU be strange
for hım knowingly {O do immediately after challenging Stephen tO say
from what holy DOOK., prophet, apostle OT teacher he has rece1ved’ hıs
doectrine. Phıloxenus has 1recie hıs correspondents the answer! Ad-
miıttedly ıf they WEIC read the Centuries 1ın the expurgated Syri1ac version
they WOU only discover ‘the term movement’, and NnNOoT the CITOTS of Stephen
But ıf Phıloxenus had hımself een responsıble for thıs version and had
therefore known the or1gınal, he COU hardly ave een SUTC that the latter
WOU 1a(011 COIINNC into the an of hıs correspondents. Indeed ıt WOU. SCCIN

that especlally In thıs CONtTLexT he WOU wısh avoid AaN Y mentiıon of Evagrıus,
for ere the nature of hıs °translatıon’ WOU be MOoOst lıkely be exposed.
If Phiıloxenus had set out dıssocı1ate Evagrıus from Or1ıgenism, he WOU

(M. T etter Abhbraham and Orestes, 34, 12 H} (35 16-25
Ibid., 36, T (3% 2-6)
L’Attitude, 149, 151-152, 55
No conclusıon Can be drawn TOom the fact that Phıloxenus oes NnOTL ere desıgnate hım

‘blessed’ one of the saınts’ agaınst Harb. ibid., 152) He 1S nOot ere expoundıng
doctrine which he wıshes g1ve the authorıty of saınt.

6 5 FOor Phıloxenus uUsc of it, cf. above, 33 and de Halleux., Philoxene, 44 ,
Letter Abraham and Orestes, 36, 4 (37;

6 7 Kephalaia Gnostica, 318-319
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hardly ave made reference hım ere The fact that he oe€es mention
hım al thıs point 15 surely StIrong indicatıon that in fact he Was uUuNawaTrTe of
the Evagrıan inspiıration of Stephen’s doetrine of three orders, and COU
therefore only ave read the Centuries ın the version S

Phıloxenus hen ur to the bıblıcal foundatıon of tephen’s doctrine,
Luke I5 31-55, and presen hıs OW exeges1s of the text Today,
and the third day ATC the three of Jesus’ miınıstry, noLt A Lype of
tephen’s three orders represented Dy Frıday, Sabbath and Sunday, whıle
the perfection of Jesus the third day 1$ hıs crucıfixion Friday®®. hıs
1S not, however, how the author of Sı ea ıth Evagrıus’ interpretation
of the CEXT; 1C Stephen has drawn. In I11,9 he supressed ıt together
ıth the clear reference the eschatology in [WO per10ds, but In L and
1 26 he llowed the symbolısm stand1 iıdentifies Oday ıth Friday,
the present WOT and the crucıfixion of Chriıst, and the third day and
perfection of Chriıst ıth the consummatıon. The author of Nı dıd nNOT
OW be pressed nto the Service of intermediate kıngdom,
but otherwiıse accepted Evagrıus interpretation, whıiıle Phıloxenus ere
understands the texti quıte dıfferently and takes 1Ssue ıth tephen’s >SyIn-
bolısm., 1C 1S that of Evagrıus. If Phıloxenus had een the author of
Sh ıt lıkely that he WOU ave radıcally altered these [WO chapters.

The other doecetrine attacke: In thıs letter which Stephen COU ave
derıved from the integra text of the Centuries 1S that öf the apokatastasıis.
According Phıloxenus the work of the apostles, cConversıon Christianıty,
baptısm and struggles for rıghteousness AdIC all vaın ıf the SAd_I1llc honour 1S
ultımately be accorded all, and all ATC arrıve al ON perfection
In the CAdsSC of Stephen the doctrine of the apokatastasis 1S Iınked
the belıef in the consubstantıalıty of (’reator and creation, an thıs 1S
regarde by Phıloxenus partıcularly reprehensible /°, but CVCN hIs
denuncıatıon of the apokatastasis ıtself 1S sufficıently emphatıc 18 make ıt
clear that he VIEWS thıs doctrine Incompatıble ıth Chrıstianıty. The
author of S. MUuUSst ave consıdered Evagrıus’ espousal of ıt unfortunate,
but the strengt of Phıloxenus words in thıs letter Can hardly be combıned
ıth h1ıs hıgh regard for Evagrıus ıf he had known the integra tex{i of the
Centurties. It has een suggested that Phıloxenus pronounced antı-Origenist
OpInN10NSs INaYy ave emerged In the COUTSEC of h1s ealıngs ıth Stephen ‘”
but In work which has nothıng tO do wıth Stephen and which cshows hıgh

Letter Ahbraham and Orestes, 36-47) (37-43)
Ibid., 3D
Ihid.

x (F Guillaumont, Kephalalta Gnostica, 319
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regard for Evagrıus, the Commentary Matthew and Luke, wrıtten probably
several before the Letter Abraham and Orestes *, he asserts that
ıt 1S °the Manıcheans Sa Y the nature of bodies 111 be destroyed’ ’*.
Once agaın he denounces doctrine Ooun in the integra texti of the
Centuries in 16 uggest that in hıs VIEW adherents of ıt must be
completely repudıated. One MaYy a1so wonder I: granted the fact that
Evagrıus’ dıstiıncetion (found ın S only between Christ and the Word 1S
dıfferent from hat of the Antıochene Chrıstologyf Phiıloxenus WOU ST1
not Aave oun Evagrıus’ Chrıstology ‘Nestor1an.’.

1na consıderatıion of dıfferent nature IMNa Yy be mentioned. Phiıloxenus
knowledge of Tee ADPDCAIS ave een far from pefeCt. and hıs acquaın-

ıth the Tee Fathers in arge CadSUuTe ave COMMEC hrough
Syriac versions ’>. It 1s irue that he became of SOIMNEC inaccuracıles in
the existing Syriac vers1ons of the New Testament and for thıs 1CAdSON

cCOommıss1ıonNed the translatıon 1C bears hıs NAaInNC, but thıs Was only after
he had for Man Yy used the earlıer vers1ions wıthout noticıng these
infıdelıtıes. and he dıd NOTL hımself produce the i  S version but entrusted
it Polycarp '°©. One wonders whether he hımself spotted these inaccuracıes
OT whether they WEIC pomnted Out hım Dy another, when ONC bears from
hım that ın Tee ‘hbecome‘’ has [WO and bırth) has one! The author
of S ; NECW better: he translated YEVEO1LC and YEVVNOLC correctly, Can

SC from the Tee and Syriac of Centuries L, 4, hıs blunder COU
be con{fusıon the part of Phıloxenus, OT crıbal r
but the evidence ole o€es NnOT inclıne ONC belıeve that he WOU
OT COU ave undertaken translate the Centuries from Tee Hıs
knowledge of the language WdsS$ real but imiıted ’®.

If or these C4SONSsSs ıt be accepte that Phıloxenus Wds noTt hımself the
translator and author of the expurgated version of the Centuries, but read
them in thıs vers1io0n, then ıt Must ave een made later than the beginnıng
of the sıxth CENLUTY, for 1ts influence 1S evident In work of Phiıloxenus, the

The Commentar y atthew and uke Was probably wrıtten around 5()5 (cf. the
introduction the version. C 393, 38.147) the Letter Ahraham and Orestes
durıng the patrıarchate of Severus of Antıochm(cf. Gu1illaumo nL, Kephalaia Gnostica,

305; de Halleux, Philoxene, 261)
Comm. Mt 3: /-16, 14, 0 (12:; 26-27) ( Cent I1, 62 55) ‘the whole nature of

bodies ll be taken away .
Guilllaumont, Kephalaia Gnostica, 182, Z

75 (: de Halleux, Philoxene, 233-234:; 3235324

77
G IDid., Oa
(: ibid.,
(3 hid.
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Commentary Matthew and Luke, wrıtten before STI0R913 AD79 It 1S
quıte lıkely that Phiıloxenus encountered ıt, together ıth the version Sı of
the Praktikos and other works of Evagrıus in Syriac durıng hıs educatıon
al the School of Edessa®* Baumstark observed hat CeNTLUrY date
for the translatıon into Syriac of works of the Cappadocıans, Chrysostom,
Athanasıus and influentıa]l ascet1ic wrıters, ıncludıng Evagrıus, 15 hıghly
probable, for 191011 only WEIC they hıghly regarde in both monophysıte and
Nestorı1an confess10ns, but also tO gre extient the SaJmne works of these
wrıters ATC attested in both tradıti1ons, the monophysıites ındeed in
manuscrı1pts of age  853 It WOU ave en quıte natural for Evagrıus’
maın works ave een translated In the SaINe cırcles In 1C WEeEIC Tans-
aie those of hıs asters, Aası and Gregory of Nazıanzus.

However, the version S of the Centuries and much lesser exient also
of the Praktikos®*) 1S of COUTSC nNnOoT Just translatıon, but also °correction'’
of Evagrıus, °correction' 1C decısıvely rejects hıs Orıgenıism. The
Orıigenistic controvers1ıes OCccurred durıng the fourth and Sıxth centurIies,
but f S Was produce In the CCENLUTY, then ıt 1S clear that durıng that
CENTUFY LOO Or1ıgenism Must ave een felt by SOTINC be SUSpecCT. Iwo
OCCas1ons when ÖOrıgenistic iıdeas became the subject of discussıon around
the per10d 0-4 ave een noted Dy Guillaumont®°>. If Phıloxenus
dıd CO1IMNE tO NOW the expurgated version of the Centuries durıng hıs time
al the School of Edessa®®, 1C. unfortunately Cannot be precısely ate
but MUST aVve eeCcn around OT shortly after the mıddle of the fifth CenturV -
hen theır translator COU ell ave een of SOTNC Örıgenistic CONTLTrO-
versies so1ng al the t1ıme when he Wads producıng hıs vers1o0n. Perhaps LOO

hıs 1$ the date of the earlıest manuscrıpt of the Commentary, Brıitish Museum Add
The date of composıtıon Was probably around 505 (ef. above, Z The COSsmology

and eschatology of Phıloxenus AT partıcularly clearly exposed INn hıs work, and ıt has therefore
een frequently cıted ın thıs artıcle

(F Gulllaumont:. Kephalaia Gnostica, 209711
From the evıidence of the Armenınan (translated from the S5Syr1ac) fıfth CNLUTY date

for part of the Syriac COI DU>S of Evagrıus had already een establıshed : cfi. IDId., 2022205
8& 2 C: de Halleux. Philoxene, Harb, L’Attitude, 136-138, 150-154, has shown

hat the influence of Evagrıus 15 evıdent ın Phıloxenus’ Homauilies. However, 1t 1$ nOT possıble
date the Homaulies; all that Can be saıd 1S that they WCIC wrıtten Dr10Tr the €  er O

Patricius and the Letter Abraham nd Orestes (cf. de Halleux, Philoxene, 28 /-288).
aumstar 75-93 There 15 manusecript (British Museum Add 14542) contamıng

Basıl s treatıse On the Holy Spirit ın Syriac ate'ı 509 Add contaıns number of
works of Basıl In Syri1ac an INdAYy be old the fifth CENLUTY. (T Wriıght, Catalogue
of Syriac Manuscripts In the British Museum Acquired SINCE [8568, E 416-418;
and Baumstar

CT Guıillaumont, Kephalaia Gnostica, 209,
8 5 Ibid., 124,
&/

On thıs, cf. urther below
( de Halleux, Philoxene, Y
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he Was emboldened {O modıfy the texti of the Centuries Dy the knowledge
hat the appadocıans themselves had explicıtly rejecte) SOINC Origenistic
ideas®®

If. however, he Was workıng in Edessa before around the mıddle of
the fifth CenturYy, ere 1S ONC antı-Origenist theologıan whose influence he
COU hardly ave escaped : e0  TE of Mopsuestıa. thıs time the
Antıochene eology Wds becomiıng domiınant there, and accordıng
Abdisho®? as, Kumı and TO translated the 00 of the Interpreter
(Theodore) and the wrıtings of Arıstotle f{from TE nto Syriac‘. eodore
LOO0O °“corrected’ the Orıigenistic COsmology He affırmed the ex1istence of the
[WO Sseis of beings, the invısıble spırıtual beings and the visıble corporeal
beings, and the [WO worlds OT “states’ (katastaseis) of the creation. But these
[WO katastaseis WCIC both created al the S\AadINE time Dy the 111 of the
Creator: accordıng eodore the present corporeal and provısıonal state
of men 1$ NOTL the result of fall from purely spiırıtual but the C'reator’s
WdYy of preparıng 16n for it? Thıs 1S exactly the princıple accordıng
C the author of Sı °corrected’ the COsmology of Evagrıus’ Centuries?*.
Of COUTSC thıs “corrected’ COSsmology 1S notL peculıar COUdOFE, but hıs
Was the MOST poweriu influence In the School of Edessa al the time tO
1C other indıcatıons pomIn ASs the MOST lıkely for the translatıon of the
Centuries. If eoOodore COU er1ıticıse the ‘miıstaken’ Or1igenist1ic cosmology
of the evered Basıl , translator under the influence of heodore
wrıtings m1g el] ave taken the 1berty of ‘correcting’ accordıng heo-
dore’s princıples the ‘mıstaken’ Orıgenistic COSmoOlogy of Basıl’s stıill respected
pupıl Evagrıus. uggest, therefore, that the version S ; of the Centuries
Was made In Edessa durıng the CeENTLUTY, before Phıloxenus qarrıved
there, by translator who adhered the Antıochene theology?* and TEW

(1 aumont, Kephalaia GnosStica,
Catalogue, ch (ed Assemanı, Bibliotheca Orientalis 5 E 1723. 55)
( Devreesse, ESsSsSal Sr Theodore de Mopsueste, Studi est! 141, 1948, 5-9,

839-90, 100-101 ; Guıillaumont, Kephalaia Gnostica, 18 3-185 On the WOT. pıcture of
the Antıochene tradıtion contrasted ıth that of the Alexandrınes, cf. Böhm. Johannes
Philoponos. Ausgewählte Schriften, 196 7, ASSZE57 It 18 Irom the De Opificio mundiı of
John Phıloponus (ed Reıchardt, Bı  10theca Teubneri1ana Y10) that MOST of the eXtAant

fragments of Theodore’s COomMentTtarYy GeneSsSiSs AIC known.
Y 1 above 68-69
2 (1 the ‘Obyection of eodore of Mopsuestıa agaınst Basıl havıng saıd the angels

pre-existed the sens1ıble world’ In Reichardt (above, 90), 6-18:; Devreesse, ESSal,
5- Gulllaumont, Kephalaia Gnostica, 18 3:154

G A It 1$ irue that ONMNC of the “corrections’ of 54 betrays A Antıochene (or monophyrsıte !)
Chrıistology the partı of ıts author. Indeed S presents INOTEC ‘unıtary Chrıstology than
Evagrıus himself, SINCE ıIn ıt the Evagrıan dıstıncection between the intellect Christ and the
Word has een elımınated But Vthis dıstınction 1S nOT Antıochene., but Orıigenist ; cf. above,
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the inspıratıon for hıs adaptatıon of Evagrıus from heodore er1ticısm
of Origenism”“*, CVECIMN in such esteemed theologıan Evagrıus’ eacher
Basıl?>.

Dıd then Phıloxenus sımply take VGL the moderated Evagrıanısm of the
Centuries in the version Sı and play creative part in the development
of Evagrıanısm In the Syri1ac world? 1n nNOL, for the miıtıgated Evagrıan
cosmology and eschatology of Sı ıt ADPPCAIS in Phıloxenus wrıtings 1S
integrated into theologıca synthesıs IC incorporates the Chrıstological
and sacramental eachıng of the ecclesiastıcal tradıtion. somethıng 1C
CVEN the “corrected’ Evagrıanısm of S ; O€s not do In both vers1ons of the
Centuries the soter10logıcal function of the incarnatıon 1S essentially confined
LO that of eachıng and revelatıon. Christ took body teach the logikoi
hI1s spırıtual wısdom and reveal them the WdY attaın essentıa]
knowledge?® ; and the dec1ısıve stages man’s towards knowledge
AaTC al the fear of God an the observance of the commandments, IC
ead impassıbılıty, love and knowledge?”. ven sketch of Phıloxenus
complete eachıng Chrıstology and soter10102y 1S Out of place here?®, but
hat 1S ıimportant tO ote INn the present CoONntiexti 1S that CVON INn those
where he 15 expoundıng h1ıs Evagrıan COSsmology, eschatology and spırıtualıty,
Phıloxenus descr1ıbes the work of Chriıst In quıte dıfferent WdYy from that
of the Centuries S, and S;)

Phıloxenus relates the spiırıtualısatıon of the creation and the acquısıtion

Miıght he Iso ave known hat Rufinus dıd the texi of Ilepi ÜpyOV? Rufinus’
preface hıs translatıon (ed Koetschau, GCS 3-6)

Y 5 We INaA Y olfe hat Joseph Hazzaya wrıtes about version of the Centuries altered
and full of blasphemies’ which together ıth version of seudo-Dionysıius 18
SUpPpPOSE: ave een made Dy companıon of Kumı (GE. u1  aumont, Kephalaia Gnostica,

215-221). FOor Pseudo-Dionysıus thıs 1S of COUITISC impossıble (IOid., ZZA-ZZZ}. and hıs
'blasphemous’ version of the Centuries 18 probably S, (ibid., 217-218). Gu1illlaumont
thınks that the real translator of Pseudo-Dionysıus, Serg1lus of Reshaına, INd Y ave een the
translator of Sa and that the of Joseph Hazzaya In callıng hım companıon of Kumı
Ad1 O! from the fact that he continued the translatıon work of the School of FEdessa Arıstotle
(ibid., 222} Is ıf possıble, however, that Joseph Hazzaya, who clearly had VeI Y lıttle
hıistorıcal feelıng (ibid., 85), ere DICSCIVCS ın confused form tradıtiıon that ere WAS

translatıon made of the C enturies the School of Fdessa ın the time of Kum]1, not however
the ‘blasphemous’ S but 54l And that Serglus, the translator of Pseudo-Dionysıus, Iso made

translatıon of the Centuries, the “blasphemous’ S,— and continued the translatıon work
of the School of Edessa NnOT only Arıstotle but Iso Evagrıus, because g00d
'‘Alexandrıine) he objected the ‘Antıochene) modifıicatıions the Cen furies

Guılllaumont, Kephalaia Gnostica, 39, TL TI
Praktikos, Tologue 8 ch
There 1S useful SUMMAAaTY iın Harb, L/’Attitude, 147-149, 1C. brings Out the

CONntirasts ıth Evagrıus. Beyond thıs the monograph Phıloxenus by de Halleux,
frequently referred In thıs artıcle, cshould be consulted Iso recently Chesnut,
Three Monophysite Christologies, 1976, %Ta
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of spirıtual knowledge the ole CCONOIMNY of the incarnation?? In
Phıloxenus the COSMIC transformatıon of which the Centuries (S;) spea

about through incarnatıon, the DUrDOSC of which 1$ NnOT SImply
reveal the logikoi the WAaY knowledge, but and gather

the creatiıon in the body of the Word;: and correspondıngly INan recCelves
contemplatıon a(011 sımply Aas g1ift, but by the renewal and spirıtualısatıon
of hıs nature hrough hıs unıon wıth the incarnate Word ese ends ATC

fulfılled progressively durıng the COUTSC of tiıme, but AL already realısed
In the CCONOMY of the incarnatıon and the ebırth of the Chrıstian In
baptısm10 “CThe return of all God, and the gatherıng and the makıng
NCW, and that everythıng mM1g become In hım and he in all—thıs (was NnOoTt
performed Dy the angels Dut) Wds>$ kept for the Son And 1ts Lype became
in the baptısm, and 1ts truth In hIs resurrectlion, but ıts fulfılment 11l be
when ql has een subjected the Son and the Son the Father, and God
has become q1] In all (1 Cor 1528). 0 At the baptısm of Jesus, the Lype
of the consummatıon, °to whiıch) consummatıon the beginnıng of everything
looked (01ward : ‘the heavens WeTiTC opened (to make known
corporalıty Wds$s eing changed spiırıtualıty and everythıng 1C 15 COI-

2103pose non-composıtion °the creation Was renewed in W  9 the
church unıted Chrıist: the rebellıous DOWCIS condemned and SIN and evıl
destroyed, and by ıt mystically G0d ecame In all and al In God’ 104
Clearly therefore for Phıloxenus the Lype inaugurates and makes present
the realıty 3C ıt symbolıses, and the transformatıon of the unıverse from
corporalıty spirıtualıty proceeds DYy Stages, irom 1ts typologıca realısatıon

ıts fulfiılment. irom the baptısm O1 Christ hrough hıs ea and UT-

rection L 1ts consummatıon.
Sımilarly, ICN the dıvıne mysterı1es wıll be revealed INn deed after the

resurrection, but in sensatıon and In knowledge they Al receıved Dy the
mınd CVOIMN In thıs ıfe f INan 1S first orn of baptısm  ’105 ‘when INan

has een Orn AL11CW Dy baptısm, In ıt and hrough ıf composıtıion 1S changed
Dy renewal Irom the Holy Spirıt, but evıl and completely destroved <°:
(Mt 512 par.) 111 COMEC be al the ast but for the PreSeNT.: .. there
has een put baptısm, 1C Dy separaftes the wheat from the

The absence of thıs ın the Letter ÖN he Three Degrees 18 ON of the 1[CAadSOIlS 1C led
de Halleux question the authenticıty of the letter (cf. above, 53)

10

101
( de Halleux, Philoxene, 393-395, 441 -445
C omm. Mt 3: I-16, DE (9 21-26

10 Ibid., O, LT3 (5 19-20
10 Ibid., II DD (10, 19-25
1 O:

10
Ibid., 29 19, (16,(

100
Ibid., 1E (14,
Ibid., 13 Z (14, 3-5)
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burns the Dy of the 1re 1C 1S In It, but ıt makes H6E  S
and e  T  S the INan who, ıf he 1S preserved, eing DUTC, d he Was
born Dy baptısm, o€es NOT eed be purıfıe DY the WIinnOoWwINg fork
(Mt 512 par.); because hat from C he mMust be separated 1s NnOTt in

2107hım The renewal of the Christian proceeds hrough the fulfilment 1n
e of the realıtıes g1ven 1ın power‘ iın baptısm The baptısm of Christ:
“because ıt 1S Lype of h1s ea and feESULTGCLON . 15 hat o1VvES thıs
character LO OUT baptısm, and 15 thus the dec1ısıve Step iın the CCONOMY 1G
ea Christ irom the ega the spırıtual realm and inaugurates the spir1-
tualısatıon of a11* 0

The Evagrıan COSmoOlogy, eschatology and spiırıtualıty of Phıloxenus aTc
hus inseparably connected interpretation of the CCONOMY of the
Word A Lype of the eschatologıica fulfılment, ype In which the realıty
15 present. ere COU he ave found both Öf (hESE: the moderated
Evagrıanısm of Sla and the understandıng of the CCONOMY d S the typologıcal
inauguratiıon of the spırıtual state? If, ASs ave suggested** *, he CaIiInec
NOW the expurgated Centuries durıng hI1s educatıon al the Schoo] of the
Persians in Edessa, he COU ave oun them both there All hat has een
saıd above about Phıloxenus interpretation of the CCONOMYVY the beginnıng
of the spırıtualısation of the unıverse Cadll be OoOun in eodore, the Patrıstıc
authorıty above q ]] others for Phıloxenus teachers al Edessa Not only Can

dssume that Phıloxenus WOU ave had read Theodore there. but
accordıng hıs OW. testimony he dıd read hım assıduously, ECVEn a  oug
he later descer1ibed ıt d ‘tastıng venom 111 But hat both Theodore and
Phıloxenus Sa Y about the inauguratıon of the spırıtual katastasıs Dy the
CCONOMY 1S NnOoTt of necessıity eıther monophysıte dyophysıte, and ıt 1S
therefore quıte possıble hat ıth the Evagrıanısm of S, thıs aspect of
Theodore’s eachıng entered permanentliy nto the hought of Phıloxenus,
who, after makıng ıt hıs OW and longer consclously assoclatıng it ıth
Theodore, retaıned ıt ıth hıs Evagrıan COSsmology, eschatology and SPIr1-
tualıty after hıs CONVversi1on irom the Theodorılian the Cyrıllıan party  112.

"ITheodore’s theology 1S eology of symbols and VDES:;; In IC °the

10 Ibid., 18, 1673 (16, [3-22 (St Iso the texTi cıted above, 66, i sıgnıfıcantly
adds faıth baptısm, 1C 15 NOL oun In the similar of Evagrıus (cf. above,

10 Comm Mt 3: R 6-10 (16, IX
1 ' € 1: de Halleux, Philoxene, 453-454
KA% (: above.
K

A
de Halleux, Philoxene,
Reminiscences of eodore ın Phıloxenus WCIC pomnted Oout DYy Prof. DrEAa-

mowskı durıng COUTSC Bonn:;: ci. her rFeVIEW of de Aalleux’s monograph iın Revue d’histoire
ecclesiastique (1965) 865-366
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Lype contaıns the realıty whıich ıt symbolıses9 105 Hıs Chrıistianıty 1$ governed
by ıts orlentatıon towards the eavenly realıties. Man’s hıstory unfolds In
[WO katastaseis. the present corporeal katastasis, and the future spırıtual
katastasıis. The latter 1S introduced Dy the redemptive work of Christ.
whose hıstory 1S Lype OT: the realıties present In the church, themselves
Lype of the ternal eavenly realıties. The Christian experi1ences eternal ıfe
first In thıs ıfe ın and {1gures and then in full realıty after h1s
resurrection, for Chriıst hımself went hrough the [WO phases, the first in hıs
baptısm and lıfe, the second In h1ıs resurrection. The baptısm of Chriıst 1S
In thıs respect for eoOdore the dec1ısıve aCT of the CCONOMY, for eing Lype
of hıs resurrection it inaugurates the spırıtual Katastasis, IC reaches
fulfilment only al the general resurrection, but the realıty of IC 1s present
In the resurrection of Chrıst The baptısm of Chriıst antıcıpates OUT baptısm,
and because hıs baptısm Was Lype of hıs OW. resurrect1on, In baptısm INan

recCelves resurrection and renewal In and symbols. Baptısm 1S the
beginnıng of resurrect1ion, and in it the Chrıstian enters into the church
and into heaven, of 1C the church 1S the type As In the baptısm of
Chrıst the second katastasıis 1S ruly present In Lype, In baptısm the
Chrıstian 1S ruly reborn and lıves 1O In and f1gures the eternal ıfe
which he ıll 1ve In full realıty after h1s resurrectionk

The simılarıty of thıs Phiıloxenus System presented above 1S unmıiıstakable
We read the O00 of 1odore and Theodore) LNOTC than those who NO

preach (theır doctrine). and tasted theır venom , WTOTeEe Phıloxenus
the monks of Beth-Gogal**>. It 1S hard belıeve that he tudıed eodore
carefully when readıng hıs aCCOUNT of the Antıochene Chrıistology of [WO
natures, manıfestly unjust 1S hıs presentatıon of ıt But ıt 1S NOT hard
belıeve hım when eadıng hıs exposıtıon of the inauguratıon of the spırıtualı-
satıon of the creation Dy the CCONOMY of the Word Here he speaks the
SaJIne Janguage ASs eodore, and ıt makes 1n of hım havıng
rece1ved ıt af the School] of Edessa together ıth the moderated Evagrıanısm
of Sl) ıtself perhaps, ave suggested?** . product of the School] under
Theodorıian inspıration.

W hether NnOT Philoxenus oOun these [WO SySstems already brought into

H° Abramowskı, PSur T’heologie Theodors VON Mopsuestia, KG (1961), 263-293
(cıtatıons Irom 7T3 and 272), who summarıses and quo(tes Ifrom artıcle ın Spanısh Dy

On  1D123, La vida CrIISTANG, 1DO de las realidades celestes. Un hasıico de la teologia
de Teodorao de Mopsuestia, Scriptorium Victoriense (1954) 100-133

B (: Onatıbıa, La vida CrISTIANG, 100-117, 128-133; Abramowskı, Sur Theologie
Theodors, 269-274

”:  n C above, Da
E C above.



Phıloxenus and the Old Syriac ersion of Evagrıus’ Centuries

theological synthesıs al Edessa cannot be sa1d. But eıther WaY he 1S the
first Syriac wrıter known whose work bears the imprint of Evagrıus,
and MaYy therefore A4SSUMIC the first hınker of note ave employe
creatively the doectrine of the expurgated Centuries in the construction of
hıs OW SYStem. If the adaptatıon of Evagrıus nto the Syriac church
tradıtion, Dy the elımınatıon of hıs Origenism an by the ınkıng of hıs
moderated metaphysıcs the understandıng of the CCONOIMY of the Word
ASs Lype of the transformatıon of the visıble WOT. Camme about under
Antıochene influence, then ıt MaYy be that the work of Philoxenus Was

decisıve In ensurıng ıts acceplance the monophysıte sıde. In that Case

thıs former pup1 of the School of the Persıjans., who INa y ave had hand
in closıng ıt down  117, has nevertheless contrıbuted the urvıval
monophysıte Syriıans of important aSpecCTs of the hought of [WO INEN ear

hıs ‘Antıochene) teachers, Evagrıus and Theodore-

E C de Halleux, Philoxene,
179 On the question of the ‘Antıochene' inspıratıon of 9i cf. urther communıcatıon

he SYrIaC Adapter of Evagrius’ C enturıes 1n the Proceedings of the Eıghth International
Conference Patrıstic Studıies, Oxford, 97/9 (due in


