
NOTES AND STUDIES 

THE GREEK TRANSLATION OF :rHE TOME 
OF ST LEO 

THE sentence in Leo's Tome § 4 'agit enim utraque forma cum 
alterius communione quod proprium est', is sometimes translated as if 
' forma' were nominative (correctly), sometimes as if it were an ablative 
and the subject of ' agit ' were Christ. 

The following lists make no pretence at completeness, but merely 
indicate the variations which I have happened to notice. 

(a) lv£py£'i yap €Karf.pa p.op<f!~ }J-£Ta "I> Oarf.pov Kowwv{ac; ihnp Zowv 
£ox•JK£ [N.B. no Tovro before 011"£P except in Sophronius's paraphrase]. 
So in whole or part 

Leo ad Flav. 4 (inter cone. Chalc. act. 2, Hard. 2. 293 E). 
Sev. ad Oecumen. ep. 2 (inter cone. Const. III act. Io, Hard. 3· I24I D, 

Labb. 6. 834 D) 1l"wc; €Karf.pav p.op<f!~v lv£py£'iv ra Zota owuop.£v; 
ad Paul. (ib. I244 A, Labb. 6. 835 B) [Leo's statement implies 

a uuva</>£ta UX£TLK~ and is blasphemous : quotation stops at Kotvwv{ac;]. 
Serg. ad Cyr. ep. I (inter cone. Const. III act. I2, Hard. 3· I3o9 C, 

Labb. 6. 9IS P) l71"£LO~ Bi <f>TJutv f] Ow<f>t.\.{a ilp.wv rov • .. Alovra, Bta rov 
A.f.y£w, 'Ev£py£'i • • • Kotvwvlac;, Bvo l.v£py£lac; l1l"t Xpturov •.. K7Jpvrruv, 

' .J ' '~I c: .J ~I !JI ' I [ ,.... ' I ~ ~ 1\ J XP£wv avTTJV £w£vat we; ••• ovo£va tup.£v £K£tvwv se. rwv £KKptrwv owauKa"wv 
Elm)vra l1l"t TOV 11"pOK£tjJ-EVOV PTJTOV Bvo lv£pydac; TOV l.v aylotc; ELp7JKlvat Alovra 
[Cyrus had written (act. I3, I337 D, Labb. 6. 950 E) Af.oVToc; ... brt
uroATJV Ovo lv£pydac; }J-£Ta rijc; aAA~AWV 07JAa0~ Kotvwv{ac; ..• ava<f>avoov 
{3owuav]. 

ad pap. Honor. (ib. 1317 D, Labb. 6. 926 E) [dative would give 
much better point to the argument, but rovTo is omitted]. 

Sophron. ep. syn. (ib. act. II, I273 A, Migne 87. 3169 A) p.~ uKtpTarw 
Ota roilro N£ur6pwc; ... 0Tt1l"£P €Karlpa p.op</>~ l.v rcf' €vt Xpturcf'. Kat uicf' 
p.£Ta "I> Oarlpou Kotvwv{ac; rovO' Otr£p towv lux')K£V E11"parnv, 

cone. Const. III, def. fid. (act. 18, Hard. 3· 1400 E, Labb. 6. 
1026 E) Kara ... Af.ovra ... <f>auKovra, 'Ev£py£'i .•• lu)(TJK£. 

Job. Dam. jid. orth. 3· 15 (236 E) [quotation stops at Kotvwvlac;J, ib. 
235 C lv£py£'i ro{vuv o Xpturoc; Kaf:l £KaTf.pav alrrov rwv <f>vu£wv, Kat l.v£py£'i 
£Karf.pa <f>vutc; l.v aimfi }J-£Ta rijc; Oarlpov Kotvwv{ac;. 

(b) ... £Karf.pf!- p.op<f!i) ... rovro [sic] Otr£p Zowv £ux7JK£ [the occurrence 
of rovro with p.op<f>iJ and its absence with p.op<f>~ suggests the probable 
currency of two different versions of Leo]. 

Sev. ad Oecumen. ep. I fr. (inter cone. Later. act. 5, Hard. 3· 893 B, 
Lab b. 6. 316 C) [context not decisive though nominative would give 
better point, and cf. supra (a) : but rovTo is included here. Perhaps 
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the reading in this fragment should be attributed to copyists, or to the 
Greek translator of the Lateran acts, on whom see below]. 

Serg. ad Cyr. ep. 2 (ib. act. 3, 777 D, Labb. 6. 177 D) Tov aln-ov ~va 
Xpurrov bt£P)'£tV TU 8w7rpmfi Kat avfipwmva p.{q. £v£py£{q.· ••• KaTa TaVrYJV 
-r7}v d)(r£{3fj 8ufvatav Kat A£wv .•. l8£8a~£v, £i7rwv, 'Ev£p)'£t £KaT£pq. p.opcil'fi ••• 
Kowwv[a<;; [this looks genuine : perhaps Sergius had looked up the 
passage in the second version since writing the letter quoted supra (a)]. 

cone. Later. act. 5 (inter testimonia in concilio relecta, Hard. 3, 
877 C, Labb. 6. 297 B) [Towo included]. 

Mart. pap. ap. cone. Later. act. 3 (Hard. 3· 788 D, Labb. 6. 189 C) 
lv£py£t .•. Towo ••. luX!JKW' Kat ovK £L71'£V, 'EKp.Hoi:, ~ 'EKTpbrH, ~ lvyx£'t, 
~ 'E~apv£tTat, TOVTO 61r£p t8wv lU)('r}K£V £KaT£pq. p.opcf>fj TWV ••• ~vwp.£vwv, 
a.U.' lv£p)'£t p.£v P.£Ta Tfl<> 8aT£pov Kotvwv{a<;;, Zva Kat -r7}v 8tacpopav yvwp{urJ 
8r.O. TOV £v£py£i:v Tovfi' o7r£p t'8wv lux1JK£, Kat -r7}v £vwutv 1rapai1"T'f]urJ 8ta Tfl<> 
p.£Ta 8aT£pov Kowwv{a<;; [it is obvious that Pope Martin understood 
' utraque forma' as nominative; the Greek translator of the acts erred 
through following a version of Leo already familiar to himself which 
read £KaT£pq. p.opcf>fj and added TovTo]. 

Joh. Dam.Jacob. 8r (417 B) bt£py£t • •. Tovfi' 61r£p t'8wv lux'YJK£, 8to 8~ 
Kat 6 KVpto<;; Tfl<> 86~.. lUTavpwufiat My£Tat • . • Kat 6 via<;; TOV av8pW7rOV 
av£A'r}Avfi£vat 07r0V ~v· 6n p.£v £K TOV uvvap.cpOT£pov XptUTOV ovop.a,op.£v, ;;T£ 
8£ l~ £vo<;; Twv p.£pwv. 

About the above extracts it may be said :-
The Greek version of Leo's Tome quoted from the acts of Chalcedon 

is also printed among his works, and is a genuine ancient translation 
then read. 

Severus, the famous Monophysite leader, held the patriarchal See of 
Antioch frorri 512 to 519. He naturally condemns Leo outright. 

Sergius, leader oftheMonothelite movement, and author ofHeraclius's 
Ecthesis which forbade teaching either one or two lv£py£tat, was patriarch 
of Constantinople from 6ro to 638. In seeking to make the best of Leo 
he would naturally prefer the (b) version, which is far more favourable 
to his own views. 

Sophronius, who with Maximus Confessor was the chief opponent of 
Monnthelitism, became patriarch of Jerusalem in 634 and issued this 
encyclical upon his elevation to the See. 

The Lateran Council was held under Pope Martin in 649 to condemn 
the Monothelites. The third Council of Constantinople, sixth General 
Council, was held in 68o. 

John of Damascus belongs to the next century. His apparent use of 
two versions is important, since all my other instances of the (b) version 
come from the acts of the Lateran Council. 


