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Nore.—The Documents, to which reference is made ‘in this.
volume, are those of Documents illustrative of the History of the
Church, vol. 1i, A. D. 818-461 (S3.P.C.K.) '



CHAPTER I
CQNSTANTINE AND LICINIUS : WITH THE BEGINNINGS
OF ARIANISM, 818-28

From the Edict of Milan to the sole supremacy of Constantine
‘was just a decade, 813-28. At its opening, Constantine and
Licinius were ruling as colleagues. But they drifted apart ;
and, § 1, the destiny of Licinius shaped itself towards persecution
- of the Christians and tlie championship of heathenism in pro-
portion as, § 2, the policy of Constantine was directed more
and more towards patronage of the Church. The rivalry ended
with, § 8, the overthrow of Licinius; and Constantine, now
sole Emperor, might well have looked for unity and peace.
But his hopes were dashed by, §4, the rise of Arianism.
These are the events which, in this chapter, are to be considered
in detail.

§1. Constantine and Llcmms had not, by the Bdict of Mllan,
established Christianity as the religion of the State, but they
gave recognition to the religion of a persecuted minority,
Nominally, both paganism and Christianity were placed, on an
equality ; but, actually, Constantine, by lending imperial favour
to the Christians, set the Church on the way to take that rank.
This growing association of Church and Empire continued
throughout the fourth century. It is the unifying movement of
that period which will occupy us in this volume. By the death
of Theodosius I, in 895, the association was complete. The
Church in the heathen Emplre had become the: Ohurch of the
Christian Empire.

The first eivil war, March to October 314 between COnstantlne
and Licinius, checked the intentions of the former, but not for
long. Gibbon *discovers a conspiracy *! of Licinius against his
too powerful colleague. ' If conspiracy there were, it was quickly
avenged by the successive defeats of ILicinius first at OJbahs,

. .1 Gibbon, e, xiv (i. 429, ed. Bury). o
B2
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~ 8 October 814, now Vinkovee! in Hungary, between the Save
and the Danube, about a hundred miles west of their junetion
- ab Belgrade and then * on thé plains of Mardia in Thrace’. He
submitted, December 814, and a fresh partition of the Empire
took place by which Constantine ruled °from the confines of
Caledonia to the extremity of Peloponnesus ’, while Licinius was
left with ‘ Thrace, Asia Minor, Syria and Egypt’,? together with
- much animosity against his conqueror’s friends, the Christians.
The Licinian persecution?® was the result of this. It broke
-out, probably, not before 8194; and was local® and unavowed,
‘but bitter. Thus Licinius forbade bishops to have intercourse
with each other and to hold synods, knowing as he did, like
other tyrants—Maximin,® the Vandal King Gaiserie,? Henry VIII,3
and the minister Walpole,>—the powerlessness of the Church
when deprived of synodical action. ‘It is impossible’;. says
FEusebius, ¢ to bring important questions to satisfactory adjust-
ment, except by means of synods,” 1® Next, as if in the interests
of public morality, Licinius forbade women to go to church with .
men. And, this ediet being received with ridicule, he ordered
Christian congregations to assemble for worship not in the cities
but in the open country, because there the air would be purer,t*
It was probably after these mandates had been treated with
the scorn they deserved, that he cleared his court of Christians,2
though Busebius, afterwards bishop of Nicomedia, 825-89; still
remained near his person,® cashiered Christian soldiers,} and
began a policy of fine and banishment,’® Then, heathen officials,
taking their-cue from the secret wishes of Licinius,1® put bishops

1 Gibbon, ¢. xiv, n, 100 (i. 430). 2 Thid. (i. 432, ed. Bury).

8 Eusebius, H. E. X, viii; V. C,i: 51-6; Tillemont, Mémoires, v. 502-14 ;
F. Gorres, Die Licinianische Christenverfolgung (1875), and Documents
Nos, 1 and 4. ¢+ H, M, Gwatkin, Studies in Arianism 2, xxiii.

¢ Socrates, H. H. 1. iii, § 3. 8 Vol. 1, ¢, xviii.

7 Infra, vol. 111, c. xviil.

. ® By the Submission of Clergy, 1532, a,nd the Act of Submission, 24 H,
VIII, ¢, 19 of 1584; H. Gee and W. 3 Hardy, Documents illustrative of
Enghsh Church History, Nos, 48 and 51; and R, W, Dixon, History of the
Church of England, i, 102,

? He silenced Convocation, 1717, and it was in abeyance $ill 1852 : sec
J. H, Overton and ¥, Relton, sttory of the English Chuich, 1714-18, p. 19;
and Dixon iii. 382 for. the results, B A 51.

1 Thid. i. 63, 12 Bus, H, E. x, viii, § 10; V. C. 1, 52.

13 Constantine ap, Theodoret, H, B. 1, xx, § % -

1 Rus, H, B. X. viii, § 10; V.C. i, 54; eif. Nie. 12, and W, Bright,
Canons?, &c., 46. . ) . .

15 Rus, 7,0, i. 52, 6 Kus, H. B. x, viii, § 17; V.C.ii. 2
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to deathi ¢ Basil, bishop of Amasia,! now Amasieh, in Diospontus,
314120, and Paul, bishop of Neocaesarea,? now Niksar, in Pontug
"Polemoniacus. At the same time there took place the martyrdom
ot the forty Christian soldiers of Sebaste, now Siwas, in Armenia
Minor. We still possess their last will and testament, in which
they. take leave of their friends and bequeath them all of which
they died possessed, i.e. their remains.?

§ 2. The policy of Constantine, meanwhile, evinced an opposite
development. = For, whereas Licinius had once been associated,
a8 at the battle of Adrianople, 80 April 318, when he put his army
under the protection of the God of the Christians,* with the plan
of equal treatment for Christian and heathen, but by 819 stood
out as the declared champion of paganism, Constantine passed
over, in the interval, from plotectmg both. religions to patronizing
one. We may trace his progress, in his legislation 5'0f these years.

(@) There are measures aiming at religious equahty, and these

of two classges.

The first class is made up of four legislative acts, dated flom
Rome, Aqfileia; and Sardica, regulating but, to that extent,
recognizing paganism. In 319 a rescript of 1 February—Nullus
haruspez —and an edict of 15 May—Haruspices et sacerdotes’—
forbid private, but allow public, consultation of soothsayers;
not, however, without expressions, as in the reseript, of con-
tempt for those who ‘should desire in this way to gratify their
own superstition . These are succeeded, in 821, by two rescripts :
the first, of 28 May—ZFHorum est scientia —denouncing such
magic as aimed at injuring persons or depraving minds, i.e. black
magic, but admitting white witcheraft, i.e. for the cure of disease
or the protection of crops ; the second, of 17 December—Si quid

1 Tillemont, Mémoires, v. 515-17. 2 Theodoret, H. E. 1. vii, § 5.

3 0. von Gebhardt, Ausg. Mdirtyrerakten, 166-70 ; A. J. Mason, Historic
Martyrs, 247-51, and Document No. 4 4; and for their maltyrdom, Geb-
hardt, 171-81 ; Basil, Hom. xix (Op. iil. 149-56; P. G. xxxi, 507-26);
Tlllemont Mem v. 518—27

4 La,ctantlus, De mort. pers. xIvi, § 6 (C.8. E.L. xxvii. 226). At the
second battle, 3 July 323, hs sacrificed to the gods, Eus. V. C.ii, cc. 4, 5.
For his change of mind, see Sozomen, H. X. 1. vii, § 2.
* 5 Constantine’s laws ° are contained in the Theodosian and Justinian
codes. The first are in a purer state and may be consulted . . . in the older
standard folios of Godefroi [Tagduni, 1665), with their valuable historical
notes [or in Theodosiani- Libri, edd. Th, Mommsen and P. M, Meyer, Bemhnl,
1908]. The series of laws from both codes are arranged chronologically in
P. L. viii, 93402° ; D, C. B. i. 624,
8 Cod. Theod. 1%, xvi. 1, and Document No. 3.
* 7 Cod. Theod, 1X, xvi, 2. - 8 Cod. Theod. 1%, xvi. 3.
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de -palatio nostro -—permitting diviners to be consulted when, for-
- instance, public buildings were struck by lightning, but requiring
that their oracles, before publication, should be submitted to
Our Wisdom . -Such legislation, indeed, is less proper to Con-
stantine ag Emperor than as Pontifex Maximus—an office which
he and his successors retained till it was given up by Gratian,? 875,
as ill befitting a Christian Emperor. But Constantine here uses the
powers of that pagan dignity to limit the extravagances of paganism.
.. The -second class of measures aiming at religious equality
- consists .of acts intended to place, Christianity on the level of
privilege traditionally occupied by paganism. Such were laws
of 81 October 818—Haereticorum factione,® of 21 October 319—
Qui divino cultui *—and of 18 July 820—Cum constitutio >-—con-
ferring the same exemption from municipal duty on the Catholic
Clergy % as was enjoyed by the pagan priesthood ; but this much-
prized 7 immunity was speedily limited by the last of the above
three measures which conceded it. Cum constitutio provided that
no one who was sufficiently well-off to serve as a Decurion should -
be ordained. Two laws of 821 also belong to this group; one,
of ‘18 April—Qui religiosa mente®—permits enfranchisements in
churches. as well as in temples ; and another, of 8 July—Habeat
unusquisque >—bestows similar privilege in regard to legacies.
Closely connected with Constantine’s aim, to equalize the
privileges of Christian and pagan, is his policy of making the
worship of the Church as splendid as that of the heathen. He
built great . churches,'® endowed them at the public expense,
furnished them with copies of the Secriptures™ by the aid of
the scholar-bishop Eusebius of Caesarea, and let prelates and
people assemble for their dedication2 Thus in Rome3 the

"t Cod. Theod, xv1. X, 1. -2 Gibbon, e, xxviii, n. 9 (iii. 190, ed. Bury).
© 8 Cod, Theod. xv1. ii. 1, 4 Cod. Theod. xv1. ii. 2.

. .5 Cod, Theod. xvT. ii. 8.

‘"8 The privilege was first bestowed on the African clergy in a ietter of
31 October 313  to the proconsul Anulinus, ap. Eus. H. Z. x. vii, and
Documen'ts, i, No. 193. ' 7 Gibbon, c. xvii. (ii. 192, ed. Bury).
'8 Cod. Theod. 1v. vii. 1. ¥ Cod. Theod. xv1. ii. 4.

10 s, H. B. x.ii; V. C. 1, 42, : ’

11 Fus, V. C. iv. 36, and Document No 2.

12 Bus. A. E. x. iii and iv, where Eusebius gives his sermon at the dedica-
tion of the cathedral of Paulinus, bishop of Tyre, ¢. 323. 1t contains,
§§ 38 sqq., the oldest detailed description we possess of a Christian church.

3 For the Roman churches see H. Grisar, History of Rome and the Popes
i the Middle Ages (1911), i. 188 sqq., with map, ‘Forma urbis Romanae
aevo Christiano, saec. iv-vii’. : .
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Emperor. built the basilica of the Lateran,® the extra-mural
churches of St. Peter? and St. Paul,® over their tombs at the
Vatican and on the Ostian Way, and the church of St. Laurence.4
In Palestine he reared a number of churches on the sites of the
Holy Places.” At Jerusalem, near the Anastasis or Sanctuary of
the Resurrection where was the Holy Sepulchre, rose the great
basilica of Constantine® or Martyrium, dedicated in 8856 ;

besides churches at Bethlehem, on-the Mount of Olives,” and at
Mamre & where Abraham received the three heavenly visitors.?
Constantine also built a chureh at Nicomedia.!'® At Antioch, the
earlior chureh of the Apostles, situate in the Old Town2! on
the left ‘bank of the Orontes, was supplemented by the Golden
Church, of Constantine’s erection, dedicated in 841.12 . At Con-
stantinople,’® too,the old church of St. Irene was found insufficient ;
and the Emperor built in addition, first, the church of St. Sophia 14
not far away to the south ; and, afterwards, to the north-west,
the chureh of the Apostles.’ Close toit stood the imperial mauso-
leum, where Constantine placed twelve tombs deemed to be those
of the Apostles ; and the ecentre was occupied by his own sarco-

phagus,’® as befitted ‘ the Equal of Apostles ’.*” - Owing to the’
impetus given to pilgrimage by the Emperor’s mother, St. Helena,
and his mother-in-law, - Eutropia, the sacred sites, with their
churches, beecame places of pilgrimage ; and in 883 they were
Visited and noted by a pilgrim irom Bordeaux who has left us in

1 Thid. i. 205. ' 2 Tbid. i. 266 sqq.

3 1bid. i. 202 ; and M. Tuker and H, Malleson, Handbook to Christian and
Beclesiastical- Rome, i. 112 sqq. 4 Tbid. i. 142 sqq.

5 Bus. V. C. iii. 30-9; Itineraria Hierosolymitana, 23, 1. 1 (C.S. E. L,
XXX{X). 6 Socr. H. K. 1. xxxiii, § 1.

? Bus. V. C. iii, 41-3; It, Hier, 23, 11 4, 15, : :

8 Bus. V. O, iii. 51-3; It. Hier. 25, 1. 13.

9 Gen, xviii. 1. 10 Fys, V. C.iil. 50,
11 Theodoret, H. F. 11 xxxi, § 11 Athanasius, Tomus ad Antiochenos, § 3
(Op. ii. 616 ; P. G. xxvi. 792 B). -

12 Athanasms, De synodis, § 22 (Op.’ii. 587 ; P. G. xxvi. 720 ¢); Socr
H., E. 11, viii, § 2.

13 J, Mordtmann, Esquisse topogmphzqup de Oonstwntmople(Lllle Descloe,
1892), with map.

4 W. Lethaby and H. Swainson, 8¢, Sophia (1894). The chureh isso called
as dedicated to the Second Person of the Holy Trinity. -

15 BEus. V. C.iv. 58-9. He does not mention St. Sophia, and Socrates
attributes it o Constantius, Socr, H. B. 1w. xvi. 16. St. Sophla was dedicated
15 February 360.

16 Thid. 60.

¥ “{ganéorodos is the title under which both Consta.ntuue and’ He]ona are
commenorated by the Orthodox Church,
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his Ttinerarium Bm‘d@galense one of the most valuable monuments
of Roman geography. - ‘

" But to return to the legislation of Consta,ntme Perhaps the
most famous of all his enactments intended to equalize the
privileges of his Christian and pagan subjects is Stcut indignis-
stmum ? of 8 July 821." It provides for ‘rest on.the venerable
day of the sun’ by requiring the cessation of public works and
the closing of the law courts; and so it placed the Lord’s Day,
as the Christian holy day, on the same level of obligation as the
pagan festivals. Two years later Quoniam comperimus 3 of 25 May
828 forbade pagans to. compel Christians to sacrifice. There
still was need for vigilance in protecting liberty of conscience all
round. But here oceurs the first hint of Constantine’s predilec-
tions. He contrasts with the.rites of a foreign superstition’
the Christian’s service of the most holy law. -

(b) This brings us to measures which go beyond equahby, and
display the imperial preference for Christianity.

Of these, the earlier exhibit Constantine’s’ attraction towalds
a Christian theism. He could and did by this time appreciate
‘ the imposing monotheism of the Church ’,4 even if he was not
yet a Christian by conviction.® Thus, after the defeat of Maxentius
at the Milvian Bridge, 812, he offered no sacrifices and paid no
visit to the Capitol ¢; but set up, instead, a statue of himself
with a lance in the form of a Cross in his hand, and the inscrip-
tion: ‘ By this saving sign I have saved your City from the
yoke of the tyrant.”? Next ye\ar, 318, should have been celebrated
the Ludi saeculares, but they were omitted.® In 815 the Senate
reared in his honour the Arch of Constantine, and cautiously
observed, on its inscription, that he had freed Rome from the
tyrant ‘ by divine guidance’.® Such events do not suggest more
than that Constantine felt the attraction of the Christian creed.

But other proceedings of his illustrate his appreciation of

t P. L. viii. 783-96 ; and It. Hier, 1-33.

2 Cod. Theod. 11, viii. 1, and Document No. 5. °

3 Ood. Theod. xv1. ii. 5. 4 Gwatkin, drianism 2, 36.

5 L. Duchesne, Farly Hist. Oh. ii. 48. ’

¢ Tillemont, Hist. des Empereurs, iv. 139 sq.

" Eus. H, E. 1%, ix, § 10, . 8 Tillemont, Hist. des Emp. iv. 158.

® IMP - OAES * FL - CONSTANTINO MAXIMO P * T * AVGVSTO S P - Q * R - QUOD
INSTINOTV DIVINITATIS MENTIS MAGNITVDINE CVM EXERCITY SVO TAM DE
TYRANNO QUAM DE OMNI EIVS FAOTIONE VNO TEMPORE IVSTIS REMPVBLICAM

VLTVS EST ARMIS ARCVM TRIVMPHIS INSIGNEM DICAVIT, Corp, Inscr Lat
vI. i, No. 1139.



CHAP. I BEGINNINGS OF ARIANISM, 313-23 9

Christian morals. ‘He know a great thing when he saw it,"1
and “ his aim at Christian ends is clear from his action in social
matters .2 This aim is clear enough up to 828, though from the
_time that he became sole Emperor a deterioration appears to have
sot in. Thus, as to slavery : by Sola temporis 3 of 28 April 314,
the right of a slave to attain his liberty is put beyond preserip-
tion ; by Plagiarii 4 of 1 August 815 penalties are enacted against
kidnappers ; by Qui religiosa® of 8 July 821 an' easy form of
manumission ‘in the presence of the prelates of the Christians ’ -
is provided. As to women: there are laws e.g. Maritus® of
192 March 812 to save their appearance in court ; by Nemini”
“of 14 June -821 concubinage is prohibited to married men ; by
Si quis 8 of 1 April 820 savage, though not unprecedented, punish-
ments, are visited upon fornication ; by Qus iure ? of 81 January
820 the right, both of men and women, to remain unmarried is re-
~cognized. But Quae adulterium® of 8 February 826 and Senatores™
of 21 July 836 reproduce, in all its vigour, the old class-feeling
against low women. In regard to the poor: by Aereis tabulis 1
of 18 May 815 and Provinciales™® of 6 July 822 Constantine
provided for immediate relief of the destitute at the expense of
the treasury ; and by Quicumque'* of 17 April 831 he mitigated
the cruelty of the exposure of children by arranging for the -
rearing of foundlings. Laws of a fourth class evince his respect
for human life : by In quacumque® of 80 June 820 he regulated
punishments in prison, and by St quis 16 of 21 March 815 he pro-
hibited branding on the face ‘ because it is fashioned after the
similitude of the heavenly beauty’. To these we may add
Quontam plerique ¥ of 14 May 816. It was addressed to drivers
in the public postal service, and forbids them to overtask their

1 W. Bright, Age of the Fathers, i. 46. )

? Qwatkin, A#anism, 35, n. 1, to which I owe the material of this
paragraph. 3 P, L, viii, 117 4, 4 Cod. Theod. 1X. xviii. 1,

5 Cod. Theod, 1v. vii. 1. § P. L. viii, 94 a. 7 P. L. viii. 253 B..

8 Cod., Theod. 1X. xxiv. 1. )

® Cod. Theod. vim. xvi. 1; the enactment was a partial repeal of the
Lex Papia Poppaea of A. D. 9 (for which see Tacitus, Annals, L. xxviii, § 4)
in favour of Christian ascetics (BEus. V. C. iv. 26 ; Sozomen, H. E. 1. ix, § 3)
in spite of the need of fighting men.

1 Cod. Theod. 1X. vii. 1. P, L. viii. 388 c.

12 Qod. Theod. x1. xxvii. 1. 1B Cod. Theod. x1. xxvii. 2.
U QCod. Theod. v. ix. 1, and Document No. 13. i

15 Cod. Theod. 1x. iii. 1. 18 (Qod. Theod. 1x. x1. 2.

17 Cod. Theod. vit. v. 2. Such whips were called ¢ Scorpions ’. Is this the
meaning of 1 Kings xii, 11 ? : i ..
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animals by tho use of heavy sticks. ‘A whip with a little barb,
such ag may “ admonish by a halmless tickling ”’, is all that his
humanity will allow.’ 2

Constantine’s coinage? affords further llustration of the trend
of his sympathies. It is true that not till after the overthrow of
Licinius do his coins carry the Labarum or standard with the
monogram P. But between 318-23 pagan emblems disappear.

. Finally, these preferences for Christianity became, in the West
where the fear of having to reckon with Licinius would not weigh
- with him, a definite interest in the internal concerns of the Church.
‘As early as 818 he intervened in the question between Catholic
and Donatist ; and wrote to Miltiades, bishop of Rome, 81014,
“I have such reverence for the legitimate Catholic: Church that
I do not wish you to leave schism or-division in any place.’3
Three years later, after four inquiries, he banished the Donatists 4 ;
and this was the first breach in the policy of religious equality
set up by the Edict of Milan. Protection of all religions was fast
becoming patronage of one. :

§ 8. With Licinius drifting into the championship of heathenism
and Constantine, at last, standing forth as patron of the Church,
the final struggle was certain to come. After his vietories in the
Gothic war, 822, Constantine, says Gibbon, ‘ determined.’ on
‘ the destruction of Licinius’. The battle of Adrianople, 8 July,
the siege of Byzantium, the forcing of the Dardanelles by the
fleet of Crispus, son of Constantine, and the defeat. of Licinius
at the battle of Chrysopolis, now Scutari, 18 September 323, led
to his submission and death at Thessalonica ® ; and Constantine
was sole master of the Roman world.

§4. Within a decade, 818-28, the. Emperor had put an end to
persecution, checked schism, and crushed his rival. Now he
might well look for a united Empire and peace ®; but his hopes
were dashed by the outbreak of the Arian controversy.’?

Alexandria was the scene of the dispute in its earlier stages.

1W. Brlght Age of the Fathers, i. 47, where, however, ¢ string > must be
a slip for ‘ sting ’ [aculeus].

2 For the evidence of coins and Iaws, see the note on ° Constantine and
Christianity * in’ Bury’s Gibbon, vol. ii, app. 19.
Eus. H. E. x. v, § 20, and Doeuments i, No. 191. |
Augustine, Contra ep. Parmen. i, § 13 (Op ix. 19; P. L. xhu 43).
Glbbon, e, xiv (i, 43641, ed. Bury).
As in his letter to Alexander and Arius, ap, Bus. V. C. ii. 64-72,
Socr, H. E, 1. iv, §§ 5, 6.

PR O N
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The bishops of that city, since the death of Dionysius, 1265, an,
Origenist of ‘the left ’, were, from the opening of the fourth
century, Peter, Achillas, and Alexander, the first and the last
being Or1gen1sts of the right’l" They laid more stress on the
onity of being in the Trinity ; and ¢ bequeathed to the genelamon
contemporary with Nicaea its average theological tone *.2
" Peter?® was. bishop: 800—}11.  After his accession he had three
years4 quiet, which he used to acquire the reputation of ‘an
admirable specimen of a bishop, alike in the excellence of his
conduct, and in his familiarity with the Seriptures’.? But then
broke out the Diocletian persecution, and Peter found it necessary,
at Easter, 806, to put out a pastoral ¢ concerning the conditions
of readmission for those who had, in varying degrees, compro-
mised their faith. Shortly after its publication, persecution
reached the climax, 806-8, under Galerius and Maximin, and
Peter sought safety in flight, But he ruled his church from his
retirement 7 ; and, about this time, excommunicated the chief -
of his suffragans, Meletius, bishop of Lycopolis, who, by intrusive
ordinations, had been guilty of schism. The toleration- pro-
claimed by Galerius in- April 811 permitted ‘his return ; but, in
the autumn of that year, Maximin renewed the onslaught, and
‘ the great bishop and father ’,8 Peter, was beheaded, 25 November
811, ‘in the ninth year of the persecution’,® by virtue of a
‘sudden ’ order ‘ without reason assigned ’.10
Achillas, 811~112, succeeded him. He had been Head of the
Catechetical School under bishop Theonas, 281-1800. Eusebius
speaks both of his ability and of his piety,"! and Athanasius
entitles him ° the great ’32 He ‘ruled’, however, but ‘ for a short
time ’13; according to Epiphanius only for ‘three months *.14
His one misfortune was to have restored Arius to the diaconate,
after the latter had allowed himself to become implicated in the

1 For this characteristic of Peter’s theology see L. B, Radford, Three
teachers of Alewandria : Theognostus, Pierius and Peter, 60.sq., 69 sq.

2 A. Robertson, Athanasms, XXvii,

8 Tor Peter, see vol. i, ¢. xviii; W. Bright i in D. C. B. iv. 331-4; Tille-
mont, Mémoires, v. 436-65. 4 Bus, H. E. vir, xxxii, § 31.

5 Bus. A. B. 1x. vi, § 2; of. vImn xiii, § 7. v

8 Text in M. J. Routh, Rell. Sacr.? iv. 23-45 ; tr. A.-N. C. L. v1, 269-78.

" Implied in Eus. H. B. vir. xxxii, § 31..

8 Routh, Rell. Sacr.? iv. 92. -9 KEus, H, B. vor. xxxii, § 31

10 Thid. 1x. vi, § 2. 1 Thid. vir xxxii, § 30.

12 Ath. Ep. ad. episc. Aegypti, § 23 (Op. i. 232 ; P. G. xxv, 592 B),

1% Theodoret, H. E. 1.1, § 8.

14 Epiph, Haer. Ixix, § 11 (Op. ii. 735; P, G. xlii, 220.8).-



'12 CONSTANTINE AND LICINIUS: WITH THE paARTII

‘ 1ntr1gues of Meletlus Achillas then advanced him to the priest-.
hood 1 and put him in charge of the parish church of Baucalis,?
the oldest in Alexandria. There were already twelve3 such dis-

“tricts, each under the care of a presbyter ; and Alexandria is
thus the first city to have antlclpated, in some degree, the later
parochial system. -

Alexander 4 succeeded Achlllas, and was blshop of Alexandria
from 818-1828. He was an elderly man, of * gentle and quiet’5
~ disposition ; but a-good ruler, patient, vigorous, and discerning.

. He showed his discernment when he took into his household
Athanasius,$ 2981878, a young man of good birth and *liberal

“education ’,7 who subsequently beeame attached to his patron as
deacon and secretary. The celebrated story of the boy-baptism ®
points to Alexander’s penetration and to the fitness of Athanasius ;
but, putting it at 812, the earliest date at which it could be sup-
posed to have happened, i.e. on the first anniversary of the
martyrdom of Peter, Athanasius was at least  fourteen,!® and
a promising lad too old for such a childish game. . He had been-
taught in theology by some who had suffered in the persecution ;
and that came to an end in Egypt in 811. To them he owed his
familiarity with the Seriptures; and this, with Greek learning,?
he further developed as a pupil of the Catechetical School. Like
Origen he was an ascetic'®; but he was saved from Origen’s

1 Sozomen, H. H. 1. xv, § 2.

9 21Ep1ph Haer, Ixviii, § 4, lxix, § 1 (Op ii. 719 727 ; P. G. xlii. 189 3,
01 p).

3 Tbid. Haer. Ixix, § 2 (Op. ii. 728 ; P. G. xln. 205 A).

¢ W. Bright in D. C. B. i. 79-82 ; Tillemont, Mémosres, vi. 213-38.

5 Rufinus, H. B.1, § 1 (Op. 217-18 ; P. L. xxi. 467 B).

8 Works in P. G. xxv-xxviii; tr. A. Robertson, Select writings of St.
Athanasius (N. and P.-N. F. iv); life in Tillemont, Mémoires, viii. 1-258 ;
3151:%1 W. Bright in D. C, B.1i. 179-203: see, too, O. Bardenhewer, Patrology,

—64. :

7 Greg. Naz. In laudem Athanasii [one of the authorities for the life
of A}, Orat, xxi, § 6 (Op. i. 389 ; P. G. xxxv. 1088 B).

8 Sozomen, H, K, 11, xvii, § 10. -

% Rufinus, H. E. i, § 14 (Op. 241 ; P. L. xxi, 487 A, B).

10 For the date of hig birth, not earlier than 296 nor later than 298, sce
D, C, B.i. 179 ; Robertson, Ath. xiv, n. 1.

1L Ath, De Inc. lvi, § 2 (Op. i. 773 P.@. xxv. 195 A).

12 Sozomen, H. K. 11. xvii, § 10. Hor traces of it, note his quotations from
Plato in De Ine. iii, § 3 (Op. 1. 39; P. G. xxv. 101 ®); and the Odyssey in
Orat. ¢. Arianos, iv,§ 29 (Op. ii. 007 P. @, xxvi, 518 ¢) ; and his familiarity
with the theories of the phllosophlcal schools in De Ine. iii, Epicurean, §§ 1-2,
Platonist, §§ 3-4, Gnostic, §§ 5-6.

13 Ath. Apol. ¢. Arianos, § 6 (Op. i. 102; P. 6. xxv. 260 4). “The
asceticism of Athanasius was not so much the asceticism based, like Origen’s,
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fanaticisin ! by his sense of humour,? of which Origen had none,
‘Moreover, Athanasius was a Greek, with nothing about him,

such as the name of Origen suggests, of the Copt or native

Egyptian ; and, while Origen was, of course, as ‘ mighty in the -
Seriptures ’,® Athanasius far excelled him in ‘the independent

grasp of Christian principles * 4 which distinguishes even his first
literary works, the Contrg Gentes ® and the De Incarnatione Verbi.®

The aim of the Conilra Gentes is, § 1, to vindicate the reasonableness

of the Christian Faith. This the author does by, §§ 2-29, a refuta-

tion of heathenism, followed by a plea that, §§ 804, the true God

will readily be recognized by the soul of man, if freed from sin,

and that, §§ 35-44, while our failings hinder us from finding Him,

His own handiwork in Nature is a revelation of God. The con-

cluding sections, §§ 45-7, lead: on to the De Incarnatione Verbi?

where, after §§ 2, 3, a review of the doctrine of creation and man’s

place therein, Athanasius proceeds, in Part I of his treatise, to
give two reasons for the Incarnation: first, that, §§4-10, by
departing from the Word, men lost the prineiple of life and were
wasting away, so that what they needed was Restoration 8;
second, that, §§ 11-16, by departing from the Word, men had also
lost the principle of Reason and were given over to superstition.
Here what they needed was Illumination. Both Restoration and
Revelation none was capable of giving but God the Word. These
great gifts He bestowed upon us, as is argued in Part II, by,.
§§ 20-5, His Death and, §§ 26-82, His Resurrection, And the

treatise concludes by a refutation of contemporary unbelief,

whether, §§ 8840, Jewish or, §§41-55, pagan. No summary

however, can give an impression of the De Incarnatione, Tt is

a masterpiece of Christian theology ; and this requires us to

put its composition as late in the eatrly years of Athanasius as we

on Platonist ideals of the world and life (Robertson, Ath. xv); but, rather,
a development of the ascetic tendency embedded in Christianity from the
first (ibid. 193, and e, g. De.Inc, xlviii, § 2, 1i, § 1). On the distinotive -
principle of Chrlstlan as contrasted with oriental asceticism, see C. Gore,
The Sermon on the Mount 67 (ed. 1896), and J. R. Illingworth, 7'he Christian
Character;, 47 sqq. (ed. 1904) 1 Bus. H, E. v1. viii, § 2,

2 o, g. the story of Arsenius at the Council of Tyre, Soorates, H, E. 1.
- xxix ; and of, A, P Sta,nley, Eastem Church, 230 sq. (ed. 1883).
3Acts xvii, 24. 4 Robertson, Ath. xiv.
& Textin Op. i, 1-38 ; P 4. xxv. 1- 96 and tr. Robertson Ath. 4-30.
8 Text and transla.tmn ed. Robertson (D Nutt, 1882-5).
7 Ath. Op. i. 38-78 (P. G, xxv, 956-198) ;. Robertson Ath 31-67.
8 Document No, 42, ‘ o
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¢an. There is a reference to schism, probably that of Meletius,l'
but no trace of the outbreak of Arianism. As this took place in
819, the De Incarnatione must be assigned to 818. Its author
took first rank among theologians when he was barely twenty-one.

Next year Arius, 256-1386, began to- make proof of the patience
and vigour of his bishop, Alexander ‘We have two pictures of
the parish priest of Baucalis?: the one by Constantine,® less
favourable but open to suspicion ;  the other, in Epiphanius, where
he appears as havmg a name for ability and strictness of life,
" with his tall stature and crafty bearing, his sleeveless tunic and
.scanty cloak. Xe was dangerous too, for he had a pleasant
address and charming manners.® Certainly he was vain,® and he
had been factious.® But the silence of his enemies, no less than
the honour in which Alexander held him,” shows that he was of
unimpeachable life : so that he was a power in Alexandria- when
he ‘ went about from house to house’8 and, finding support,
like the Puritans,® specially from women,® began to propaga}e
.opinions about the Son of God: not, indeed, wantonly, but in
answer t0 & problem which, at some time or other the Church
would have had to face, if he had not raised it. :

The beginnings of Arlamlsm,l1 c. 8319-28,and its early chronology12
are obscure; but these four years fall into two equal periods,
ending respectively with the excommunication of Arius and the
intervention of Constantine.

THor the first perlod 819-21, it 1s best fo follow the account
of Sozomen.® Arius then, ¢. 819, began to teach, concermng the.
-1 Ath, De Inc. xxiv. § 4 (Op. i. 54; P. G. xxv. 376 sq)

2 Both quoted in J. H. Newman, Select Treatises of St. Ath7 1719 sq.

3 In a letter to Arius and the. Arlans P, L, viii, 517 A. But the letter i
simply an exercise in declamation, Cf. Socr. . E. 1. ix, § 64 ; Epiph, Haer."

Ixix, § 9 (Op. ii. 734 ; P. G. xlil. 217 a).
4 Eprpha,mus, Haer Ixix, § 3 (Op. ii. 729; P. G. xlii. 205 sqq.), and

"~ Document No. 5
5 Cf, his Thalia, as quoted in Ath, Orat. ¢, Ar. i, § 5 (Op. ii. 322; P. Q.

xxvi. 20).
& s¢, by taking part with Meletius, Routh, Rell. Sacr.? iv. 94.
7 Sozomen, H, B. 1. xv, § 2. | 8 Theodoret H. E. 1.xi, § 11.

9 R. Hooker, Eccl. Pol. Preface, iii, § 13.

10 So Alexander to his namesake of Byzantium, ap. Theod. H. E. 1. iv, § 5.
Cf. Ath. Orat. c. Ar. i, § 23 (Op. ii. 337 ; P. G. xxvi. 60 A); and Epiph,
Haer. 1x1x § 3 (Op. 1. 729 ; P. Q. xli. 208 A).

11 See ‘ Histoire abrégee de 1I’Arianisme’, ap. Tillemont, Mémoires, vi.
239-633. ,

12 For an attempt to unravel it, W. Bright, Waymarks, app. B.

13 Soz, H, E. 1. Xv is to be preferred to Socr. H. E. 1. v; so W. Bright
in D, C. B.1i. 80; and L, Duchesne, Early Hist. Ch, ii. 99, n, 3, Sozomen
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Yon of God, that * He had come into bemg oufmf non-existence ’
that € once He was not ’; that ‘as possessing free-will He was
originally capable of vice no less than of virtue’; that ¢ He was
created and made’r We note here the manner of the expert
logician,? afterwards so freely cultivated among his followers.?
Probably the Arian sylloglsm, as glven by Socrates,* was already
in use. Set out in full it ran : ,
[What is true of human fatherhood is true of the relation between'
the Father and the Son ;]

But the father’s priority of existence is true of human fatherhood }
Therefore it is true in regard to the Father and ‘the Son; ;

‘or, in other words, ‘ once there was no Son’, i.e. at some very
remote period He was ‘created’ by the Father.® Asg in all
syllogistic reasoning, the conclusion is contained in the premiss.
Here, t00, as so often, the major premiss is suppressed, or taken
for granted. This premiss with its petitio principii and its
‘ essentially rationalistic ’ ¢ flavour, would be a powerful instru-
ment in the propaganda of Arius. About 820 the bishop felt
that he must take action. Tirst, he tried remonstrance, at
a private interview ; then, discussion at a conference of clergy.”
Their first meeting broke up without result. At a second,®
Alexander, who had been blamed for indecision, spoke his mind :
‘ ho declared himself in agreement with those who affirmed that
the Son was consubstantial and co-eternal with the Father.’?®
His third step was to write to Arius and his supporters, who
now included two Libyan bishops, Secundus of Ptolemais and
Theonas of Marmarica, five presbyters, and six deacons, ‘ex-
horting them to renounce his impiety, and to submit themselves
to the sound Catholic Faith,” - The letter was signed, at his
instance, by the clergy of Alexandria.l® But it produced no effect
is fuller, and he had ‘ before him documents which we do not possess in
their entirety ’ : see Document No, 156, 1 Soz. H. E. 1. xv, § 8. -

2 Soor, H. E. 1. v, §2; Soz. H. E. 1. xv, § 3.

3 e, g. in the market- place at Alexandria ; Ath, Orat. c. Ar. 1, § 22 (Op ii.
336 sq.; P.G. xxvi. 57 0); at the Impena.l Court, Soer, H. E. 11. i1, § 8;
in C. P, Greg. Naz, Orat. xxvii, § 2 (Op. ii. 488 ; P, G xxxvi. 13 4, B) ; and
the celebrated passage in Greg. Nyss. De Deitate Filis et Sp. Sancti Oratio
(Op. ii. 898 ¢, p; P. G. xlvi. 557 B); Newman, Select Treatises of St,
Athanasius?, ii. 22 8q.; Gibbon, ¢, xxvii (iii. 143, ed. Bury), and Document
No. 105. ¢ Socr. H E. 1. v, § 2, and Document No 198.

& W. Bright, Sermons of St. Leo?, 139.

¢ W. Bright, Sermons of S8t. Leo?, 140, 7 Sozomen H E. 1 xv, § 4

8 Tbid., § 5.  Ibid., § 6.

10 Alexander, Ep.iii; ¢ Deposmo Aru, P, G, xviii., 581 c.
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and the bishop had no choice but to take a fourth, and final,
step by summoning, 821, a synod of the bishops of Egypt and
" Libya.! They met at Alexandria, to the number of about
a hundred.? We have no certain knowledge of their proceedings.
But ‘it would seem that the Synod first elicited from Arius and
his friends the avowals contained in Alexander’s encyclical,?
such as that * God was not always Father ’; ‘ the Son was a creature
and a work 4 and ‘foreign from the essence of the Father’;
“He is made for us, that God might create us by Him’'5; and
" “ being  something made and created, His nature is subject to
. [moral] - change’¢; and then, upon these, excommunicated
Arius and his followers. So ends the first stage.
The second period ran from 821 to 328. ,
Withdrawing from Alexandria Arius began to seek support ;
and, first, in Palestine, Macarius,” bishop of Jerusalem, 811788,
and Philogonius,® bishop of Antioch, 819728, would have nothing
to do with him ?; but he found shelter with Eusebius, bishop of
Caesarea, 814-140, and Paulinus, bishop of Tyre, 7829. Next,.
he was found at Nicomedia, the Eastern capital.l® TIts bishopric
wag an important see, and oceupied by a man of wide influence :
for Eusebius—to be carefully distinguished from the historian— -
was an astute and able 1 leader, promoted from Berytus, now
Beyrout, his original see, first to Nicomedia,® and thence, after
the founding of * New Rome ’, 830, to be bishop of Constantinople,

1 Hefele, Conciles, i. 363-72.

2 Alexander ap. Socr. H. E. 1. vi, § 13.

3 Given in Socr. H, E. 1. vi, §§ 4-30 ; tr. in Robertson, 4th. 89-71, and
Document No. 8 4 Thid., § 9. 5 Thid., § 11, ¢ Thid., § 12,

7 1t was during his episcopate that the Empress Helena paid her visit to
Jerusalem, which resulted in the building of Constantine’s basilica at the
Holy Sepulchre : see his letter to Macarius, Eus. V. C. iii, ce. 30-2 ; Socr,
H, B. 1. ix, §§ 56-63 ; and Tillemont, Mém.

8 He was raised to the episcopate, like St. Ambrose, from civil office,
Chrysostom, -Hom. vi, § 2 (Op. 1. ii. 495 p; P. G. xlviii, 751); and Tille-
mont, Mém. vi. 201, )

? Letter of Arius to Eus. Nic. ap. Theodoret, H. E.1. v, § 2, and Docu-
ment No. 6, Both were orthodox, Ath, Ep. ad episc. Aegypii, § 8 (Op. i
2208q. ; P.G. xxv, 556 sq.).

10 Gibbon, c. xiii (i. 378, ed. Bury), who ranks it as the fourth, and Tille-
mont, vi. 252, as the fifth, city of the Empire in point of size, Roine,
Alexandria, Antioch, Carthage, Nicomedia. ’

11 Sozomen, H. E. 1. xv, § 9.

12 On this translation, see Ath. Apol. ¢. Ar., § 6 (Op. i.102; P. @. xxv.
260 B). It was prompted, like that to CP, by ambition, and such transla-
tions are forbidden by Nic. xv (W. Bright, Canons? &e., 57); J. Bingham,
Ant, v, vi, § 6. They illustrate the secularity of tone soon generated in
the church by the sunshine of imperial patronage.
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889-142. In order of time he comes next after Paul, bishop of
‘Antioch, ¢. 86070, in the long catalogue of statesman-bishops, as
his namesake of Caesarea stands first among the literary bishops
of Christendom. Eusebius owed his place of Court- prelate to
the influence of Constantia, sister of Constantine and wife of
Licinius, whose government, even when hostile to Christianity,
Fusebius had done much to support.?: To him, then, as to ¢ a fellow-
Lucianist > in high place, Arius wrote? for protection before he
left Palestine. The reply of Eusebius is lost ; but the letter of
Arius served its purpose, and the bishop invited him to Nicomedia.
Whilst here, Arius wrote to his bishop, Alexander,® obviously
under the direction of Husebius, for his language is more ° tem-.
perate ’# than usual, though even so he denies the coeternity

of the Son.® He also wroté the Thalia, or Convivial Songs,

and these three documents é&—the two letters and the popular =

songs—are all that have come down to usg, in the way of sources,
for what Arius himself taught. Only fragments of the Thalia?
remain. But we know that the work provoked the indignation
of Catholics, partly because of the low associations of its metre,8

partly because of its contents, and no doubt too because it bore .-

marks of the pride® of Arius. Meanwhile, Eusebius obtained
recognition for Arius from the bishops of Bithynial®; and he
wrote to Paulinus of Tyre to put further pressure upon Alexander.
Others declared themselves, more or less in his favour, as they
pleased ; for all was confusion at this juncture, during the war
between Licinius and Constantine, 828, and no one hesitated to
take sides as he chose. Thus George, a presbyter of Alexandria
now living at Antioch, afterwards bishop of Laodicea in Syria,
885-48, and one of the learned 2 men of the Arian party, tried to -

1 Constantine to the Nicomedians, ap. Theod. H, E. 1. xx, § 1.

2 Ap. Theod. H. E. 1. v, §§ 1-4, and Document No. 6.

3 Ap, Ath. De Synodis, §16 (Op ii, 583 ; P. &. xxvi. 707-12), and Docu-
ment No. 7. ¢ J, H. Newma,n Ariansb, 213.

5 Ath, De Sy'nodzs, § 16 (Op. ii. 583 ; P. G. xxvi. o). The denial is lest
it should involve ¢ two ingenerate beglnnmgs , i. e, from the point of view
of strict monotheism. ¢ Tr, in Newman, Arians S, 211-16.

7 Its fragments are preserved in Ath, Orat. c. Ar. 1, §§ 5, 6, and De Synodis
§ 15 (Op. ii. 322, 323, 582 ; P. Q. xxvi. 19-24, 705-8), Document No. 14.

8 Ath. Orat. ¢. Ar. 1, § 2 (Op. ii. 321 ; P. Q. xxvi. 16 a).

9 Thid. i, § 5 (Op. ii. 322 ; P. G. xxvi, 21 A).

10 Sozomen, H. E, 1. xv, § 10.

I Ap, Theodoret H. B. 1. vi, §§ 1-8; tr. Newman, Arians®, 216 sq.

12 For hig leam1ng, see Philostorgius, H.E. viil, § 17 (P. G. Ixv. 568 A).
was an Eunomian bishop in Cappadocia, who wrote, in twelve books, a h1story
of ¢. 319423, to show that Arianism was the ongmal form of Chrlstmmty

2191 11
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- mediate. If ‘ all things are of God ’,! he argued, in a letter to the
‘Arians, ‘ why may not Alexander say that the Son is ““ of God 7 ? *2
Athanasms, bishop of Anazarbus in Cilicia, and a fellow-Lucianist,?
‘was  more outspoken in defence of Arius. ¢Why complain of
Arius’, he wrote to Alexander, ¢ for qavmgr that the Son of God
is a creature, and one among others. All' that are made being
represented in parable by the hundred sheep, the Son is one of
them.’ ¢ Husebius, bishop of Caesarea 315-139, hesitated : or
else his exact position is difficult to estimate. To call him ‘ con-
© gervative’ 5is misleading. Tt is only true if we mean conservative
~of terms and not of ideas; for of ideas the Nicenes were: the
true conservatives.8 Probably Fusebius was very much afraid
of Sabellianism ; and, as a strong subordinationist,” sympathized

** with Arius. - He allowed Arius to hold services for his Tollowers,

" though on condition that he would be reconciled to Alexander.
Afterwards; he ‘ connected * himself ¢ with the Arian party ’; and
“his acts are his confession’.® But all the while, it may be, he
meant to be orthodox,!¢ if only he had been clear-headed enough
for the part. The truth is that his sphere was literature, not
theology.™

At Alexandria, while parties were thus forming further afield,
neither the populace nor the archbishop were inactive.

The people joined in the fray for sport. They took a,dvantago
of the divisions among Christians,’2 and of the irreverent questions
~put by the Ariang to boys and women,’ to ridicule Christianity -
on the stage; while the Arians did.their best to make butts of
Alexander and his clergy by getting up accusations against them
in court 4 and by jeering at. them as mere tiros in theology.!s
This alliance of the Arians with Jewish and heathen elements of’
* the population at Alexandria was natural enough, for Arianism
1 Cor. xi. 12.

Ath. De Synodis, § 17 (Op. ii. 584 ; P, G xxvi. 712 sq)
Philostorgius, H. £, iii, § 15 (P ¢ Ixv. 505 B).

Ibid. (Op. ii. 584 ; P. G xxvi, 711 B).

H. M, Gwatkm Arnmzsm2 41. ¢ Ci. Robertson, Ath. xxxv.
His assertion ° that Christ was not true God ’, quoted by Ath. De
Synodis, § 17 (Op. ii. 584 ; P. G, xxvi. 712 B), perhaps means no more than
that he was an Origenist of the extreme left, Robertson, Ak, xxvii, n. 5.

8 Sozomen, H. E. 1. xv, §§ 11, 12, - 9 NeWman Arians®, 262, -
.10 Fus, H, B. 1. ii, §§ 14, 23, "and the defence of him by Soclates H.E.
woxxi. - 1t R.W. Dale The living Christ and the four Gospelst, 107.

12" Theodoret, H. E. 1. vi, §§ 9, 10.

13 Ath, Orat. c. Ar. i, § 22, ut supra. :
14 Alexander. ap. Theod. H. I. 1. iv, § 5. 15 Thid. §§ 41, 44,

P I N
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combmed a strictly monotheistic doctrine of God W1th a conoeep-
tion of Christ as demigod. = While-Iigypt still depended upon
Ticinius, the common antipathies of Arian and heathen towards
Alexander and his people would, no doubt,” make the posﬂnon
difficult.

Alexander, however, stood firm. He stated and restated his ‘
case-in numerous letters,! of which three deservé mention. The
first is the Enecyeclical preserved by Soecrates? and signed by
thirty-four priests and forty-four deacons, some of whom had
supported their bishop’s written. remonstrance with Arius two
years before. After, §§ 1-7, a fine exordium on the unity of the
‘Chureh, it states the circumstances which called it forth ; recites,
§§ 812, the tenets propounded by Arius; records, §§18-21, his
deposition at the Synod of 821, and points out some of the texts
which are fatal to them. The Arians are then; §§ 22-6, compared
with other heretics ; and, §§ 27-80, the bishops are warned against
the intrigues of Husebius of Nicomedia. The document concludes
with the signatures. It is ‘a concise and carefully ‘worded
memorandum ’.  And as it not only ° bears the clear stamp of
the mind and character of Athanasius’, but ‘contains the germ
of which his whole series of anti-Arian writings are the expansion ’,3
the encyelical is rightly reckoned as the first among them. But
it appears to have ‘made matters worse’.4 Alexander therefore
followed it up by a second Encyclical, now lost ; but referred to
as a Tome, or doctrinal formulary. It was signed by bishops of
Egypt, Syria, and Asia.5 A third, in which the reference occurs,
is the Encyeclical preserved by Theodoret ¢ in the copy addressed
to, Alexander, bishop of Byzantium. It is long, pompous, and
turgid ; being, in all probability, Alexander’s own and not the
work of his deacon. He complains of the distress caused by the
Arians,” and of their want of frankness, in concealing what they
mean 8} then of the hasty credence given them by ‘ three bishops
in Syrla’ 9 Rusebius of Cwesarea, Theodotus of Laodicea, and

1 Epiphanius, Haer Ixix, §4 (Op il. 730 ; P. @. xlii. 209 A) He says
seventy.

% Socr. H. E 1. vi, §§ 4-30; tr. Robertson, Ath. 69-72, and Document
No. 8. 3 Robertson Ath. xvi. .-

4 Socrates, H. E. 1. vi, § 31 ; Sozomen, H, E L xv, § 10

5 Alexander ap. Theod. H. E L iv, § 59. o

¢ Theod. H. K. 1. iv, §§ 1-61. ' Ibld., §8 5, 59.

® Ihid,, §§ 8, 9. ® Ihid., § 37. s

G2
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Paulinus of Tyre. There follows, next,! & lengthy argument
against the Arian opinions; but, in the course of it, points of
“theological interest occur. Alexander enters the well-known
patristic. caveat against treating human language as adequate to
Deity 2; he uses both ¢ios and dmdoracis in the sense of
‘ person’ *; he accepts as sufficient the phrase ‘ peerless Tmage
~ of the Father,’* whereas, in a later stage of the controversy, it
came to denote Semi-Arianism ; and he employs ®cordros,b or
Mother of God, as a title already tra,d]tlonal6 of the Vngm
Mother.

At this point ensued the mtervention of the Emperor

Not a little annoyed to ﬁgd fresh dissensions disturbing his
Empire, gnd this time, as he Woul(l"”ﬁjrover so trivial a matter,
Constantine sent his ecclesiastical adviser, Hosius,? bishop of
Corduba (now Cordova) 296-1857, to Alexandria. He took'with
him an imperial letter ‘to Alexander and Arius*?® the latter
having probably availed himself of the confusion caused by the
war with Licinius to get back to Alexandria and maintain
himself there. The Emperor puts himself in the wrong, to start
with, by treating Arius as on a. level with hig bishop.? He ingists
on the insignificance of the question in dispute between them.1°
He begs them to fall back on their common Christianity, !t and
agree to differ about details. Fusebiug1? and Socrates*® charac-
terize the letter as statesmanlike : that is just what it is, one of
many attempts, such as statesmen have made since, to settle
religious questions ab extra with only ‘an imperfect knowledge
of the facts of the case, and with somewhat of the prejudices of
eclectic liberalism .} ‘TLiberal’ writers, too, from Gibbon on-

! Theod. H. B. 1.1v, § 10 8qq.

2 Thid., §§ 19-21. For other examples, see the note on  the ineffableness
of God’ in W. Bright, Sermons of St. Leo?, 210-12.

3 Ihid,,

4 TIhid., §§ 38 47. On its inadequacy, see Newman, Select Treatises of
St. Ath." ii, 870.

5 Thid., § 84, ° The theological importance of the title consists in this,
that it is a condensed expression of the personal Divinity of the Redeemer’:
for this, and its history, see W. Bright, Sermons of 8t. Leo?, 126-8; New-
man, op. ¢it, ii. 210 sqq.

¢ e, g. Constantine uses the less accurate ©c¢od pirgp, Oratio ad
sanctorum coetum, cxi (P. L. viii. 430 B) ; tr, N.and P.-N. F. i. 569,

7 Socr. H. E. 1, vii, § 1. For Hosius, see Tillemont, Mém. vii. 300-21.

8 Text in Bus. V. C. ii. 64-72, and (part of it) in Socr, H. E.1. vii, §§ 3-20.

® Tillemont, Mém. vi. 228. 10 Socr. H. E. 1. vii, §§ 8, 5, 8§, 13.

N Thid. § 7. 12 Bus, V.0. i. 63. 13 Socr, H. . 1. viii, § 1.
¥ Newman, drianss, 249 ; so, too, J. Wordsworth, in D, C. B. i. 641
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“wards,! have eulogized the Emperor’s letter as superior to dog-
matic interests. Perhaps ; but to deal successfully with religion
ou must not be superior to questions of dogma, you must try to
understand them. It was nofault of Constantine’s that he was
not in & position to understand the question at issue; and we
may trace in his letter the hand of another ecclesiastical adviser,
Ttusebius of Nicomedia, who was anxious that he should not.
- Hosius also took with him a commission to look into other
questions ? in dispute at Alexandria, besides Arianism : the
gschism of Meletius® and the Paschal questlon 4 At a Synod of
Alexandria,® 824, nothlng could be done to appease the Arian
‘strife ; but & case which raised the point of the validity of Orders
not bestowed by a bishop was decided in favour of their nullity.
Colluthus was one of the city presbyters ¢ of Alexandria who had
.supported Alexander in his dealings with Arius.” He came to
think, however, that his bishop had been too forbearing; and
he broke away first into schism,® and afterwards into heresy.®
Though never more than a presbyter himself, he took upon him-
self to ordain: and, at this Synod, one Ischyras, ‘a presbyter of
Colluthus . . . was deposed in the presence .of our Father Hosius,
and was- admitted to commmunion as a layman . . . having fallen
from his falsely reputed rank of presbyter .} Hosius returned to
Nieomedia, and reported the failure of his mission. On his report;
and, perhaps, by his advice,™* the Emperor proceeded to summon
an Oecumenical Council to meet at Nicaea in Bithynia,? 825.

1 Gibbon, c. xxi, n. 77 (ii. 355, ed. Bury); H. H. Mllmall Hist, Chr.
ii. 363 (ed. 1883) A. P. Stanley, Bastern Church, 82 (ed. 1883).

2 Tillemont, Mém. vi. 230. 3 Rus, V. C. ii. 62, iii. 4.

4 Thid. iii. 5 ; Soer. H. K. 1. viii, § 2. -5 Tillemont, Me’m. vi. 230.

¢ Epiph, Haer, Ixix, § 2 (Op. ii. 728 ; P. G. xlii. 205 a, B),

7 His name stands first among the mgnatorles of Alexandel 8 Encyclical,
Deposztw Arie, § 7, ap. Robertson, 4th. 71.

8 Alexander ap. Theod, H. K. 1. iv, § 3 ; Epiph. Haer. Ixix, § 2, ut sup. -

? Augustine, De Haeresibus, § 65 (Op. viil. 21 A ; P. L. xlii. 42).

10 Ath, 4pol. ¢. 4r., § T4 (O'p i. 150 ; P. @. xxv, 381 c¢), quoting a letter
of the Mareotic clel'gy, 335. In 339 a synod of Egyptian bishops wrote
¢ that Colluthus died a presbyter, and that every ordination of his was
invalid ’, ibid. § 12 (Op. 1. 106 ; P. G. xxv. 269 ), and Document No. 15,

1L Sulpicius Severus, Hist. Sacr. ii, § 40 (P. L. xx. 152).

12 Eus, V. C.iil. 6 ; Socr, H, L. 1. viii, § 4.



CHAPTER II
THE COUNOIL OF NIOAEA 32.’)

Tui Council -of - Nicaea ! began to assemble 20 May 2 325
There appears to-have been a formal opening in the Cathedral 3
on 19 June.* Constantine did not arrive till after, 8 July, the
anniversary of his final victory at Adrianople. Then the Counecil
-~ met in solemn session and continued till 25 August... Of its

decisions  we ‘have sufficient information in-its. Synodal. Letter to .
-the Church of ‘Alexandria,’ Constantine’s Letter to-the Churches,$
and its Canons.” But of its proceedings there are no minutes, and
we are dependent upon the Letter of Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea,
to his flock,;8 and some brief but important allusions to.its.debates
by two others who took part in them, Fustathius,® hishop of
Antioch 825-81, and Athanasiug.l® Hustathius was one of the .
leading bishops- of the Council; but Athanasius, being only
a deacon, was present not as a constituent member of the Counecil,
but in attendance upon his bishop. To judge, however, by
a, comparison of the course of the debate as Athanasius describes
it with the general line of argument afterwards taken by himself
in controversy with the Arians,* the debate was. managed by
Alexander’s deacon. Athanasius’, says Sozomen, ‘with his bishop
Alexander, took the most prominent part in tho discussion.’¥? .

§ 1. The convening of the Council must be put down to Con-
stantine. It was a great innovation. ‘ Local councils had long

1 Mansi, ii. 635 sqq.; Hefele, Conciles, i. 386-632; Tillemont, Mém.
vi. 634-87 ; A. P. Stanley, Eastern Church, c. ii. ! o

2 Socr. H. E. 1. xiii, § 13. 3 Bus. V. C 1L 7.

& Tillemont, Mém. vi. 804. C

5 Socr. H. E. 1. ix, §§ 1-14, and Document No. 9.

¢ Ibid., §§ 32-49, and Document No. 10,

TW. Brlght Oanons 2 &e., ix—xv. 1-89, and Document No. 11. .

8 Kus. Bp. ad Cuesarienses (Op. iis P. 6. xx. 1535- 44); and tr. Robert-
son, Ath. 73-6, where it is given in full, as Athanasius appended it to his
De Decretis. 1% i8 also given in Socr: H. E. 1. viii, §§ 35-54, but not in full,
Forin §§ 9 and 10 of the letter Eusebius becomes heretical, and these sections
Socrates, always anxious to defend Eusebius, ca,le{ully omits, Document
No. 12. 9 Ap. Theodoret H. L. 1. viii, §§ 1-5.

10 Ath, De Decrelis, §§ 19, 20 (Op. i. 176 8; P. . xxv. 448—52 Ad Afros,
§ b (Op. ii. 715 ; P, G. xxvi. 1037-40), and Document No. 54.

e, g in the Orat. c. Armnos, 1—111 (Op. ii. 318-489; P. G. xxvi, 9-468).
12 Sozomen, H. E. 1. xvii, § 7.
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since grown to be a recogmzed organ of the-Church both’ for
legislation and for judicial proceedlngs 1 Groups of churches
had also been represented together in Council ; as Oriens-or
¢ The Bast * at the Couneil of Antioch, 269, which deposed Paul of
‘Samosata, or Fgypt in the carly dealings with Arius. But no two
such groups had combined in Council as yet : the conception was
new, and the thing hitherto impossible. Constantine it was who
summoned the first © Oecumenical? Council ’, and it was a new
departure. The idea, whether his own or not, was, at any rate,
one that would appeal to him. He is rightly called ¢ the Great’
because he was capable.of great conceptions and of carrying them
out. Moreover, he liked to be a patron, though not a son, of the
Church 2 ; he reverenced it and thought his office a call upon him
to talke cognlzance, of 1ts relations to society. ‘ You’, he said to
the bishops, probably at the banquet which he gave them at his
Vicennalia 25 July, ‘ are in charge of the.internal affairs of the
Church : I am appointed by God to be bishop of her relations to.
the world at large.’ ¢ Thus deeply concerned, as at the effect which
Christian divisions might have upon the stability of. his Empire,
. Constantine sent letters to. ‘the bishops from all quarters’,’
commanding their attendance at Nicaea, now Isnik,® in Blthynla
and placing the public postal service at their disposal.” _
§ 2. The numbers, character, and composition of the Council are
matbters on which we have sufficient but not absolute informatign.
As to numbers, several lists 8 exist ; but they do not -agree,
and they are probably not exhaustive. They point to about two
hundred and twenty. The two eyewitnesses, Kusebius® and
Athanasius,'? say respectively, ‘ more than 250’ and ‘about 800,
Constantine 1 speaks of ‘more than 800°. And, later on, Athana-
gius fixes the figure at 818.12 This became the traditional number,
influenced, no doubt, ,by the number of Abraham’s servants
and the mystical s1gn1ﬁcance attached to its notation in Greek,

1 Robeltson - Ath. xvii.

2 So it is called by Eus. V. O iii. 6, and Socr. H. B. 1. viii, § 4. -

3 Newman, Arians5, 243, 4 Eus. V. C.iv. 24, 5 Thid.-iii. 6.

¢ For a description of it, Stanley, Eastern Church (1883), 77.

7 Bus. V. C. iii. 6.

8 C. H. Turner, Bcclesiae Occidentalis Monumenta Turis Antiquissima, 1. 1.
35 sqq. (Oxonii, 1899), 9 RBus, V. C.iii. 8.

10 Ath. Hist, Ar., § 66 (Op. 1. 303 P. & xxv. 772 B).

U Socr. H. E. 1. ix, § 21.

12 Ath. Ad Afros, § 2 (Op. ii. 712 P. G, xxvi. 1032 B).

.13 Gen. xiv. 14,



24 THE COUNCIL OF NICAEA, 825 = parrm

TIH, which combines T, the Cross, with TH, the first two letters
of the Sacred Name! The bishops were attended by others—
clerics, laymen; and accomplished logicians.2 There was a large
liberty to be present, and, if invited, to speak ; but none save
bishops were constituent members of the Synod.

In 1egard to its representative character, two things have to be

“borne in mind : first, that the Council was geographically an
Fastern assembly,? but, secondly, that this did not interfere with
its really representative character.

The Greek and non-Greek world of the East was well represented :
Egypt by Alexander of Alexandria and. eighteen suffragans ;
the ‘Bast’ hy Eustathius of Antioch, Eusebius of Caesarea,
Paulinus of Tyre, Patrophilus of Scythopolis (Beth-shan), Macarius
of Aelia (Jerusalem), and others, with & band of five representing
places on or beyond the eastern frontier—Paul of ‘ Neocaesarea, an
outpost on theEuphra,tes ’,4 Fithilaus of Edessa, James of Nisibis,
Aristaces, proxy for his father, Gregory the Iluminator, 2255~
9326, and the King of Armenia and John of Persia ; Asia Minor
as a whole by Menophantus of Ephesus in ‘Asia’, Busebius of
Nicomedia, Maris of Chalecedon, and Theognis. of Nicaea, all of
Bithynia, Marcellus of Ancyra in Galatia, Hypatius of Gangra in
Paphlagonia, Lieontius of Caesarea in Cappadocia, with many
others ; the provinces across the Bosporus, in lesser numbers, by
Alexander of Byzantium, Poederus of Heraclea, Protogenes of
Sardica, Alexander of Thessalonica, Pistus of Athens, and one
who was to the frontier of the Danube what John of Persia was
to that of the Euphrates, Theophilus, bishop of the Goths. To
these must be added the Novatianist, Acesius,®specially summoned
by the Emperor out of respect for his high character, and the old
shepherd, Spyridon of Cyprus. But the Latin-speaking countries
were very thinly represented. There was a Pannonian bishop,

1 So The Episile of Barnabas, ix, § 8 (J. B. Lightfoot, dp. F. 2563);
Ambrose, De Fide, 1. xviii, § 121 (Op. 11. i. 467 8q.; P. L. xvi. 556 B).

2 Socr. H, K. 1. viii, § 13 ; Soz. H. K. 1. xvii, § 3.

3 Cf. Cambr, Med. Hwt vol. i, Map 6; and A. P, Stanley, Hastern
Church, 55, 4 Theod. H. E. 1. vii, § 5.

® Faustus Byzantinus, iii, § 2, ap. V. Langlois, Collection des Historiens
de U Arménie, i. 210 sq.

8 Socr. H. E.1. %, § 1. He was attended by a lad named Auxanon, who
lived to & great age as presbyter in the same sect, and was one of the in-
formants (ibid. 1. xiii, § 3) of Socrates, who was born ¢, 379, finished his
higtory up to 439 (ibid. vir. xlviii, § 8), and died after 440. For Socrates
and his sources, see Bury’s Gibbon, ii. 539 ; Bardenhewer, Patrology, 378.
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Domnus; one from Gaul, Nicasius of Divio, possibly Die in
‘ Dauphmy from Italy, Mazcus of Calabria, and from Rome itself
‘not Pope Silvester in person (for he was too old), but two pres-

byters, as his legates, Vito and Vincent ; while from the furthest

West came Hogius of Cordova, who may be considered as repre-
senting the Spanish episcopate. Hosius probably presided : in

all the lists he signs first, and the papal legates second. ,

‘The preponderatingly Eastern personnel of the Council did not,
however, impair its representative character. It came to carry.
great weight—greater than that of any subsequent Council,
geographically or numerically more representative—because it

‘was 50 largely a Council of Confessors.2 Among these, Hosiusg, the

president, stood pre-eminent : he had suffered under Maximian.?

Potammon and  Paphnutius,’ two Egyptian prelates, had each
lost an eye, and the latter had also been hamstrung ¢ in the perse-
cution by Maximin; Kustathius of Antioch is spoken of as
a Confessor 7; and Paul of Neocaesarea had hands paralyzed
with red-hot iron in the persecution of Licinius.® There were
others, too, of great saintliness and simplicity of character, the
- ascetic James of Nisibis, the missionaries John and Theophilus,
and the true shepherd, Spyridon.® Apart, however, from this
exceptional distinction, which only the Council of Nicaca could
have enjoyed, its representative character is assured; for neither
a general summons nor a general assembly, nor both taken: to-
gether, are sufficient test of the oecumenicity of a Council, but only
thé subsequent consent of the whole Church.10 ‘To that Council ’,
wrote St. Athanasius in 869, ‘the whole world has long ago
agreed. . . . The Word of the Lord which came through the
(Ecumenical Council of Nicaea abides for ever.” 1

1 So L. Duchesne, Barly Hist. Ch, ii. 112, ’
‘8625 )Ohrysostom Orat. c. ludaeos, iii, § 3 (Op. 1. ii. 609 ¢, p; P. G’ xlvm
8 So his letter to Constantius, 355, ap. Ath, Hist. Ar,, § 44 (Op. i. 292 ;
P, @. xxv. 744 D); probably in some local persecutlon between 286 and

292, D, C. B. iii. 166.

4 Ath. Hist. Ar., § 12 (Op. i. 278; P. G xxv. 708 4). Note the Coptic
name. & Socmtes H., B. 1. xi; a Copt also,

$ Rufinus, H. B, 1,§4(0_p 221; P. L. xxi. 470 ¢).

? Ath. De Fuga, § 3 (Op. 1. 254 ; ' P.G. xxv. 648 B). '

8 Theod. H. £. 1. vii, § 5. - 9 Socrates, H. E. 1. xii.

19 So Melchior Canus, bp. of the Canary Islands, 1552~3 in his De locis
theologicis, v, § 3 (Lovanii, 1569), p. 296 : see, too, R. L. Ottle The Incarna-
tion?, 675 8q., and W. B. Collms The cmthonty of General ounczls 182 8q.
(Ch. Hlst Soc., No, xii). )

11 Ath, Ad Afros, § 1 (Op. ii. 712 ; P, G, xxvi, 1029 a).
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:Coming, next, to the composition of the Couneil, it makes the
- reaction that followed far more intelligible if we distinguish four
groups, or parties, at Nicaea.. There was, first, the Centre, or
middle party. It is better to call them by this non-committal
name than to call them ° Conservatives’.! * Conservative’ of
what ? The Nicenes were the true conservatives of the traditional
faith of Christendom, and the term, if applied to others, is mis-
~leading.? But the recognition of a Centre or middle party—apart
from that name he bestowed upon them—is Dr. Gwatkin’s ‘ great
contribution to the history of the Arian controversy’ They
formed the majority at the Council, of ‘200 or more’*; nearly
all from Syria or Asia Minor. They had a good deal to learn about
the merits of the controversy, for there were ‘simple-minded and
ignorant * bishops® at Nicaea as there were unlearned prelates
at Trent.® Yet the leader of this section was the most learned
prelate of his day, the historian HEusebius; bishop of Caesarea.
Hig learning, however; was in literature, not in theology. Secondly,
the Catholics or Nieenes, perhaps ¢ over thirty ’7 in number, but
quite a minority. They saw deeper into the question; and
insisted on the need for drawing out, testing, and sealing the faith
of old time by a new fOrmula to preserve it. At their head stood
Alexander and his suffragans : Hustathius of Antioch'; Macarius
of Jerusalem ;- Marcellus of Ancyra—the anti-Origenists of the
East ; and with them, the West, represented by Hosius. It was
he who was really responsible for the éuoodswr.® He had pre-
pared Alexander, the Origenist, for it.° He also prompted Con-
- Y- Qwatkin, Arianism 2, 41, 56 sq.

2 For other cyiticisms of the term as apphed to the Centle see Robe1 tson
Ath. xvm,n 3, xxxv ; J. I, Bethune-Baker, Hist, Chr. Doctr 165, n. 1

3C.Q.R lx1v 464, -

4 Robeltson Ath, xviii.
.3 8o Sabmus ap.. Socr. H. F. 1. v11;,§24 and W, Bright, Age of the ﬁatheru,
"1, 82 ; comtra, Gwatkin, Ariantsm?, 39, n. 4.

5 A, Theiner, Acta genuing Conc. Trzd i. 63 note **,

? Robertson, Ath. xviii.

8 This would seem to be the mea,mng of Ath. Hist. Ar., § 42 (Op i. 291 ;
P G. xxv. 744°4),  The term is only the Greek equlva,lent of the Latin

¢ unjus substantiae ”, with which all Latin Christians were familiar from
the days of Tertullian (Adv Praz., §§ 2, 13; C.S. E. L. xlvii. 229, 1. 27,
and 250, 1. 1), * and Novatian * (De Tnmtate §31 p.122,ed. W. Y. Fa,usset)
So B, Ba,ker 166, n. 1. Hosius would blmg the term with him ; and, in
the: Nicene deﬁmtlons it is used in the Westorn sense to empha,sme $he
unity of the Godhead in three Persons against the Arian division of the
Son from the Father ’ (Robertson, A¢h. xxxii), rather than to assert though

it ‘doeés involve, the co-equality.
® Socr. H, E. 1. vii, § 12,
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gtantine, 'who intervened on its behalf at the gritical moment.t
The minority then, which, by this expedient, both preserved. the
ancient faith, held but not understood : by.the majority, and
carried the Council. with them in so preserving it, may fairly be -
'di&tinguis'hed as Catholics or Nicenes. Third, the Arjanizers, or
Fuseblans, so called. by “their contemporarles after their leader
Fusebius of Nicomedia. He was by association a Lucianist,?
and at heart a. convinced Arian; bub he aimed at minimizing
open differences. He would have the sympathy of fellow-
Lucianists ; though how many went with him in action is uncertain,
-and his following may haye varied from time to time. . But his
policy was clear : to dissemble, and to carry away, by the dis-

simulation,'as many of the Centre as possible. He was foiled in

the Couneil, but he succeeded afterwards. Fourth and last, there

were Arians pure and simple : a handful any, but of determined

men. Of these; Theonas of Marmarica and Secundus of Ptolemais,

both Egyptians, scorned all compromise. Then there were four

Lucianists :. Theognis of Nicaea, Maris of Chalcedon, Menophantus

of Hphesus,® and. Athanasius of ‘Anazarbus,? in Cilicia ; .another

Cilician, Narcissug of Neronias; and, of Syria and Palestine,

Patrophilus of Scythopolis, Aetius. of Lydda, Paulinus of Tyre,

Theodotus of Laodicea, and Gregory of Berytus. These completed

the original strength of the Arian party proper.5 :

§ 8. And now for the proceedings of the Couneil, 'so far as
coneerns. Arianism.

- We may pass lightly over. the plctuxesque stones so well retold -
by Dean Stanley,” and the informal discussions between Catholics,
Arians, and philosophers 8 which took place while the bishops
were assembling. Few. Councils but were disgraced by violence
and party. spirit - At the Council of Jerusalem there was “much
questioning * before ‘ the multitude kept silence * and ¢ came o
one accord * 9: while at the Council of Tlont on one occa,smn,
"1 Eusebius of Caesarea ap Socr. H. B. 1. viii, § 41.

- ..* Philostorgius, H. E. ii, § 14 (P. G. 1xv. 477 A).

3 Ihid. He adds Busebius of Nicomedia ; and it is 1nterest1ng to note
that the bishops of the four sees which are connected with Oecumenical
Councils were, at this time or a little later when Eus, became bp. of CP., in
the hands of Arlans of. A, P, btanley, Eastern Church, 99,

.* Philostorgius, i E. iii, § 15 (P. G 1xv. 505 B).
" Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 34, n. 4.
8 Socr. H. E. 1. x-xii ; Soz. H. I. 1. xviii ; Ruﬁnus H. E.1i, §§ 3-5 (Op.

219-23; P. L. xxi. 469-72). ? Stanley, Eastern Church, c. iii.
¢ Socr. H. B. L viii, §§ 14, 15 ; Soz. 1. xvii, §3.." *? Acts xv. 7, 12, 25,
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the Lutheranizing San Telice, bishop of Cava, plucked out the
beard of the papalist bishop of Chiron,! and, on another, such heat
was generated over the dus divinum of bishops between Spaniards
and Ttalians,? that they anathematized each other in the debate,?
and blood was shed by their respective factions outside the church
as they swept the streets and shouted, ‘ Italia, Italia’, and ‘ Ks-
~ pagna, Hspagna .4 Much has been made of such dlsgraeeful
scenes to the detriment of the authority of Councils, but only by
persons who misconceive it. The bishops in Council are witnesses
to the Faith, not sources of it. They have often displayed an
unjudicial temper ; but if, on that ground, ‘ they are entitled to
the less respect as judges, they are all the better witnesses’.

Early in July the Emperor arrived in Nicaea, and the first
solemn session took place in the large hall of the imperial palace.
When the bishops were assembled, Constantine entered, a tall
figure, wearing the diadem and the purple adorned with gold and
precious stones. He blushed as he entered.® Taking his seat on
a golden throne,” he delivered an oration, in Latin,® on peace and
unity ® ; and then, producing from the folds of his mantle the
packet of recriminations with which he had been greeted on his
arrival,10 he reminded the bishops of the Christian duty of forgive-
ness, and burnt it in the sight of all.* - After that, he ‘ gave per-
mission to those who presided in the Council to deliver their
opinions . :

The debates on Arianism now began in earnest. We have only
fragmentary records of the course which they took ; but the order
may be supposed to have been as follows.

Tirst of all, Arius, who was present by the Emperor’s command,?
was put on his defence,!4 and avowed his opinions so frankly that
‘ the bishops stopped their ears ’.15 Eusebius of Nicomedia, em

1 On 17 July 1546; A, Theiner, Acta genuina, i. 192 ; J. Mendham,
Memoirs, 83. A, Theiner, ij, 185, -

3 On 3 December 1562; G, Paleotto, Acta 343, ed J. Mendham ; Mend-
ham, Memotirs, 251.

4 On 8 March 1563; A. Themel ii. 256 M. Philippson, La contre-
révolution religieuse, 537 s

5 G, Salmon, The I nfalhbzhty of the Church 2, 286.

¢ On  the blush of Constantine ’, see C. T. Turner, Collected Sonnets, 93
(ed. 1898). 7 Eus. V. C. jii. 10. 8 TIbid. iii. 13.

9 TIbid. iii. 12, 10 Soer. H. . 1. viii, § 18 ; Soz. H. E. 1. xvii, § 3.

11 Rufinus, H. £. 1, § 2 (Op. 219 ; P. L. xxi. 468 B).

12 Bus, V. (. iii, 13, 13 Ruﬁnus H.E.i, §1(0p.218; P, L, xxi. 218 c).

14 Soz. H. H. 1. xix, § 1.
,* 15 Ath, Ad episc, Aegypii, § 13 (Op. i, 223 ; P. G. xxv. 568 A).
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parrassed by this frankness, then induced the Council to'have
recourse to an examination of the Seriptures : it was a proposal
willingly accepted by the majority. All, indeed, would have
gladly kept to simple and Seriptural terms, and made every effort
to do so. DBut as one term after another was proposed, .the
FEusebians skilfully turned the edge of its meaning. ‘The Word’,
said a speaker on behalf of the majority, ‘is of God.”* * Agreed !’
cried the followers of Eusebius, ¢ we also are of God: for ““all
things are of God ”.”? * Again, upon the bishops asking the dis-
sembling minority if they agreed that the Son was not a creature
but the “ Power ” and only “ Wisdom " 2 Eternal * Image 4. .. of
“the Father .. . Eusebius and his fellows were observed exchanging
nods with one another, as much as to say : This applies to us men
also, for we too are called * the image and glory of God,”5. ..
and there are many Powers: and * all the power of the Lord
went out of Egypt ’ ¢ while the caterpillar and the locust are called
His ¢ great power’” .7 At length, the majority were forced, by
the Arian evasiveness, to have recourse to a formula other than
Scripture: a bold expeédient, and one adopted againgt their will,
but they had no choice and were quite right to adopt it. ¢ New
. forms of error require to be met by new forms of doctrinal ex-
pression.’ 8 -

-Third, followed a discussion as to what formula; and two
proposals seem to have been placed before the assembly before
a conclusion was reached. Fusebius of Nicomedia put forward
a formulary, written by himself ; but, according to Rustathius of
Antioch, an eyewitness of the scene, it was torn to shreds in the
sight of all,® and rejected as heretical. Rusebius of Caesarea
then proposed a second, ‘not of his own devising but consisting
of the Creed of his own church, with an addition intended to
guard against Sabellianism *.1¢ This was an improvement, for it

1 *Ex 705 B¢od, John viii, 47, 2 Ta 8¢ mdvra ék Tob Geon, 1 Cor, xi. 12,
3 Advapwy kat dopiay, 1 Cor. i, 24, 1 Eikav rov Ocod, 2 Cor, iv. 4,
5 Elkdv kai 8éfa Oeor, 1 Cor, xi, 7, 8 Tdoa 7§ ddvaws, BExod, xii. 41,

! “H 8bvapis pov #§ peyddy, Joel ii, 25, For this scene, see Ath, Ad Afros,
§ 6 (Op. ii. 715 ; P, Q. xxvi. 1037-40), and Document No. 54.

8 A. Neander, Church History, iv. 21 (Bohn), .

? Eustathius ap. Theodoret, H. . 1, viii, § 3. :

10 Robertson, Ath, xix: from the letter of Rusebius to his flock, ap.
Socrates, H, #. 1. viii, §§ 37-9. For this Creed of Caesarea, see A, Hahn,
Symbole®, § 123 ; C. H. Turner, History and use of Creeds, app., No. 6;
T, H. Bindley, The Oecumenical Documents of the Faith, 57 ; H. Lietzmann,
Symbols of the Ancient Church, 14, and Document No, 12.
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'was ‘ unassailable on'the hasis of Scripture and of tradition .2
But it was felt’ to be inadequate, until, at last, Constantine,
prompted by Hosius, proposed its acceptance ¢ with the ‘addition
of the one word dpoodoior ’.2 The proposal was adopted ; and on
the basis of the Creed of Caesarea, with additions from those of
Antioch and Jerusalem, due, no doubt, to the presence of Kusta-
‘thius and Macarius in the Council,® the bishops framed the Creed
'of Nicaea;? or, more propetly, the Nicene Faith.5
~ On a comparison of this Nicene Faith with it§ basis, the Creed of
‘Caesarea, it will be observed that the main altentlons, 1ntroduced
by the Council, were as follows : :

" (1) The elimination of Adyor and the’ substltutlon of Tidv.
‘This move was, in part, anti-Sabellian,® and would afterwards
have served as a bulwark against the teaching of Marcellus ; but
at the time it tended to correct the subordinationism of Fusebius
of Caesarea. The Sonship now occupies the principal place in the
Creéd, and its subsequent clauses are referred to ‘ the Son’, and
not to ‘ the Word, of God ’. S

(2) The insertion, immediately after this clause, of yevsnférra
&k 1o . Mlarpds mpovoyerdj, Tobr éorly ék tiis obolds Tob Ilarpds
as well ag of Spoovsior 7o Ilarpl. The words thus inserted to
qualify yevrpdévra were directed against a phrase which Fusebius
of Nicomedis had used in a letter to Paulinus of Tyre denying the
-co-essentialibty, 0. . . olx & 7tijs obalas adrod yeyovds.? It is
possible that this was the letter to which St. Ambrose alludes as
having been read before the Council.8

(8) The addition 'to yevmlévra of ob wombévra ‘ carefully con-
trasting the. two pmrtlclples which the Arians so industriously
confused *.? ‘

1 Robertson, Ath. xix. 2 HRus. ap. Socr. H. E. 1. viii, § 41.

3 F. J. A, Hort, Two Dissertations, 59 ; Gwatkin, Adrianism?, 44, and n, 2,

4 TPext in Rus. ap. Socr, H. E. 1. viii, §§ 44, 45; Hort, 139 sq.; Hahn 3,
§ 142 ; Turner, app., No. 7a ; Bindley, 17 sqq. (with notes) ; H. B. Swete,
The Apostles 07’66613 110; Lletzmann, 22, and Document No. 12,

5 Digris, as in Ath. Hist. Ar. ,§ 42 (Op. i. 291 ; P. G XXV, 744 A), or
Mdfnpe,; as in' Bus. ap. Socr. H. E. 1. viii, § 44 : ‘never (rup[jn\ou
(except in Can, Laod. 7) till its conversion into a. baptlsmal professmn in
the next century ’, Gwatkm, Arianism 2, 40, n. 1.

6 < The Sabelhamsers says Athanasms, ‘ must be confuted from the
notion of a Son, and the Amans from that of a I‘a,ther Ath, Orat, ¢c. Ar, iv,
§ 4 (Op.ii. 491 ; P. G. xxvi. 472 ¢).

7 Ap, Theodoret H E 1 vi§3.

8 Ambrose, De dee, 11, xv, § 1256 (Op. 1. i. 518 P. L. xvi. 614 a, B)
o9 Gwatkln, Arianism®, 45, Alexander reports the Arians as saying that
He was els v mopudrov kal yerprov (Socr, H. K. 1. vi, § 10), and, at this time,
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(4) The 1ntroduct10n Of évavBpomicavra to explaln aapxw@ev'ra b
by excluding the Chrlstology which Arius inherited from his
teacher Lucian.

(5). The appending of anathemamsms 2 to shut out the 1eadmg
Arian tenets Their presence’is indicative of the character and
‘purpose of the Nicene Faith. Tt was not intended ‘ to be a bap-
tismal symbol nor to supersede the local creeds’. Tt was
not complete, and they were. But it was intended to be

¢ gimply a dogmatic standard, constructed for a particular
emergency ~’, and proposed for signature ’ by bishops as a test of
orthodoxy °.%

The Nicene Faith thus ook shape under the deliberations of the
Council. Tt was then written out and read aloud, in full assembly
and in the presence of the Emperor, by the secretary of the Synod,
Hermogenes, a deacon in attendance upon Leontius, bishop of
Caesarea in Cappadocia, and afterwards, 825141, his successor in
that see.’ It was at once received and signed by the great body
of the N1cene Tathers ; but not without demur from mlnorltles
Thus, Eusebius of Nicomedia and a handful of Arianizers objected
to the materializing associations of duoodoos. 8 Rusebius
of Caesarea also hesitated at first, ‘probably through dread of
Sabellianism, to which he thought a door ‘would be opened by
Spoovaios.” He held out for one day; but then deferred to the

yerprdy and yevnriv seem to be one word, whatever distinction was made atl
a later date. So they were considered by . the Arians;, who availed .
themselves of the equwoque of the meaning in order to pronounce our Lord
a creature: yéwnua dAN oty @s & ray yevrpudreov (Ath. Orat. e, Ar. ii, § 19.
[Op.ii. 384 ; P. @. xxvi, 185 ¢]), Newman, Select Treatises”, ii. 398. But
* the Arian controversy ‘cleared up any uncerta,mty there was, and the Son

was declared to be yevunrds, but not yewprds (* begotten °, but not ¢ having
come into being ’), B.-Baker, 122, n, 1

1 The Arian Christology began with Paul of Samosata (vol i, c. xvii),.and
was passed on to Arius through Lucian, who taught that ¢ Deus Qaplen{:l&m
suam misit in hune mundum carne vestitam ’, Routh, Rell. Sacr.? iv, 6, the
Word (or Wlsdom) thus taking the place of the soul and -our Lord bemg
simply Aeds €v rapki, as in the Creed of Eudoxius, blshop of CP., 360~T7O
Cf. A, Hahn3, Symbole, § 191; Bright, Later Treatises of St. Ath. 106 n,
-Robertson, Ath. xxviii, and n. 2 ; Bindley, Oec. Doc. 39. .

® Socr. . B. 1. viii, § 30.

3 Bindley, Oec. Doc. 47 sq.
9 4 Basil, Epp. Ixxxi, cexliv, §9 (Op. ili. 174 B, 381 B; P. G. xxxii. 407 A,

24 A),

® Ibid. Ep. celxiii, § 3 (Op. iii. 406 A ; P. G. xxxii. 977 Q).

¢ Socr. H. E. 1. viii, § 32.

? His fears were groundless. Ouonumov, formed from opot, implies
difference as well as unity. ~ It was radroodoior, 0T cuvebotoy, that implied
identity or confusion. .
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Emperor and the majority, and justified his acquiescence by the’
letter to his flock preserved in Athanasius.!’ Only Secundus and
Theonas, in the end, stood out. They were anathematized, along
with Arius, by the Counecil 2
Then, by a fatal precedent, the State stepped in. The Emperor
banished. the two recaleitrant bishops, with Arius and his friends,?
to Illyricum : whenee, no doubt, the influence of Arianism, later
on, along the line of the Danube,? and the bitterness imported into
the reaction: against the Council because of these sentences of
" exile. Secundus, on receiving his sentence, turned to Kusebius
of Nicomedia and said, with scorn : ¢ You signed to escape exile :
but you will be sent into exile too.’.- And soon afterwards, Euse-
bius and Theognis were banished as well.5 But by 829 we find
Eusebius once more in high favour with Constantine 8; and the
Eusebian reaction had begun. As the Council broke up, its
members were entertained by the Emperor at a:sumptuous
“banquet in honour of his Vicennalia, 25 July 825; and it is
comforting to human frailty to have it on record that all the
bishops were present at the dinner,” though they had not all been
present at the debates.

§4. Objections have been taken to the proceedmgs of the
Council by its contemporaries and by our own.

The objections of its own age were mainly to the use of the
term dpooderios,8 and these were based on grounds of Seripture,
of ecclesiastical precedent, and of philosophical usage.

‘Opoovoios, it was repeatedly urged, was one of the dypaga,
i. e. a term not found in Scripture ; and probably this was the
argument that weighed most with the majority, wheéther at, or
after, the Council. Athanasius deals with the objection in his
De Decretis of 851-5. The Arians, he said, have set the example.?
But this was a mere argumentum ad hominem, and not a very good

1At the end of the De Decretis ; of, supra, p. 22, n, 8

2 Socr. H, . 1. viii, § 33. 3 Thid.

4 Ursacius, bishop of Singidunum (Belgrade), and Valens, bishop of Mursa,
(Fssek), ¢ were instructed by Arius as young men’, Ath Ad epise. Aegypti,
§7(O'p i, 218; P. G. xxv, 554 A).

Phllostorgms H. E.i, §§9, 10 (P. G. 1xv. 46b).

8 Socr. H. E. 1. xiv, § 1. - 7 Rus, V. C.iil, 15.

8 Newman, Arians® 184 sqq.; Select Treatises?, ii. 438, 454; H. P.
Liddon, Divinity of our Lord, 438 sq.; W. Bright, Lessons, &c, 14 n. 4;
Robertqon, Ath. xxx 8qq.; Gwatkin, Arianism?, 46-7; T. B. Strong in

- J.T. 8. ii. 224 sqq., and 1ii. 22 sqq .

9 Ath. De Dec'retas § 18 (Op. 175 sq.; P. G, xxv. 456 A); cf. De Synodw,

§ 36 (Op. ii. 600 ;. P. G. xxvi. 767 a). .
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one, for the Arians had not put their phrases ¢ out of. nothing ’,
“ He was not before His generatlon and “once He was not’ into
the Creed. Athanasius would have done better to observe. that
already there was precedent for the use of non-Scriptural terms’
in Creeds and formularies—‘ the resurrection of the flesh’,
instance, in the Old Roman Creed,! the Creed of Justin,? and the
Afrlcan Creed 3; or rpuds 7elela® in the Expositio . Fider of
‘Grefory, bishop of Neocaesarea. But examples of this ‘kind,
afterwards freely multiplied,® were beyond his reach, and he
tell back on two pleas which cannot be gainsaid : first, the ne-
cessity of the case, owing to the evasiveness of the Arians,$ and
next, that the only question was as to the sense of Scripture.?
¢ The sense of Scripture is Scripture,’ 8 as it was afterwards put,
not its ¢ wording™.? »
The ecclesiastical objection to op,oovowos* ‘was based ‘on its
rejection by the Synod of Antioch, 269.1° In reply, Athanasius
urged first that, in Alexandria, at any rate, there was tradition
in its favour, for it had been used by such great Church teachers
as Origen,™ and Theognostus,'? while Dionysius, bishop of Alex-
andria, under pressure from Dionysius, bishop of Rome, had re-
pudiated the charge of ‘ denying that Christ was one in essence
with God’13; and, secondly, that while the Synod of Antioch
took duoovoios in & materializing sense, and so abandoned it,
the Nicene Tathers, protesting that ‘ the term has not this sense
when used of things immaterial ’,14 restored it. They restored it
in order to protect the very truth which, to their predecessors,
it had obscured, viz. the true relation of the Son to the Father.

1 H. B. Swete, The Apostles Creed?, 16 92, o

2 T, H. Bmdley, Oec. Doc. 60. 3 A. Hahn, S’ymbole § 44.

4 Greg Thaum, Fap. Fidei (P G.x. 985 4); A, H&hn“’ §185

5 e, g. ‘ecclesiam catholicam’ (Creed of Nlceta,A E. Bum Apostles Creed,
41, and Fides Hieronyms, 1b 43); Ocorires, Avo Pigeis, T, H. Bindley, Oec.,
Doc. 107, 233,

6 Ath, De Decretis, §§ 19, 20 (Op.1.176-8 5 P, @Q. xxv, 449-53).

7 Ath. De Decretis, § 21 (Op i. 178 ; P. G. xxv, 453 B). ’

8 D. Waterland [1683 +1740], Worl»s% iii. 652 (Oxford, 1856).

® Ath., ut supra.

10 This was the objection raised by the semi- Arians at the Synod of Ancy1 2,
in 388 : see Ath. De Synodis, §43 (Op. ii. 804 ; P. @. xxvi. 768 ¢), and H]lary,
De Synodis, § 81 (Op.'ii, 509 ; P. L. x. 534 B)

1 Ath, De Decrelss, § 27 (Op i. 183 ; P. G. xxv. 465 B).

12 Thid., § 25 (Op. i. 181; P. G. xxv.460 ¢); on which see L. B. Radfmd
Three Teachers of Alema‘ndna 14-16.

13 Thid., § 25 (Op. i. 1815 P, G. xxv. 461 B)..

1 Ath, De Synodis, § 4b (Op il. 606 ; P. G “xxvi, 772 D).

2191 11 ' D
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* The philosophical objection was based on the identification of
ova'm., in current termmology, with varying equlvaflents “Accord-
ing to the Aristotelians, odola meant Téde 7i,! individu-u-m, this
or that concrete thing : in that case, to say that Father, Son, and -
Spirit are dpoodoior -with each other would spell Sabellianism.
According to the Platonists,? it meant eldos, $pecies, or ‘kind '—
the essence common to individuals of the same class. To 8ay, then,
that Father, Son, and Sp1r1t are dpoodoior with each other, or
v op.oetﬁsas, of the same species’, would be tritheism: to treat them,

in fact, as three 1nd1v1duals of the same class. - Finally, accord-
“ing to the Stoies, odala stood for #An3 or matter, our English
“substance *, TIn that cdse, to speak of Father, Son, and Spirit
a8 Snoodaor with each other would be to suggest a materialistic
notion of the Godhead, as of a quasi- physmal mags divided into
three portions, each of the same material as the rest. And this,
in fact, was the sense that Ariug tried to attach to the term
buootoioy, decrying it as ‘ Manichaean’.t Tt was probably not
immediately clear to the Nicene Fathers that their terminology -
lay so open to m1sconcept10n but in process of time they became
alive to the danger. Athanasius, in his Oratwfnes contra: Arianos
[856-60], only makes use of the term 'Swoovaios once,’ and he
avoids it where the context would: naturally require it.6 In his
De Synodis [359-61] he sets himself to unite men on the idea.?
But, as a whole, the Catholic writers of the time simply disclaim
the philosophical associations of the term. *What the Greeks.
say,” says Athanasius, *is nothing to us.’® The Fathers assert
their liberty to make the best of it. They insist that every term
has its limitations, for human language is necessarily inadequate
to things divine.? And then they fall back on simple necessity.

1 Aristotle, Sophist. Elench. vii, § 2; Newman, Select Treatises?, ii.
4645 J,T.8. ii. 231; H. Ritter and L. Preller, Historia Philosophiae
§316.

2 Thus Plotinus, 205-170, spoke of the soul as having &vyyevelav kal 7o
op.ooumou in rega.rd to God, J.T.S8. iii. 35, n. 2, referring to Enneades,
1v, vii. 10 (ed. R. Volkmann, i, 138, 1. 1, 2 Teubner, 1884),

% Ritter and Preller, § 397; J. T . ii. 234.

* We do not, says Arius, in his letter to Alexa.nder, conceive of the Son
s & - Mamyalos pépos op.or)vu'wv TOD Ha-rpos‘ 76 yévnpa elonynoare, ap. -Ath,
De Synodis, § 16 (Op. ii. 583 ; P. G. xxvi. 709 4); and Document No. 7.

5 Ath, Orat. ¢. Ar. i, §9(0 ii. 325 ; P. G. xxvi. 29 A).

¢ Thid. i, §§ 20, 21, 58 (Op. ii. 3346, 365; P. G. xxvi. 53-6, 133 B).

7 Ath, De Synodis, § 54 (Op. ii. 612 ; P. G. xxvi. 789 B).

-8 Thid,, § 81 (Op. ii. 610; P, G. xxvi. 784 ¢); or Hilary, Fragm. xi, § 2
(Op. ii. 698 ; P. L. %, T11 A).

» For well-known patristic- passages on the ineffableness of God, see '
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¢They could not leave it open for Ohrlstnn bishops (the ‘creed
was not for others) to dispute whether our Lord is truly God or
not * ;1 and they simply used the word as the only ‘available
bulwark for a certain fact in which they believed, viz. that in

'whatever gense the Father is God, in the same sense the Son is God 3.
Snos @eds éorw 6 Tids,? as St. Athanasius put it.2

- Modern opinions of the Couneil appear, now as mlsconceptlons
and now as objections.

Two misconceptions, though representing opposite points of
view, unite in this that they tend to ignore the ecclesiastical or
conservative tone of the agsembly. Thus it is claimed that ¢ the
eager discussions of Nicaea present the first grand precedent for
the duty of private judgment, and the free unrestrained exercise
of Biblical and historical eriticism’.4 - But this is to aseribe too’
large a share in the Council to the deacon Athanagius® and the
debates he may have conducted, as well as to overlook the fact
that the bishops thought of themselves not as critics but as
witnesses. They came together to preserve tradition.® On the
other hand, the Council is quoted as precedent for the addition
of new ideas to the original Faith.” But this is to ignore the
_ digtinetion between explanatory and accretive developments ;
those - which simply make explicit that which once was only
implicit and those which add to the substance of the Faith3
developments by way of growth and developments by way of:
corruption.? There is nothing in the Nicene formulary that goes
'be‘y(')nd ¢ My Lord and my God '1° ;. and the decisions of this, as
of other Councils, are ‘ primarily not the Church saying * Yes
to fresh truths, or deveIOpments, or forms of consciousness : but.

w. Brlght Se7mons of St. Leo?, 210 12; e. g. Ath, 0mt e, Ar. 11,§32 (Op. 11
395; P. @, xxvi. 216 B), )

1 Gwatkm, Arianism 2, 44, *J.7. 8. iil. 35.
3 Ath, Orat. c. Ar. iii, § 6 (Op. ii. 439 ; P. G. xxvi. 352 B).
¢ Stanley, Eastern Church, 110 (ed. 1883). 5 Ibid.

% e. g. Eusebius of Caesarea, in adducing the traditional Creed of his
church, ap, Socr, H. E. 1, viii, § 37 ; Letter of Alexander, ap. Socr, H. E. 1.
vi, § 15; or Ath. Ad episc. Aeg., § 13 (Op. i. 223 ; P. G. xxv. 568 A).

7 J. H, Newman, in the Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine :
see J. B. Mozley, The Theory of Development, 143 sq. (ed. 1878); on the
supposed parallel between the Arian Christ and the Blessed Vlrgm see ibid,

+56-62; and between the ‘Ouocotowr and the Immaculate Conception,
H. P, L1ddon, The Divinity of our Lord, 435 sqq.

8 Mozley, op. cit. 144-6, )

® Mozley, op: cit. 6sqq.; andon developments true-and false, see C. Gore,
The Incarnation (ed. 1891), 82, and note 25, and The Roman Catholic Clmms
203.8qq. (ed. 1905) - 10 John xx,:28, '

n9o
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rather saying “ No ” to untrue and misleading modes of shaping
and stating her truth .
- Coming to positive objections, the first is that which sees in the

proceedings at Nicaea a mere stereotyping of tradition, and thinks
of the Council as an assembly of dogmatists and hierarchs, bent
on crushing down discussion and forcing on Christendom a term
chosen without debate. On the contrary, there -was a real debate ;
a readiness for, nay, a reluctance for anything but, Scrlptural
- terms, and plenty of scope for free discussion. .
A second objection fastens upon' duoodoies, and charges the
- Council with having exalted metaphysics over ethics? and put
theology in place of religion. But the taste for technical subtleties
was Arian, not Catholic®: we cannot have religion without
theology, unless we are prepared to ‘ acquiesce in a dumb faith *4:
Greek metaphysical language was part of the preparation for the'
Gospel,? and ‘ Christianity became metaphysical . . . only because
man is rational ’.8 '

A third objection sweepmgly affirms ° the 1mpossnblhty of .
a theology in terms of substance ’,7 ‘and looks forward. to a better
in terms of Will. But this attempt to build upon psychology
rather than upon metaphysic was tried long ago by the semi-
Ariang, who thought it enough to affirm a unity of will, and net -
of essence, between the Son and the Father.8 So from Nicaea

onwards -“ egsence ’ or ‘substance ’ has held the field as the .

only effective safeguard for the Divinity of our Lord. We do
not. think now in the language of substance; but it is still in-
telligible, nor is there any sign_ of its’ being‘ superseded by
a better.? ’ o

Finally, it is objected to the Counecil of Nicaea, as to all Counecils,
that the character of its proceedings deprives it of all authority.
Tt is true that the minority at the Council of Sardica, 843, likened

1 R, C. Moberly, in Lux Mundi??, 175 ; cf. A. J. Balfour, The Foundations
of Belief®, 377 sq. ; and C. Gore, The Incarnation, 106,

2 On this charge see R. L. Ottley, The Docirine of the Incarnation?, 318

8 Ath. Orat. . Ar. i, § 22 (Op. ii. 336 8q. ; P. G. xxvi. 57 ¢).

¢ Robertson, Ath, xxxiil, .

5 Ofttley, op. eit. 319 ; C.T. Cruttwell, Lit. Hist, Barly Chr. i. 11,

8 QGore, Incarnation, 21, 7 W, Temple in Foundations, 232,

¢ In the Dedwa,twn Creed of 341 the three Persons of the Trinity are
said to be 75§ pév Umoorduer Tpla, Tp 8 cupdovia &, Ath, De Syn.,
§ 23 (Op. ii. 588; P. Q. xxvi. 724 B). Ath, ta,kes exception to it, as recalling
the. Arian evasion of ‘ T and my Father are one ’, sc.in will, ibid., § 48 (Op. ii.
608 ; P, G. xxvi. 780 a). 9 (ore, Incqa'nat/wn, 104 sq.
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the assembling of a Synod to a ‘ storm of evils °,* that St. Gregory
of Nazianzus, after presiding at the Council of Constantinople, 381,
wrote that he had never seen any good come of Synods,® and
‘tha,t St. Martin, after a visit to the Court of Maximus, took care
never to attend an assemnbly of bishops again.® But the minority
were Arianizers ; Gregory was old and ill, and says, in the same
letter, that he considers not only synodical action but.any action
of little value; and Martin’s experience was of a handful of
persecutors ; while there is much testimony, of an opposite kind,
to the value of Synods.* But the real answer to this objection is,
a8 we have said, that bishops came to Nicaea ag witnesses to the
Faith ; and that the very qualities which discredit some of them
as judges make them all the better witnesses.

§ 5. But -be the objections what they may, the Council saved
the Christian Faith when, by. its inexorable test, it bamshed
Arianism from the Church, for Arianism was. no less attlactlve
than' dangerous. ‘

The attractions of Ana,msm Were many : they a,ppea,led to qulte
different types of mind. .

(1) Arianism was essentially rationalistic. ¢ ThroughOut thelr
discussions the Arians assumed that there could be no mystery
in the Seripture doctrine respecting the nature of God.”> This
is apparent in the tone of the original Arian syllogism.t And
hence the appeal of Arianism, like that of Zwinglianism,” or
Socinianism,8 to the plain man as the religion of ‘ common sénse ’.
Catholics insisted, in reply, on ‘the inability of human nature
to comprehend God’.%

(2) Arianism professed to be logical : to get over the difficulty
of a Father who was never without His Son.1® So it appealed to
the philosopher, and speclally to the eristic, dlalectlcal and

1 Hlla,ry, Fragm. iii, § 25 (Op. ii. 661 ; P. L, =, 673 4).

? Greg. Naz. Ep. cxxx (Op. iii. 110 P, G. xxxvii. 225 A), and Docu-
ment No. 35. -

% Sulpicius Severus, Dicl. iii, § 13 (P. L. xx. 219 o).

4 ¢. g, Bus. V. C. 1. 51, and Document 1,

5 Newman, Arians®, 221 $ Socr. H. E. 1. v, § 2.

* C. Beard The Reformatwn, 241 (ed. 1883).

8 Thid. 138 of ¢ that Catholic doctrine of the Sacraments which I can
only call the ma,glca,l >, This is the way in which  any critic-of the present
day who has quite passed beyond the influence of sacramental ideas’
(ibid. 139) is apt to speak of them.

9 Ath, Orat. c. Ar. 11, § 32, ut sup.

10 So. the Tlmlm as quoted in Ath. Ordat. c. Ar i, § 5 (Op ii. 322 P G
xxvi, 21 4a).
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logic-chopping temper of the times.r Catholics would reply that
#Be logical * is a temptation, for all heresies are one-sided, and end
by ‘mistaking cOnsistency‘ for truth?; that human dialectic has
but a limited scope in things divinej and that Arianism itself
wag supremelv illogical.® Starting from sonship, it.came to deny
the- Sonship ; starting with monotheism, it became guilty of
polytheism ; starting from the incomprehensibility of the Father
t0 the Son,* it ended by asserting that in the Godhead there i8 no
mystery at all, even to us.?

(8) Arians would claim that they alone did justice to mono-
theism.® This explains the popularity of Arianism with the Jews.”?
It was, at the core, Monarchian ® in the heretical sense; insisting, -
ag it did, upon the absence of distinctions within the Godhead, and
labelling Catholies as ditheists.? The Cathelic angwer was to
supplement the ®eds éx @e0d 10 by the @eds & @egl; the
Divine Monarchia by the Divine Co-inherence. They did not
believe with Arius in an external, nor with Sabellius.in an ¢ eco-
nomie ’, but in an ‘ essential ’, Trinity. '

(4) Arians maintained degrees of Godhead,’? and so attracted
the half-converted heathen of the Empire and afterwards its
heathen invaders. Catholics flung back the cha,rge of poly-
theism, -and called upon the Arians either to glve up their

1 Ath. Orat. c. Ar. i, § 22 (Op. il. 336 8q.; P. G. xxvi 57 ¢), and the
illustrations in Newman’s note, ad loc (Select Treatises?, ii. 22 sq.);
. Gibbon, ¢, xxvii (iii 143, and app. ix, ed. Bury); and Document No. 48,

2 See the now * classical’ passage in J. B. Mozley, Development, 42.
3 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 26 ; Robertson, Ath. xxx.
¢ So the Thalia, ap. Ath. De Synodis, § 15 (Op. ii. 582; P. Q. xxvi. 708 B):
and Document No. 14.
5 So the ultra-Arien Eunomius, 7393, ap, Socr. H. E. 1v. vil, §§ 13 14,
"and Newman, Select T'reatises?, ii, 44.

8 So Arius to Alexander, ap. Ath. De Synodis, § 16 (Op. ii. 583 ; P G,
xxvi. 709 ¢); and Document No. 7. .
7 Gwatkin, Arianism?, 20 and 61 sqq. 8 Robertson, Ath. xxvu

9. Ath. repudiates the charge Catholics do not spea,k of 8o Twas dpyas
A 8t0 O¢ovs, De Synodis, § 52 (Op. ii. 611 ; P. G. xxvi. 785 B).

10 The Arians put their own sense on this phrase, Ath. Ad Afros, § b, ut
sup. Like the Sonship, it might be used to suggest Arianism, if pressed
though ‘it was intended to secure the Divine Unity; Newman, Arians5,
175 eqq. ; W. Bright, Sermons of St, Leo®, 212 sq,

1 John i. 18 and xiv. 11, and 1 Cor. ii. 11, where the Spirit of God is
compared to ¢ the spirit of a man wh1ch is in him ’. This=the wepLXBpNaLS,
Circumincessio or Co-inherence, Newman, Arians 5, 173 8q. ; Select Treatises?,
ii. 72-9 ; W. Bright, Sermons of St. Leo?, 134, 190, where note its bearing
on the Atonement, Arius expresSly denied the Co-inherence, Ath. De
Synodis, § 15 (Op. ii. 582 ; P. G. xxvi. 708 4); and Document No. 7.

12 ¢ Polytheism,” cries Basﬂ has won the da,y ! The Arians.have a big
God ‘and a little one,” Ep. cclxm, § 4 (Op. iii. 375 ¢; P. @, xxxii. 909 4).
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worship of the Son or else to clear themselves of the charge of
idolatry ! '

. (5) Arianism was attractive to theologlans as prov1d1ng an
esaa,pe from Sabellianism.2 It could, and did, appeal to-those
great Alexandrian teachers, Origen and Dlonysms, .who, in order
to resist Sabellianism and secure the distinetion of the Son from
the Father, has laid undue stress on the Filial Subordination.
(atholics replied that, if the language of these writers was taken
in its entirety,* the Subordination® of the Son would be geen to
mean not the inferiority of the Son to the Father, but to be con-
sistent with His coequality and coeternity, and to assert no
more than the Principatus: Patris® or the derlvatlon of the Son
from the Father.?

(6) Arianism appealed to pious people who, from a mistaken .
reverence,8 were afraid of the materializing notions of the Godhead
‘implied, as they 'thought, in such terms as *generation’ ‘and
Suaodoios.® To this charge Cathohcs replied simply by dls-
claiming all such notions.10

- (7) Arianism made much of * proof -texts ’. It would pose
as the only Seriptural form of the Christian rehglon! They were
such texts as spoke of our Lord as ‘Son’, ‘made’, and then
‘.exalted ","* and so seemed to connote His inferiority, Catholics
replied that the Arians were content with ‘ disputing instead of
investigating *32; and Athanasius devoted the main argument
of his Orations against the Arians 13 to examining the stock-texts
of Arianism in detail, with a view to showing that the Scrlptures
were emphatic upon our Lord’s Godhead.

1 So Atha,nasius puts the dilemma, Two Gods or Creature-worship, Orat,
¢, Ar-iii, § 16 (Op.ii. 447 ; P. G. xxvi. 358 ). Cf. Newman, Select T'reatises?,
~ ii. 159 sq: ; W. Bright, Sermons of St. Leo2, 153 sq. ; and Document No. 43,

2 So Arius to Alexander, ap. Ath. De Synodw, § 16 (Op. ii. 583; P, G,
xxvi. 719 4), 3 See vol. i, c. xvii, § 2.

4 Ath. De sententia Dionysii, esp. § 6 (Op. i. 195; P. @. xxv. 488 B).

% On the Filial Subordination see W, Bright, Sermons of 8t. Leo?, 212 sq.

¢ Newman prefers this phrase, Tracts Theol. and Hecl. 174 (ed. 1899)

7 Its basis is John v. 26 : see Newman, Select Treatises?, ii. 110-5q.

8 On mistaken reverence as a common ocause of heresy, see Newman, Select
Treatises 7, ii. 147 8q.”

® Arius to Alexander, ap. Ath. De Synodis, § 16 (Op. ii. 583 ; P. @, xxvi,
709 A); and Document No. 7.

701“ e.g. Ath, Orat. c. Ar. i, §§ 16, 28 (Op. ii. 831,341; P. Q. xxvi. 44 v,
A).

“5 For the stock-texts of Arianism, classified, see Robertson, Ath. xxix,
n

12 Newma,n Am(ms“ 221, - 13 Ath, Orat, ¢, Ar. i,.§ 37 to iii, § 58.
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* But apart from.this many-sided attractxveness, the dangers of'
Arianism were real.

It was the first great heresy to spring from a Chrlstmn root,
viz. “I believe in one God’. Gnosticism had been as dangerous,
but it was heathen in origin and oriental in temper.! But Arianism
drew strength from laying exclusive stress on the Divine Unity,
the first of Christian, and even of theistic, truths.?

- It has bad immense vitality. Its zeal for. monotheism, coupled
with the, at first sight, contradictory quality that it provided
‘the last refuge of dying polytheism ’3 will account for its-long
career. The fact that- it was a retrograde movement towards
polythéism will explain how it became the faith of all the Christian
barbarians, save the Franks, who invaded the Empiré: Goths,
Vandals, Burgundians, Lombards.* The Huns, of course, were
heathen. On the other hand, its monotheism commended it to
the followers of Zwingli and Calvin, and to some of the anabaptists.
It was a revival of Arianism % in Fingland that led to the need for
Articles i~iv restating the fundamentals of the Creed. Arianism
revived in Poland,® about 1570, among the followers of Socinus.
Milton became an Arian. “ No one could have read the Paradise
Lost without suspecting Milton of Arianism,’ 7 and it came out
frankly. in his De doctring Christtana. Then Dr. Clarke was an
Arian whom Dr. Hawarden reduced to silence, 1719, before
Caroline, Queen of ‘George II, with the question, ‘ Can God the
Father annihilate the Son ?’ for Clarke was obliged to confess
“That is & question which I have never considered’.8 Arianism
became the grave of English Presbyterianism, and that an
Arianism sinking into Socinianism.® They thought that Arianism
was a platform between ‘ Orthodoxy ’ and ° Unitarianism ’, and
it turned out to be no ‘platform’ but a ‘slope’.r® So age-long
has been the influence of thig dangerous error.

1 See vol. i, ¢, viii. ? Newman, Select Treatises 7, ii. 109,
3 C. Kingsley, The Roman and the Teuton, 68 (ed. 1875). ,
¢ Gwatkin, Arianism ®, 273 ; for their conversion, Gibbon, ¢. xxxvii (iv.
75 8qq., ed. Bury).
5 Cf. a letter of Ridley, 155, in C. Hardwick, History of the Articles, 84
od. 1884).
{ ¢ Tbid. 86; and C. Hardwick, Reformation, 84, n. 4 (ed. 1886)
. 7T B, Ma,ca,ula,y Essays,.2 (ed 1874).
8 H. P. Liddon, Divinity of our Lord, 17, note t.
. ® Whence The Dissenters’ Chapels Act of 1844 7 & 8 Vict,, ¢. 45 (Statutes
at Large, xvii. 125 sq.). _
10 TLiddon, Diw. 18 W, Bright, Waymarks, 71, and app. c.
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 What then have been its dangers 2 They are, in the main, three.

It compromised the divine dignity 7'of Jesus Christ, for it
raised a doubt whether Christians might worship Him.! Christianity
itselt was at stake, for, as Thomas Carlyle rightly saw, ‘if the
Arians had won, it would have dwindled away to a legend ’.2

It imperilled the strict conception of God, and thus was a
menace not -only to Christianity but to Theism.

Tt rendered God inaccessible, as did Gnosticism, for it mter-
posed between God and His creatures a secondary being whose
godhead and manhood - were both titular, so that he:could neither
reveal God nor redeem mankind.t .

It is not too much then to claim for the Nlcene Couneil that
it saved not only Christianity but Theism as well. . We have now
to consider how it dealt with minor guestions. -

§6. The Meletian schism ® was, as the bishops wrote, ‘indul-
gently ¢ treated. According to their Synodal Letter to: the
Chiireh of Alexandria,” the offence of Meletius was: ‘ rashness ’8
and ¢ breach -of > Church -‘ order’,® not apostasy, as Athanasius
reports 10 else the Synod could scarcely have been so lenient.
He was received. into' communion, and treated -as a bishop under
suspension : with the rank and the powers of the episcopate, but
without liberty to exercise its powers.* ‘ Those whom.he had
appointed * to Holy Orders. were to be ‘ confirmed by a more
sacred xewporovle’. Some would take this to mean a supple-
mentary, or-legitimating, benediction 12; but this is to ante-date
the distinction between ‘ valid * and ‘ regular * which was unknown
at this time, and was only worked out later by St. Augustine in
controversy with the Donatists.®® The Nicenes treated as invalid

1 W, Bright, Waymarks, 73 8qq. ‘

2 J. A. Froude, Carlyle’s life in London?, ii, 494.

3 ¢ The Lord’s delty had been denied often énough before, and 80 had His
huma,mty but it was reserved for Arianism at once to affirm and to nullify
them both Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 26,

4 Robertson Ath, xxx, 5" See vol. i, c. xviii, § 3.

§ Ap. Socr. H.E.1 ix, §6.

. " Ap. Socr. H. E. 1. ix, §§ 1-14; Theod H. E. 1.ix, §§ 2-13, and Document
No. 9. 8 Ihid., § 5 o ibid., § 10.

19 Ath. Apol. c. Ar., § 59 (Op. i. 140; P. G xxv. 356). 11 Tbid., § 6

12 Tillemont, Mémoires, vi. 814: J. M. Neale, Hist. Patriarchate of
Alexandria, i. 146 ; Hefele, Conciles, i. 500, n. 3.

13 A typical statement of the principle, as applying both to baptism and
ordination, is to be found in Aug. Conira Epist. Parmeniani, ii, § 28 (Op. ix.
44 ¢; P. L. xliii. 70). Cf. C, Gore, The Church and the Ministry (1919), 176

n. 15 Essays on the carly history of the Church and the M zmstry, ed. H
Swete, 95, 146, 191; and vol. 1, c. xvi, § 7.
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the sheraments bestowed whether in heresy! or in schism.? So '
what the Council here directed was that the Meletians were to be
reordained.? 'When so reinstated, their bishops were to retain
their rank, but to yield precedence to those ordained by Alexander,
and not themselves to ordain or do any episcopal act without the
consent of the Catholic bishop of the place.r An ex-Meletian
bishop might sueceed a Catholic bishop, if duly elected by the
people and confirmed by the archbishop of Alexandria ; but this
_ privilege was denied to Meletius himself, because of his breaches of -
Church order.® These decisions were more generous than prudent.
“Alexander must have felt it so, for, on his return, he made
Meletius give in a list of his clergy at once,® lest the number
claiming communion should go on indefinitely. * Athanasius also
had cause to regret them, for the Meletians leagued themselves
with the Arians,” and became prominent among his opponents,

§ 7. The Paschal Question 8 had also claims upon the attention
of the Council, :

It is important, as showing the pre- eminence which belonged .
to Baster and the Resurrection in the early Church. All the
churches agreed that Haster must be celebrated, that it must be
preceded by a fast, and that the Pasch must have some relation
to the Jewish date, 14 Nisan. During the second century the
question was, What relation 2 With, or without, furthér reference
to the Liord’s Day as well ? Some said, Without ; for Christianity
is the heir of Judaism,® and the Apostles observed the Sabbath,
went to the Temple, and so forth. So Polycarp ‘kept’ 10 the
14th Nisan, regardless of the First Day of the Week. He was
a Quartodeciman. Others answered, With that reference; for
the Resurrection and the Lord’s Day are the vital things, and the
observance of the Pasch, though it begin on (what we call) Good
Friday, is not complete till Easter morning. Th1s was the view

! Nicaea, c. 19 (W. Bright, Canons ?, xliv. 76 8q.) ; Ath Orat. c. Ar.ii, §43
(Op. ii. 404 ; P, G. xxvi. 237 B).
2 N1caea, c. 8 (W. Bright, Canons?, xi. 29 sqq.).
3 Swete, Essays, &c., 176, and TIndex II, 8.V. xeporovia, P, 427,
4 Synodal Letter, ap Socr. H. E. L ix, §9
5 Ibid., § 10.
S Ath. Apol c. Ar., § 71 (Op. i. 148 ; P. G. xxv. 376 sq.).
7 Ibid., § 59 (Op. i. 140 ; P. G. xxv, 357 a).
8 Seevol i, ¢, vii, § 3, c. xiv, §§ 1, 6.
9 ¢ Tudaizante adhuc in multis ecclesia,” Bede, H. E. iii, § 25, and the note
in ii. 190, ed. C, Plummer,
. W Adt rernpkéra, Bus, H. E: v, xxiv, § 16,



cAp. 1 THE COUNCIL OF NICAEA, 825 48

“of Pope Anicetus, who ‘ refused to keep’? the 14th Nisan only.

During the third century the Paschal question -entered upon -
a further stage. Tt was not now, ‘ Should we calculate Easter by
reference to the day of the week as well as to (14th Nisan) the
day of the month 9’ but, ‘ Must we not also take care to relate.
"this lunar date to the solar year, i.e. take info‘account the
equindx 2’2 Thus, at the opening of the fourth:century, Christen-
dom . contained three Varieties of practice as to the Paschal
observance. .

There were some who, with the later 3 Jews, kept the 14th Nisan,
-regardless of the equinox, and 8o may be dlstmgulshed as (1) Ju--
daizing Quartodecimans, chiefly to be found.in ¢ Syria, Cﬂlcla,
and Mesopotamia ’.4 -

There were also equinoctialists, of whom a mmorlty were
(2) Quartodecimans. ‘They kept Easter after the equinox,
refusing to celebrate it with the [later] Jews’5; and simply on
the-14th Nisan, whether a Sunday or not. (8) The majority, on
the other hand, ineluding all the West and the greater part of
Rastern Christendom, kept Haster on the Sunday after the full
moon which followed the vernal equinox.® _ '

Such was the diversity of practice with which the Council had
to deal.. The bishops, in their decisions” about the Paschal
question, ruled with the majority (1) that Easter Day should
always be a Sunday 8 :- this was fatal to Quartodecimans, whether
equinoctialists or not ; (2) that Easter Day should never be cele-
brated at the same time as the feast of the Jews,? i. e..that, if the
14th Nisan fell on a Sunday, Easter Day should be deferred to the
" Sunday following : ‘not so to defer it was the characteristic
offence of the Celtic party, though not Quartodeciman, in the
eyes of their continental opponents at the Synod of Whitby 10

L Mi mnpeiv, Bus. H. B. v. xxiv, § 16.

2 Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria 247—1‘65 raised this questlon, Eus,
H. E. viL. xx.

8 Socrates contrasts these w1th the Jews of old time’, and says that the
latter, according to Josephus [Ant. 1L X, § 5], kept the equmox Socr. H. B.
v. xxii, § 20. L
" 4 Socrates says they belonged to the Eastern districts ’, ibid., § 18 ; but
Ath. is more precise, De Synodis, § 5, and Ad Afros, § 2 (Op. ii. 574, 713
P, @G. xxvi. 688 B, 1032 c).

& Socr. H, B. v. xx11,§19 t

8 Socr. H. B. 1. ix, §§ 41, 42, and v. xxii, §21 and Document No. 10..

7 Constantine’s letter to the churches ap. Socr. H. B. 1. ix, §§ 3246, and

Document No. 10. 8 Tbid., §§ 34, 43.
o Ibid., §§ 35,36, 41, 42. - - 10 Bede H. E.iii, § 26.
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in 664 ; (8) that Faste should never be celebrated twice in the
year,! as it might easily be by those whe refused to take account
of the equinox. Whether the Council did more, and, as 8t. Cyril 2
and 8t. Leo? affirm, authorized the Church of Alexandria to
ascertain, year by year, the date of' Haster, and thus gave its
indirect sanction to the. Anatolian cycle? in use at Alexandria,
may be open to doubt : the affirmation is not quite borne out by
the subsequent history of the Paschal controversy.?

§ 8. The Nicene Canons 8 are the lagt, and, next to the decisions
“against Arianism, the most important monument of the Couneil.
-Its. legislation, like that of later Synods, was merely occasional,
not systematic. It dealt with questions of the moment: with
a legacy of difficulties from the third century and the persecutions,
with questlons of elerical. diseipline, w1th the hlera,rchy ~and
with worship.

(1) Ceénons 8, 19, and 11-14 deal with difficulties, bequeathed
from the previous century, about schism and heresy, and with
others arising out of the recent persecution. Thus, according to
e..8, Novatianist clerics may be admitted on condition of re-
ordination, and a written promise to communicate with digamists
and with repentant lapsed. Such clerics, where there are no

Catholic clergy, may hold’ their former rank ;" but, if there be-
a’ Catholic bishop of the place, the ex-Novatianist bishop may
either have the rank of bishop accorded to him or else a place as
chorepv}scopus or presbyter, out of regard to the -fundamental
principle, ‘there may not be two blshops in one clty’ 7 The

1 Constantine ap. Socr, H. E. 1. ix, §§ 37, 38,

* Cyril of Alexandria, Ep. Ixxxvii [A D. 437] 82 (0Op. x. 383 ; P. G lxxvu
385 B).

? Leo, Ep. cxxi [4. D, 453], § 2 (Op. i. 1228 ; P. L. liv. 1056). His asser-
tion is’doubtful because, after Nicaea, Rome continued to place the equinox
on March 18th, and Alexandria, more correctly and as we do, on March 21;
so that, 387, the Alexandrian Easter fell on April 25, and was five woeks
later tha.n the Roman, which fell on March 21, Hefele, OOnczles, i, 464, n. 1.

¢ Bus. H. B, viL xxxii, §§ 14-19. As Rome used 2 cycle of eighty-four
years, attributed to, but older than, Sulpicius Severus, 1425, and invariably
treated the Nicene decisions with profound veneration, it is hardly likely
that the Council sanctioned the Anatohan cycle, in use at Alexandria, pf
nineteen years, °
.8 I‘or this, see 'W. Bright, Chapters in Early English Church History?
88 8q

& W Bright, Canons?, ix—xv for text, 1-89 for notes; and for transl.
W. A, Hammond, The Definitions of Faith of the Sixz Oecumenical Councils
(Oxford, 1843), orH R. Percival, The Seven Oec. Councils; 8-42 (N and

P.-N. F., vol, xiv), and Document No. 11,
7 Com@hus, bishop of Rome 251-13, is emphatic upon this prmclple, ap.
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“treatment thus meted out to Novatianist bishops, when recon-
secrated, was the same ag that given to Meletius, who was allowed
the ‘episcopal character without the episcopal jurisdiction. By
e. 19 the Paulianists, or followers of Paul of Samosata, chiefly
near Antioch, where he had been bishop, ¢. 260-70, were to be
baptized de movo, and Paulianist clergy to be reordained. The
Couneil required right faith, as well as right ‘ form’ and ‘ matter’
for the validity of the sacraments. Canong 11-14 deal with ques-
tions arising out of the persecutions, especially, cc. 11, 12, the
Ticinian. In e. 11 “the tyranny of Licinius’ is mentioned ;
while ¢. 12 deals with officers who had resigned their commission
and then sought to get it back, by bribery, instead of standing
firm against the Emperor’s order to sacrifice or be dismissed the
army. We may note that the four stages of penance (of which
the last three are mentioned in ¢. 11), viz. Mourners, Hearers,
Kneelers, and Co-standers, were never all in uge in thF‘ West nor
even universal in the Fast.*

(2) Canons 1, 2,9, 10, and 8, 15-18 are concerned with clerlca,l
dlsclphne Thus, admission to Orders was denied by ¢. 1 to the
voluntarily mutilated, by . 2 to neophytes, by ¢. 9 to the untested,
and by ¢. 10 to the lapsed. The Counecil also rebukes, and thus
testifies to, clerical laxity by forbidding subintroductae in e. 8 ;
clerical Secula,rity by forbidding, in c. 15, translation to bishops,
and, in ¢. 16, vagabondage to inferior elergy ; clerical rapacity,
in ¢. 17, by denouncing clerical usurers?; clerical presumptmn, in
¢. 18, by curbing the forwardness of deacons.

(8) Canons 4, 5, 6, and T have respect to the h1erarchy

The, fourth canon assumes. the adoption by the Church of the
civil divisions of the Empire,® and the respective rights of clergy

Kus, H. E. v1. xliii, § 11, and so is Cyprian, bishop of Carthage 248158, in".
Fp lix, §.56 (C. 8. H. L. . i, 672); and DPocuments, i, No. 145.
v, Duchesne Christian Worship 5, 436, n. 1.

2 The biblical and ecclesiagtical condemnation of usury, or interest, fests
upon the supposition that the lender takes advantage of the needs of the
borrower. When at last commerce became titanic, arid interest came to\
be looked upon simply as payment for the use of capital, the old objestions
began to give way. The change, in England, is. marked by H. Bullinger’s
Decades, in 1577. ¢ Dammatur enim usura in Scripturis quatenus con-
iungitur cum iniquitate et pernicie proximi. Quis enim prohlbeat elocari
usum agri, domus, pecuniae, et inde aequum aliquem fructum. percipere ?’
Decas 111, Sermo i, ‘de praecepto decalogi viii’ in Sermonum Decades Quingue
i. 94 (Tiguri, 1577). '

3 For these divisions see Gibbon, c. xvii (ii. 165 8qq., ed. Bury) -and app Xi'
(548 sq.); and for the gradual accommodation of the h1erarchy of the
Church to that of the State, Duchesne, Chr. Worship ®, 13-23. :



46 THE' COUNCIL OF NICAEA, 825 PaRT I

and laity in an episcopal election. Then, dealing only with the.
final stage of appointment, it provides against furtive conseera-
tions, such as had given rise to the Meletian schism, by requiring
three  consecraters, the assent of the comprovincials, and con-
firmation by the metropolitan. .

The fifth canon applies the principle of the unity of the episco-
pate to secure recognition by all bishops, of discipline inflicted by
any one, subject to rectification, where equity demands it, by
gynodical action. ,

The sixth eanon, beginning, * Let the anclent customs prevail ’,
18 the most 1mportant of the series.

Tts occasion is clear. Like e. 4 it was prompted by a desire to
prevent the repetition of the Meletian disorders. The bishop of
Alexandria, by ancient custom, ruled over a dlstnct (not 9 civil
* diocese ” till goon after 876) including five ‘ provinees ’, in none
of which, however, was there a metropolitan.! The: bishop of
Alexandria was sole metropolitan in Egypt; and, as such, conse~
crated each and all of the hundred bishops there. HEgypt was, -
with one exception, the only region in which the Patriarch, as he
ultimately came to be called, came into immediate contact with,
what we should call, the diocesan bishops. They were his suffra-
gans ; and Meletius had been guilty, by invading the rights of the.
see of Alexandria, of disturbing these old relations between the
archbishep of Alexandria and hig suffragans, which were Now
once more to prevail. .

In support of these prerogatives of the see of‘Alexa,ndria, the
one exception is quoted. In the district over which the bishop of
Rome presided there were no metropolitans, or, at least, none
such as elsewhere.? Such rights, then, of direet authority over
diocesans, ag the Roman see exercises within its own sphere, these
the see of Alexandria is to enjoy, as hitherto, in its sphere, This
is the plain meaning of the Greek ; but, infortunately, the canon
does not mention what the Roman sphere was. Two questions,
then, arise: What, if any, is the further evidence of the Latin
Versions ? and, What was the Roman sphere ?

1 Bgypt became the thirteenth ¢ Diocese °, under an Augustal Prefect, -
soon- after 376. At the time of the Co. of Nicaea the five ¢ provinces ’ were
(1) Aegyptus, (2) Augustamnica, (3) Thebais, (4) Libya Superior=Cyrenaica
and the Pentapolis, (5) Libya Inferior [E. of (4) and W. of (1)] Afterwards
there was a sixth, Arcadia, cut out of (1) and lying 8. of (1).and N. of (3)

2 Possibly Capua. for Campania, and Caliaris for Sardinia; L
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. As.to the Latin Versions,! the two oldest support the Greek.
‘The Vetus or Caeciliani® was that which Caccilian, bishop of
' Carthage 811-25, brought back with him from Nicaea : while
Attici® was made at Constantinople by comparison of Vetus with
the authenticated original. - Both are connected with the Council
of Carthage in 419 and the case of Apiarius. The Council produced
Caeciliant, and had it checked at Alexandria; and they wrote
to Atticus, archbishop of Constantinople 406-126, for the version
" called Attice after him.> But at the Counecil of Chalcedon,? 451
the Roman -legate, Paschasinus, bishop of Lilibacum 449-51,
produced a variation, according to which the sixth canon began,
‘ Eeclesia Romana semper habuit primatum’.? It was instantly
‘confronted with the Greek original and repudiated.® We may
gympathize with the dismay of the legate, though we need not
question his good faith, for he could not read Greek. The
" addition turns out to be ‘an incorrect fifth-century clause ’?
resting on two Latin versions, Antiquissima or Codex Ingilrami,10
an Ttalian version of the fourth century, and Prisca,!* made up,
in the fifth or sixth century, of Attict and Ingilramsi. Itis purely
an Ttalian reading ;- and, moreover, is ignored by the Isidorian
version 12 and by the version in the Canones ecclesiastics,’® ¢. 510,

1 ¢, H, Turner, Bccl. Oce. Monumenta Turis Annqmsszma, Fasc. 1, Pars i 11
(Oxonii, 1894).

2 ‘ Caeciliani’: °De primatibus qui ad quasda.m pertinent civitates.—
Antiqua per Aegyptum atque Pentapolim consuetudo servetur ut Alexar-
drinus episcopus horum habeat sollicitudinem, quoniam et urbis Romae
episcopo similis mos est ut in suburbicaria loca soll1c1tud1nem ger&t, ibid:
1. ii, 120, col. i.

3¢ Attici’: “ De pr1ma,t1bus qui ad quasdam pertinent civitates.—An-
tiqui mores obtmea,nt qui apud Aegyptum sunt et Libiam et Penthapolim
ut Alexandriae episcopus omnium habeat sollicitudinem, quia et urbis
Romae episcopo similis mos est,’ ibid. 11. i, 220, col. ii.

4 Tbid. 1. ii. 103. 5 Thid. 6 Sessm xvi, 1 November 451.

7 ¢ Secundum Rustici syllogen anno 550 evulgatum ’ (ibid. 1. ii. 148,
app. vii). ‘ Pascasinus reverentissimus episcopus, vicarius sedis apostolicae, .
dixit : Trecentorum decem et octo sanctorum patrum, canon sextus ;
Ecclesia Romana semper habuit primatum. ...’

8 Mansi, vii, 4434 ¢, D. . 9 'W. Bright, Roman See, 483.

- 10 Tngilram was bishop of Teate (Chieti).—‘ De primatu ecclesiae Romanae.
Ecclesia Romana semper habuit primatum. - Teneat autem et Aegyptus ut
episcopus Alexandriae omnium habea.t potestatem, quoni&m et Romano
episcopo haec est consuetuﬂo * Turner, 1. il. 121, col, ii.

1 ¢ Prisca.’—‘De primatu ecclosiae Romanae vel aliarum civitatum
episcopi. Antiqui moris est ut urbis Romae episcopus habeat prmclpatum
ut suburbicaria loca et omnem provinciam sua sollicitudine gubernet’; qui
vero apud Aegyptum sunt, Alexandriae episcopus omnium habeat sollici-
- tudinem , . .’ ibid. 1. ii. 121, col. i 12 Thid. 1, ii. 197,

13 Ibid. I, ii; 260, Text of $hese canons in P, L. lxvii. 135-230.
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of ‘Dionysius Exiguus. This last agrees with the Greek, and, as .
sanctioned by the Roman church 1nv01ves an ofﬁmal withdrawal
of the clause.: _
What, then, was the Roman sphere ? Tho paraphrase of
Rufinus 1 has ¢ suburbicariarum ecclesiarum ’; and Vetus, with
Prisca, reads ¢ suburbicaria loca’. This, as a legal term, would,
in' the fourth century, mean the ten provinces of central and
southern Italy, with the three islands, Corsica, Sardinia, and
Sicily, which were administered, in civil affairs, by the Vicar of
the City.2 Within this region the bishop of Rome was sole metro-
politan, The sixth canon of Nicaea requires; therefore, that the
bishop of Alexandria-is to have like powers in Egypt. ’
The natural conclusion is that ¢ the first Oecumenical. Council
knew nothing of the doctrine of papal supremacy’.® Primatus,
in the context in the Latin versions, merely means patriarchal or
primatial, not papal, authority.2 Tt would have been irrelevant,
as it was a case of jurisdiction, to mention the primatus honoris® ;
but, as they:were considering authority, they could not have -
drawn a conclusion in favour of the patriarchal rights-of Alexandria
from similar rights of Rome without a saving elause in reservation
- of the universal sovereignty of the Roman see, had they known
such sovereignty to exist. To say, therefore, as Roman Catholic
scholars do, that only the patriarchal rights of Rome were in
question, and that its papal authority might therefore be tacitly
assumed as there in the background,® is impossible. The language
of the canon is exactly what would be natural on the part of a
Council which knew nothing of the papal claims, and was merely
drawing an analogy from the position of one great see to that of

1 Ruﬁnus H.E.1,§6 (0p. 225; P. L. xxi. 473 ¢).—° Et ut apud Alexan-
driam vel in urbe Roma vetusta consuetudo servetur, ut vel ille Aegypti
vel hic suburbicariarum ecclesiarum sollicitudinem gerat,” Turner, 1. ii. 197,
col, i, and note.

2 There were ultimately, c. 378, six praefectures—Oriens, Illyricum, '[ta,ha.
Gallia [and the two City pra,efectures], Roma, CP, The Praefectus Urbis
exercised civil authority within a hundred miles of Rome ; but he is not
in question here. The Praefectus Italiae had two licutenants : (i) the
Vicariug Italiae, ruling over ‘ Italy ’ proper. i. e. what we call northern
Italy, with eastern Switzerland and the Tyrol, and (ii) the Vicarius Urbis,
ruling over the ‘ suburbicarian provinces * of (1) Tuscia Umbria, (2) Picenum
guburbicarium, (3) Campania, (4) Samnium, (5) Valeria, (6) Lucania Bruttii,
(7) Apulia Calabria, (8) Sicilia, (9) Sardinia, (10) Corsica : see R. L. Poole,
Atlas of Modern sttora/ Map 1, by J. B, Bury, and, for the sees in this
1‘60‘101’1 K. Heussi und H. Mulert Atlm 2ur chhengeschwhte Map 1 :
AW, Bright, Canons 2, 26, ) 4 Tbid., Roman See, 76, n. 1.

& Const,., o, 3. 5 Hefele, OOnczles i, 560, 562 ; Engl Ty, i. 394, 397



CHAP. II THE COUNCIL OF NICAEA, 825 49

" another. ‘It is not what would be natural on the part of any
-agsembly of Christian bishops who believed that Christ had given
to the Roman see a “plenitude of jurisdiction, which differed not
only in degree but in kind from that of any other see whatsoever.’ 1

The seventh canon, giving honorary precedence, next after his .
metropolitan at, Caesarea, to the bishop of Aelia or Jerusalem, is
merely a special case of the conformity of the ecclesiastical to the
- civil arrangements ; the more remarkable in view of the spiritual
claims of Jerusalem to be the mother-church of Christendom.

(4) Canon 20 regulates Worship. It requires standing at the
Eucharist on the Lord’s Day from Easter to Whitsuntide ; and
is interesting as bearing on the importance attached to the
Resurrection, and on the symbolic purpose of some, though by
no means all, ceremonial 2 : not to stand would be a constructive
denial of the Resurrection. Standing to receive Communion wasg
~ once the rule, and has left many ¢ traces ’, such as the habit of the
priest to stand at his-own Communion.? Standing was the position
proper to sacrifice,® and therefore t6 Communion, which ig the
consummation of the sacrifice. But the habit of standing at the
Eucharist has now been largely dropped ; and thus ‘ a laudable
practice of the whole Catholick Church '5—a Catholic usage, if
ever there was one—is ignored. This is worth noting: the
diseiplinary regulations, even of an Oecumenical Couneil, are not
binding except when and where received. They contrast in this
with its dogmatic decisions. '

L W. Bright, Roman See, 80, q. v. on the whole questlon and E. Denny,
Papalism, §§ 311-22.
- W, H. Frere, The Principles of Religious C’eq‘emomal ¢, X.
3 W E. Scudamore Notitia Bucharistica 2, 727, 4 Ibid, 210,
5 Preface to The Book of Common Prayer.
. % W. Palmer, 4 Toeatzse on the Church ?, i, 292 sq.; M. Philippson, La
contre- revolutwn, 588 sq.

2191 11 B



CHAPTER III

THE ARIAN REACTION, TO THE DEATH OF
CONSTANTINE, 825-337

“Tge vietory of Nicaea was a surprise rather than a solid
‘conquest.’? A few clear-headed men had carried with them an
assembly which wanted to put down Arianism, but was not quite
at eage about the weapons with which it had doneé so. A reaction
wag inevitable with the majority, as soon as they got home. But
the struggle, as at first renewed, centred upon persons : the new
archbishop of Alexandria, and the restored bishop of the eapital,
Not till after the-death of Constantine did it become “overtly
doectrinal ’,2 nor the Arianizers venture an alternative creed.

‘§1. At Alexandria bishop Alexander was succeeded by his
deacon. ' :

On his return from the Council Alexander took his time, but
at length carried out its instructions respecting the Meletians.
He required their chief to send in a schedule of his bishops and
clergy.® Meletius did so, and presented them in person.t But
not till November 827. Neither side was in love with the com-
promise. ‘Tive months’5 had scarcely gone by when, on - the
death of Alexander, his church was thrown into confusion over
the choice of a successor. Perhaps to avoid the responsibilities
that awaited him, Athanasius was absent at Alexander’s death.®

On 8 June 8287 Athanasius was elected Archbishop ; and with
his accession his Em@)sitféorFideis may probably be conneeted.

1 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 54. * Robertson, Ath, xxxiv. -

3 Ath. Apol. c. Ar., § 71 (Op. i. 148 ; P. G. xxv. 376 8q.). One of them,
John Arcaph, is noted as having been ‘ ordered by the Emperor to be with
the archbishop’. This appears to be the earliest instance of the title
* archbishop’. * Thid., § 72 (Op. 1. 148 ; P. G. xxv. 377 A).

5 For the questions about this date, see Robertson, Ath. xxi, Ixxxi, 131,
n. 4. The ‘ five months * appearin Ath. Apol. c. 47, § 59 (Op.i.140; P, G.
xxv. 367 A), and in Theodoret, H. E. 1. xxvi, § 1, where they are reckoned
from the Council; but this is doubtful. .

¢ Apollinaris the elder, himself an Alexandrian, ap. Sozomen, H. E, 11.
xvii, § 3. 7 Festal Index, § 1, ap. Robertson, 4th. 503.
© 8 Ath. Op. i. 79-81 (P. G. xxv. 199-208) ; tr. Robertson, Ath. 83-5, who
assigns as reasons for this date (1) the absence of express controversy with

Arians, and (2) the free use of Suowos, which would have been impossible
later. He also notes the use of ¢ Kupiakds dvfpeomoes for our Lord’s
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Tt consists of, § 1, a statement of the Faith with an explanation
_which, § 2, repudiates Sabellianism and Tritheism and, §§8-4,
‘excludes, though without naming, Arianism.

. Two questions arise in connexion with this election : as to its
regularity, and as tQ the alleged change in the mode of appointing
a bishop of Alexandria.

In regard to its regularity, the authorities are eight,! and
confused. They point possibly to two rivals : Theonas elected by
the Meletians,? and Achillas by the Arians?®; probably to one,
‘Theonas.* At any rate, there was opposition from Meletians and
Ariang. PFurther, about 339, the Eusebians put about a story that
“after the death of Alexander, some few persons mentioned
Athanasius, and six or seven bishops clandestinely consecrated
him’5; and the story appears with embellishments, both in -
Sozomen ¢ and in the Arian' Philostorgius,? Aecording to the
former, the election was irregular; according to the latter, it
wag scandalous. But the Encyclical of the:Egyptian. Bishops,
in 889, in reply to the calumny, makes it clear that the elgetion
contained all the elements of a regular appointment, though they
admit that it was not unanimous. There were the shouts of the
people—* Give us Athanasius, the good, the pious, one of the
ascetics * ; and there was the consent of the majority of the bishops
in synod.® = Gregory of Nazianzus is satisfied that the election was
‘by the vote of the whole people’?; and even Gibbon allows
that the bishops would not ‘ solemnly attest a public falsehood ’.10

In regard to the change said to have taken place, on this
- occasion, in the mode of appointing a bishop at Alexandria, the
" allegation 'is made by Sa'id Ibn Batrik, Melkite Patriarch of
Alexandria, 938—140, who took the name of Eutychius. He says
that, according to the ordinance of St. Mark, the patriarch was
chosen by a college of twelve presbyters, and was always one of

Humanity. On’this use of the phrase [=Homo Dominicus], as of évpwmos
and homo=manhood, see Newman, Select Tr.7 ii, 366, and W. Brlght
Sermons of St. Leo ?, 165 8q.

1 Enumerated in Gwa.tkm Arianism?®, 70, n, 2.

? Epiphanius, Haer. lxvm, § 7 (Op. ii. 722 P, G. xlii. 196 a).

3 Ihid. Ixix, § 11 (Op. ii. 735 8q.; P.G. Xhl 220 B).

4 Qwatkin, Arianism 2, 70, n. 2. )

5 Letter of the Egyptmn sthops, 339, ap. Ath. Apol.c, Ar., § 6 (Op i. 101;
P. G. xxv. 257 B). ¢ Sozomen, H. B, 11, xvii, § 4.

? Philostorgius, H, F. ii, § 11 (P. Q. 1xv. 473 a).

8. Ap. Ath. Apol. c¢. Ar., § 6 (Op. i. 102'; P, Q. xxv, 260 a).

¥ (reg. Naz. Orat. xxi, § 8 (Op. i. 390 ; "P. @ xxxv. 1089 B).

10 Gibbon, e. xxi,n..101 (ii. 363, ed. Bury)

"E2
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their number, ‘ the rest of them laying their hands on his head, -
and thus blessing him and making him patriarch’; but that
Alexander ‘forbade the presbyters to appoint the. patriarch’,
and ‘ ordered the bishops’ to do g0 instead.! Here it should be
noted that Hutychius wrote six hundred years after the event,
and that his history is grotesque : he says that there were two
thousand and forty-eight bishops at Niecaea,® and he speaks of
Origen as a bishop in the time of Justinian.3 Hutychius, it would
seem, i repeating and amplifying an older story ; for Poemen,
a hermit, of ¢. 850-400, is said to have entertained ‘ some hereties
who came to him and began to abuse the archbishop of Alexandria
~a$ having received ordination from presbyters . Poemen ‘ made
no answer ', but gave them some dinner, and ‘sent them away
in peace "¢ The  heretics * here can scarcely be other than Arians ;
nor can the ‘ archbishop * be any one but Athanasius. The story
of a change in the mode of ordination at Alexandria oceurs algo in
a celebrated letter of Jerome, who assigns the change to ¢. 250.°
So far as it bears upon the early history of the ministry, specially:
in Alexandria, it has received full discussion in an earlier chapter.®
Suffice it, for our present purpose, to accept the local tradition
-of Alexandria as to the date of the change alleged, and to set
the story down as an Arian slander against Athanasius.”
Athanasius was thus regularly consecrated to the second see in
Christendom. The ‘pope’8 of Alexandria, like the bishop of Rome,
had direct Jumsdlctlon over all the bishops of what we may call,
for convenience, though by anticipation, his patriarchate. Hence
the solidarity of Egypt, and the speedy disappearance of Arianism
from its borders. He had wealth ® too; and even at this date,
the position of a great secular potentate. So great a personality
as Athanasius, occupying a place of such importance, would
-certainly be marked down for attack. His chief opponent, equal
in ability but not in character, was soon in a position fo set the
attack afoot.
1 Eutychius, Annales (P. G. cxi. 982 B, 0) ; and Documents, i, No. 225.
¢ Eutychius, Annales (P. G. cxi. 1006 B), 3 Thid. 1073 B,

¢ Apophthegmata Patrum, 78 (P. G. 1xv. 341 B); Documents, i, No. 221.

5 Jerome, Ep. cxlvi, § 1 (Op i. 1082 ; P, L. xxii. 1194), and Documents,
i, No. 211. .

$ Vol. i, c. xv, § 1.

7 Cf. C, H. Turner, in Cambridge Medigeval sttory, i. 160,

& So called by Arius in his letter to Tus, Nic. ap. Theodoret, H. . 1. v, §1
and Document No. 6.

? Ath. Apol ¢, Ar., §9(0p i, 104 ; P, G, xxv, 265 A),
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- §2. At the Court Eusebius was established as bishop, first of
_Nicomedia, 829-89, and afterwards of Constantinople, 889-142.
In eaxlier life he had been, with Arius, a fellow-pupil of Lucian? ;
and at one time about the court of Licinius.2 It may have been
Athrough Constantia, wife of Licinius and half-sister of Constantine,
that he received his first appointment to Berytus, now Beyrout.
This he left for Nicomedia3 where, ‘as a man of congiderable
learning ’, he was held in high repute at the ‘ palace ’4 At Nicaea
he stood loyally by his friend Arius; but neither learning nor
influence at Court could save him from having to sign the Nicene
Creed, anathemas and all 8 ; nor, ‘ three months after the Council ’,
from banishment, November 825, as well—apparently for having
gheltered some Arians.® But this exile did not last long. He had
influence enough to procure his recall, without retracting or
concealing anything. For about 829 we find him once more in
high favour with the Emperor?, and Arianism steadily regaining
power till his death, as bishop of Constantinople, early in 842.

§ 8. The policy of the Eusebians, initiated by Fusebius on his
recall, was not to attack, but to undermine, the Nicene decisions.
They carried it out by procuring the recall of Arius; the deposi-
tion, in turn, of the Nicene leaders ; and then new Creeds, devised
to oust the Nicene Creed by putting Arianism into attractive
form. ~ Fusebius was a master of intrigue,® and won his way
where Arians, with their coarse profanity, would have failed.
The first two . objects he had secured before the death of Con-
stantine, the third in the early days of his son Constantius.

(1) The recall of Arius may, for convenience, be assigned to
830, though the date is uncettain.? It was managed, so the story
goes, through an Arian presbyter whom Constantia recommended

1 Arius to Eus. Nic. ap. Theod. H. £, 1, v, § 4.
2 Constantine ap. Theod, H. #. 1. xx, § 1.

8 Letter of Egyptian Bishops, ap. Ath. Apol ¢ 4r., §6 (0p.1i.102; P, G.
xxv. 260 B). Sozomen, H. E. 1. xv, § 9.

5 So say (1) Ath. De Decretis, §§ 3, 18 (Op. 1. 165, 175 ; P. G. xxv. 428 ¢,
453 0); and (2) Philostorgius, H. E.1, § 9 (P. G. Ixv. 464 sq.), with a mental
reservation and on the advice of Constantia; and (3) Epiph. Haer, Ixix,,
§11 (Op. ii. 735; P. G, x1i.220 o), Ifso, the statement in the Recantation
of Eusebius and Theognis, ap. Socr. H, &. 1. xiv, § 3, and Soz. H. K. 11. xvi,
§ 4, that they signed the Creed but not the anathemas, cannot be sustained.
The ¢ Recantation ’ is probably spurious : see Tillemont, Mém. vi. 269,
744, 810 ; Gwatkin, Armanism 2, 53, n. 1.

6 Constantine ¢p. Theod. H. K. 1. xx, § 9.

7 Socr. H. E. 1. xxiii, § 1. 8 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 75.

% Discussed in Tillemont, Mém. vi. 272, 744 8q. Gwatkln, Arianism 2
90, n, 2.
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on her death-bed to her brother. He persuaded Constantine -
that Arius had been misrepresented ; whence, on receipt of a letter
of recall, dated 27 November, Arius and his friend Euzoius hastened
to Constantinople.r Here, in obedience to the Emperor’s orders,
they presented the  second’ Arian Creed,? the statemont of Arius
t0 his bishop, Alexander, being commonly reckoned as the ‘ first °.3
The confession now presented was evasive, though not unorthodox.

‘ We believe ’, say its authors, *. . . in the Lord Jesus Christ,
His Son, who was begotten of Him before all ages, God [and]
Word . . . Who came down and was incarnate and suffered.’
Perhaps for this reason, because it was * ambiguous ’,% it satisfied
. the Emperor, the more so as it ended with desires for peace,’
which echoed his own language ‘ to Alexander and Aring’ some
six years earlier.8 On the strength of it Arius returned to
Alexandria. But Athanasius refused to receive him, and so gave
a handle to the Eusebians to embroil him with the Emperor.” -
* The time ’, he wrote in his Festal Letter for 831, ¢ is one of tribula-
tion- which the heretics excite against us ’8; and it is probable |
that he here refers to the renewal of strife consequent upon the
retwrn of Arius.

(2) The deposition of the Nicenc leaders began with an attack
on Eustathius,? bishop of Antioch, 824-30,

Eustathius wasanative of Sidel? in Pamphylia, and a ‘ confessor’
in the last persecution.? As bishop of Beroea,i? now Aleppo, in
Syria, he was of sufficient consideration to receive from Alexander
a copy of the circular that has reached us in the form of his letter
to Alexander of Byzantium in the matter of -Arius; and was
presently translated, against the ancient rule of the Church,8 to
Antioch. Sozomen calls him °eloquent *,34 and Theodoret, who -
preserves a fragment from one of his sermons on Prov. viii. 22,15,

1 Soer, H, B, 1. xxiil. 2 Ibid. 1, xxvi; Soz. H. E. 11, xxvii, §§ 6-10.
% Ap. Ath, De Synodis, § 16 (Op ii. 583 ; P. G. xxvi. 703 8q.).

* Soz. H. E. 11. xxvil, § 11, © 5 Soer, H, E. 1, xxvi, § 6,

8 Socr, H; E. 1. vil, §§ 3—20 7 Socr. H. B, 1. xxvii, §§ 1, 2.

8 Festal Ep. iii, § 5 (Robertson, Ath, 514),

9 For the authorities see Gwatkin, Arignism 2, 77, n. 2.

10 -Jerome, De vir. illustr., § 85 (Op 923; P, L xxiii, 691 B),

1 Ath, Hist, Ar., § 4 (Op. i. 274; P. Q. xxv. 697); Apol. de Fuga, §3(0p
i. 254 ; P. G. xxv. 648 B). 12 Theod. H. £. 1, iv, § 62.

15 The chiof Ante-Nicene precedent was that of Alexander, a bishop in
Cappadocia, to Jerusalem, Eus, H. K, vi, xi, § 2 ; on translations see N1c 16
and W, Bright, Canons 2, ad loc. ; and J. Bingham; Ant, vi. iv, § 6.

14 Sozomen, H. E. 11, x1x, §17. 15 Theod, H, E, 1. viii, §§ 1- 5
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the favounte Arian text, speaks of him as ‘ the great Eustathius *.
He enjoyed great and lasting popularlty in Antioch’; - and: at
Nicaea the weight that he carried 2 was in proportion to his hlgh
btatlon, ability, and zeal.? Returnmg thence, he refused to receive
among his clergy some Arianizers who afterwards became leaders:
of their faction4; and, being a strong opponent of Origen,5
he even denounced his neighbour, Eusebius of Caesarea. Fusebius
retorted with the charge of Sabellianism 8; and so the 'quarrel
stood when occasion offered for the other Fusebius to intervene. -
This was at the Synod of Antioch,” 880. Making an occasion of
their visit to the Emperor’s new foundations at Jerusalem, the
Eusebians passed through Antioch on their way. = They met with
a friendly reception from Fustathius. . At Jerusalem they concerted
measures with FEusebius of Caesarea and the Arianizing clique in
Syria; and returned to Antioch to hold a Council against-Fusta-
thius. They pui up three charges: disrespect to St. Helena, the
Emperor’s mother 8 ; Sabellianism ® ; and seduction.t® They then
deposed.-him, and procured hig banishment to Thrace 1 (or, further
afield, to Illyricum 12) Eustathius never returned to Antioch,
though his death seems not to have taken place till ¢. 856-60.
The Antiochene Schism, 880-414, was the outecome of his
deposition. To prevent a riot Bustathius was removed by force
of arms, and the see was offered to Fusebius of Caesarea. He
declined translation, according to Constantine, on the ground of
“ the apostolic canon of the Church’13; but probably also because
he ghrank from the party feuds of Antloch. Yor a year or two
the Cappadocian, Euphronius,4 831, succeeded, and then Flacillus,

! Theod. H. K. 1. viii, § 6, and 1. xxi, § 3.

-2 |, J, A, Hort, Two Dissertations, 59,
© 3 Ath, Hist, 4r,, §4 (Op. i. 274 ; P, G. xxv, 697 D), 1 Thid. 700 a.

5 Socxa,tes mentlons Methodms, Eustathius, Apolhna,ns, and Theophllus
as a ¢ quaternion of calumniators > against Origen, H. B, vi. xiii, §§ 3, 4.

8 Socr. H. K. 1. xxm, §8; Soz, H. E. 11, xviii, § 4.

7 Hofele, Conciles, 1. ii. 641-7. Thestory is given at length only by Theod,
L, xxi, It is open to suspicion, as he speaks of Fusebius as bishop of CP,
But Theodoret i¢s an authority about-the affairs of Antioch, Cf., Gwatkin,
Arianism 2, 77, n. 2,

8 Ath. Hist. Ar., §4 (0p. 1. 274; P, G xxv. 700 4); and cf, ‘ Stabulariam
hane [sc. Helena,m] primo fuisse ferunt sic cogmta,m Constantio >, Ambrose,
De obitu Theodosii, § 42 (Op, 11, 1, 1209; P, L xvi. 1399 B), and Gibbon,
c. xiv, n. 11 (i. 397, ed. Bury),

? Socr, H, E. 1, xxiv, §§ 1-4. - 10 Theod H. E. 1. xxi, §§ 5-8,
11 Chrysostom, Hom, in 8. Eustath. Ant., §2(0p . ii, 605 & ; P, G.1. 605), .

12 Jerome, De viris illustr,, § 85, ut sup. 13 Hus, Vr. C. iii, 61,
1 Thid. 62, , .
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832-142. But, says Theodoret, ‘these were secretly tainted . .
with Arianism’.’ Some Catholics thought that they were best '
~ “obeying the parting words of Eustathius, ‘ not to betray the flock

“to the wolves but to remain within’? by not breaking unity.
Others began to worship apart.  The 1a,tter came to be known as
the Eustathians.

“Athanasius was next attacked ; and ‘the long tragedy ’3 now
begins whose first act ends with his first exile in 836.

The first two or three years of his episcopate, 828-80, passed
calmly enough. The earliest of his Festal Letters,* 329, makes no
mention of troubles ; though it is worth looking at as illustrating
the practical tone of his teaching, sc. on the true way of keeping
fast ® and feast, and ‘the combination of excellences to be found
~ in him.® The second, for 830, refers to heretics 7; and by the time -
“that the third, for 881, was in circulation, Arius had retulned to

Alexandria and, with him, ‘ tribulation *.8 ’
The ¢ tribulation > may be connected with the alliance between
Meletians ‘and Arians; for it was, at this point, according to .
_Athanasius in the Apologia contra Arianos,® which comes in here
and is our ‘ most authentic source of the history of the Church
in the first half of the fourth century *,10 that ¢ Eusebius bought
the Meletians with large promises, and arranged with them for
their assistance on any occasion when he might wish for it ’.11
He then wrote to Athanasius, urging him to receive Arius into
communion. - Athanasius refused: and FEusebius was thus
in a position to ask the Emperor whether he meant to be set at
"nought by a subject. Of course not. ‘ Grant free admission ’,
wrote Constantine, in a peremptory letter, ‘ to all who wish to
enter the Church.’?? Again Athanasius refused: and Eusebius,

1 Theod, H. B, 1. xxii, § 2.

% Chrysostom, Hom, in Eust, Ant., § 4 (Op. 11, il. 609 B; P, G. 1, 609 B).

3 R. Hooker, Eccl. Pol, v. xlii, § 5.

¢ Ath, Op. ii (P. Q. xxvi. 1360-6) ; Robertson, Ath. 506-10.

5e g., 85, 11

8 Cf, Greg. Naz, Orat, xxi, §§ 9, 10, 36 (Op. i. 391 8q.,410sq, ; P. G. xxxv,
1092 sq., 1126) ; Newman, Arians®, 357 ; Gibbon, exxi (ii. 362, ed. Bury).

7 Festal Bp. ii, § 6 (Op. ii; P. G. xxvi, 1370 a),

8 Festal Ep, iii, § 5 (Op, ii ; P. G. xxvi, 1375 B),

9 In its second part, §§ 59-90, which deals with the years 331-7, while
the first part, §§ 1-58, deals with 330-47. For the reason of this ¢ prae-
posterus ordo ’ see Robertson, Ath. 97.
. 1 So the Benedictine editor, dom B, de Montfaucon, 1655-11741, in his
preface, § 14, Ath, Op, i. 96 (P. G. xxv. 246),

it Ath, Apdl. c. Ar., § 59 (Op. i, 140 ; P. G. xxv, 357 A).

12 Thid., § 59 (Op. i, 141 ; P. G, xxv. 357 B),
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having thus succeeded in embroiling him with his Sovereign,
.concocted with the Meletians a series of four charges to effect
his ruin. ' -

 The linen vestments.r” Instructed by Eusebius, three Meletian
bishops appeared before the Emperor at Nicomedia, and charged
Athanasius with having taxed Egypt to provide linen vestments,
apparently for use in church. It is testimony to the power of the
see of Alexandria that such a charge should be worth making:
though the albs, if such they were, could only have been, at this
early date, those of common use and not part of a distinctively
liturgical dress.2 The charge was at once refuted. Two of the
presbyters of Athanasius happened to be at Court, and disproved
it. The Emperor wrote to him condemning his accusers, but
summoning him to Nicomedia. : :

The . purse of gold. It was next alleged that the archbishop
‘had sent a purse of gold to a rebel named Philumenus’. Buf
the Emperor went into this in Psammathia, a suburb of Nicomedia,
found it untrue, and drove the calumniators from his presence.?

The broken chalice.® A certain Ischyras, one of the pretended
presbyters of Colluthus, persisted in officiating at a hamlet in
the Mareotis called Secontarurus,® with a congregation of a few
near relatives, in the house of one Ision.? Hearing of this, while
on-a visitation, Athanasius sent his presbyter Macarius to summon
Ischyras before him. Macarius went, with the presbyter of the
place, and they found Ischyras ill in bed. Ischyras’s father
promised that it should not happen again; -and thereupon .
Ischyras joined the Meletians. Out of this the Fusebiang con- -
cocted the story of the broken chalice. They made Ischyras
declare that Macarius had found him in church in the act of

L Ath, dpol, c. Ar., § 60 (Op. i. 141; P. Q. xxv, 357 sqq.). The three
bishops were Ision, Eudaemon, and Callinicus, whose names all appear in
the list of Apol. c. Ar., § 71 (Op, i. 148 ; P, G. xxv. 876 sq.).

% grixdpea, the ordinary under-garment or tunic: of linen, in Egypt
and Syria, though- of woollen in Rome till the beginning of the third
century, when linen came in for men : see Report of Convocation of Canter-
bury, No. 416, p. 9. There was a distinctive liturgical dress in the time of
Chrysostom, 403, in the East (ibid. 6); but in the West it came in about
412 (ibid. 6), was not general, 428, though it had become so0, 600 (C. Bigg,
Wayside Sketches, 228, n. 1), .

-3 Ath, Apol. ¢, Ar., § 60 (Op. i. 141 ; P, G. xxv, 360 a).

4 Ibid., § 63 (Op. i. 143 ; P, G. xxv. 364 4, B).

5 Ibid., § 85 (Op. i. 158 ; P. G. xxv. 401 B).

¢ Ibid., § 74 (Op. i. 150 ; P. G. xxv. 381 B).

? Tbid., § 76 (Op. i, 162 ; P, G. xxv, 385 B),
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offering the oblation ; had thrown down the altar ; smashed the
chalice; and burnt the chureh-books.! Athanasius, therefore,
was implicated in the sacrilege. The Emperor inquired into this
also at Psammathia, and ¢ detected the falsehood >2 of the whole
story. He wrote to the Catholics of Alexandria, denouncing the
‘cabals ’ against their archbishop, and protesting that he was
‘a man of God’.? Constantine, in all this, was right ; for, if
we may assume that- he knew somethmg of the details which
afterwards came out at Tyre, 885, and again in 839, the defence of
Athanasius ‘had. been crushing. He showed that there was no
church in the village 4 ;- that, on the day in question, there could
have been no Eucharlst for it was not the Lord’s Day 8 ; that there
was no chalice there®; that Ischyras was no ’priest’ 75 that
Ischyras was ill in bed at-the time8; and that Ischyras, both in
person ? and by letter,20 had shown up the whole affair to Athana-
sius and had confessed to having been compelled by force to play

the part. He was not, however, received into communion, and he

permanently joined the Meletians.'t But the story reappeared in
exaggerated form, and Athanasius himself was made the per-
- petrator of the outrage.r? '

The dead man’s hand. ‘ Athanasius ’, they said, * has murdered
Arsenius, a Meletian bishop ; and cut off his hand for purposes of
magic’: and, in proof, they exhibited a dead man’s hand ¥ in -
a wooden box !4 The plot was developed by John Archaph,'®
the head of the Meletians ; and, for the moment, it was successful.
Yor, hearing of the charge, and °excited ’,'® perhaps, at the

1 Ath, Apol. c. Ar,, §83 (Op.i 156sq.; P. G. xxv, 396 8q.).
2 Thid., § 65 (Op. i, 144 ; P, G. xxv. 365 ).
3 Thid., §§ 61, 62 (Op. i. 141 8q.; P. G, xxv. 360 sq.).
46(: I)bld §§ 74 76, 85 (Op. 1. 150 152, 168 ; P. G xxv. 381 B, 385 B,
¢
5 Ibid,, § 11 (Op. i. 105; P, @, xxv. 2680); cf, J, Blngham, Ant, xv, ix,
§§ 1-4, &nd XX, iil, § 2.
8 Ibid., §§ 11, 12 (Op. i. 105.8q, ; P. G. xxv, 268 8q.).
7 Ibid., §12 (Op. i, 106 ; P, G, xxv, 269 4).
¢ Thid., § 63 (Op. i. 143; P. G xxv. 364 4),
® Tbid., § 63 (Op. i. 143; P. G. xxv. 364 ).
10 Ibid., § 64 (Op. i, 1435 P, G. xxv, 364 8q.).
1t Thid., §§ 63, 74 (Op. i. 144, 151 ; P, G. xxv, 364 B, 384 A)
12 Thid:, § 74, and, for the Anan aecount Hilary, Fragm. iii, § 6 (Op. ii.
651 =q.; P L, x, 663 B),
13 Thid., § 63 (Op. i. 143; P, @. xxv, 364 B); Socr. H, K. 1, xxvii, § 18,
14 Theodoret, H, K. I. xxx, § 1. :
15 Ath. Apol, ¢. Ar., § 656 (Op, i, 144 ; P, G. xxv, 365 D)
18 Tbid.
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imputation of magic,® the Emperor summoned Athanasius to
appear for trial before Dalmatius, a prince of the imperial house,
at Antioch. On receiving the summons Athanasius wrote to the

Egyptian bishops to keep a sharp look-out for Arsenius, and sent

a deacon to find him. The deacon managed to arrest Pinnes, the.
superior of a monastery where Arsenius lay hid ; and Pinnes, on
being brought before one of the Dukes,? or three military com-
manders, of Egypt, had to confess that Arsenius was alive, as
he informed Archaph in a letter ® that fell into the hands of
- Athanagius. But Arsenius had made good his escape to Tyre.
There,. by good chance, -some servants heard, as they sat in
a tavern,* that. Arsenius was once more concealed. A search was
- made. - He was identified by Paul, the bishop of Tyre;,5 who knew
him of old; and so, as Tillemont has it, ‘ he was convicted of
being himself ’.¢ - Constantine, on heaxring of this exposure, stopped
the proceedings at Antioch? ; and, in a letter to Athanasius, ‘ to be
read frequently by your Wisdom in public ’, gave notice that any
further plots of the Meletians would be dealt with ‘ not according
to the ecclesiastical, but according to the civil, laws *.8 Archaph
confessed his crime to the Emperor, and received a gracious reply ®

while Arsenius wrote an apology to Athanasius 10 and, along with
his clergy, was taken into communion ¥ where he remained for
good.22  Thus there was peace again, about the end of 332.

But in a series of Councils, 8846, at Caesarea, Tyre, Jerusalem,
and Constantinople in succession, the Eusebians returned to the
chaxrge. :

- The Council of Caesarea 13 was held 884 ; and here the Eusebians,
and with them the Meletians, in spite of their disgrace, were once
more in pursuit of their quarry. They managed to convinee the

1 For belief in magic, and the alarm it created, see J. Bingham, A=t, xvI.
v, § 6; ‘Gibbon, ¢, xxv (iii, 16, ed. Bury)." ‘
* The title of the thirty-five military commanders under the Magistri

militwm, Gibbon; c. xvii (ii, 174, ed. Bury), and app. xii.
3.Ath, Apol, c. Ar., § 67 (Op. i. 145; P, G, xxv. 368 sq.).
4 Socr. H. K. 1. xx1x,§2
5 Ath, Apol. ¢, Ar., § 65 (Op. i. 144 P, @, xxv, 365 B),
¢ Tillemont, Mém, viii, 27,
7 Ath, Apol c. Ar., § 65 (Op. i. 144 ; P. @, xxv. 365 C),
8 Thid., § 68 (Op. i. 146 ; P. @, xxv, 372 4).
? Thid., § 70 (Op. i. 147 ; P, G. xxv. 373).
10 Tbid., § 69 (Op. i. 146 sq. ; P. G. xxv, 372).
1 Thid., § 8 (Op. i. 103; P. G XXV, 264 A),
12 Thid., §§ 8, 27, 50 (Op. i. 104, 115, 133; P, @. xxv. 264 ¢, 293 B, 340 4);
and Fest, lbp xix, § 10 (Op. ii} P G. xxvi, 1430 B),
13 Hefele, C’onczles, L ii. 654 sq.; B. T'r. ii. 18,
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- BEmperor that the allegations against Athanasius had not been -
fully examined, and that a synod was necessary.! It met at
Caesarca in Palestine.? But the accused expected no justice,
and ‘for thirty months '3 refused to attend. This had the-air
of contumacy ; and, at length, the Emperor forced him to face
an ecclesiastical assembly at Tyre:

“T'he Couneil of Tyre* met. in August 385.

Its numbers were considerable; for the Council was really
an incident on the way to Jerusalem, where Constantine’s T'ricen-
nalta ® were to be celebrated by the consecration of his great
Church of the Resurrection, where, too, was the Holy Sepulchre,
on Calvary. The instructions of the bishops were to quiet the
Egyptian business, as they went ®; and anything for unity seems
to have been the Emperor’s mind.” Some hundred and fifty®
bishops were present; and three sections can be distinguished
among them. There was, first, a strong Arian element i Eusebius
of Nicomedia, Narcissus of Neronias in Cilicia II, Maris of Chalce-

don, Theognis of Nicaea, Patrophilus of Scythopolis, George, now =

bishop of Laodicea in Syria, and ‘ two others, young both in years
and mind ’,® to be thus trained in intrigue, Ursacius of Singidunum
(Belgrade), and Valens of Mursa (Essek). They became, in the
next reign, the leaders of Arianism in the West.- Secondly, there
was a large number of malcontents of ‘the centre ’, headed- by
Fusebiug of Caesarea who, perhaps, presided, though Athanasius.
seems to imply that the president was Flacillus,'® bishop of Antioch.
Finally, there was Athanasius with friends such as Marcellus of
Ancyra, well-wishers or not unfriendly onlookers such as Maximus
of Jerusalem and Alexander of Thessalonica, and forty-eight of
his own suffragans. But he and his friends were outnumbered
. by nearly two to one, nor did the Count Dionysius, whom Constan-
tine sent as protector to the Council,’ do much tosecure fair play.

The proceedings were disorderly. Two Egyptian bishops,
Potammon and Paphnutius, challenged the tribunal ; the former,
according to Epiphanus,? attacking the president, and the latter,

3 Ath, Apol. ¢, Ar., § 71 (Op. i, 147 ; P, Q. xxv, 373 c).

2 Festal Index, § 6 (Op. i1; P, @. xxvi, 1353 A).

3 He feared the influence of Eus, Caes., Soz. H. E. 11. xxv, § 1.

1 Mansi, ii, 1123-54 ; Hefele, Conciles, 1, ii, 666-66; E. Tr. ii. 17-26 ;
Ath, Apol. c. Ar,, §§ 71-83. - © 5 Bus, V. C.iv, 40,

6 Ibid. 41. 7 Tbid. 42 ; Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 94, 8 Tbid, 89, n. 2.

® Ath, Apol, c. Ar,, §13 (Op. 1. 106; P. Q. xxv. 269 c). .

10 Thid,, § 81 (Op. i. 156 ; P, G. xxv. 393 ), U Rus, V. C. iv, 42,

12 Epiphs Haer. Ixviii, § 8 (Op. ii, 723 8q.; P. G. xlii. 197 a, B).
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it Rufinus! is to be believed, remonstrating with Maximus at
lending himself to such company. Athanasius, however, reports
nothing of all this ; but tells us how, even with the Fusebians
as judges and the Meletians as accusers, his opponents could yet
effect nothing. New charges were trumped up. ‘One of shame,?
which is ridiculous : Athanasius says nothing about it, nor do
later Councils, nor Socrates, who had it before him in the account
of Rufinus and left it out.® Another, of episcopal tyranny, may
have more in it, though it comes from an Arian version of the events
preserved in Hilary,t and, perhaps, underlying the narrative of
Sozomen.? It is possible that Athanasius, in his early days and
as a young bishop was a bit hard, specially on the Meletians ;
and this would acecount not only for their bitterness but for the
conduet of Constantine towards him. He treated him as an
impracticable person. But to returnto the Council. The Eusebians
revived the old charges, also. They had ‘ brought Macarius under
guard’ ®; but ‘ they were unable to conviet him in the matter of
the Chahce’ 7 They did not know, it seems, that Athanasius had
in safe-keeping the man he was supposed to have murdered and
deprived of a hand ; so they ventured to bring up again the chargé
of the dead man’s hand. There was a scene when Athanasius,
with a lively sense of humour at the sitiiation, produced Arsenius,
alive and with two hands.8 - Archaph fled ®; but the rest were
equal to the occasion, and said ‘ Magic again !’ 1 That charge,
however, had broken down ; and they returned to make what they.
could of the broken Chalice, by inducing Dionysius, who, at this
point, went over to them, to ‘ send to the Mareotis in order to see
whether they could not find out something there -against the
presbyter °.

It was thus that in September 835 was appointed the Mareotic
Commission, in spite of the protests of Athanasius against it as
‘superfluous * 1 and as partisan.'? It consisted of six Arians—

1 Rufinus, H. E. i, § 17 (Op. 244 ; P, L, xxi. 489 B, c).
© 2 Thid. ; Soz. H. E. 11, XXV, §§8 9 Theod. H B 1, xxx,§3
3 Gwa,tkm, Arignism 2, 89, n,
4 Hilary, Fragm. iii, §§ 6, 7 (0p ii. 661 8q.; P. L. x. 665).
5 Soz. H. E. 11. X3V, §§ 1—7.
¢ Ath, Apol. c. Ar., § 71 (Op. i, 147 ; P, G, xxv, 373 ©).
7 Ibid., § 72 (Op. i. 149 ; P, G. xxv, 377 B).
8 Socr, H, E.1. xxix; Theod, H, E.1. xx%, §§7, 8, and Document No. 200.
9 Soer, H, E. 1. xxX, 10 Theod. H. E. 1. xxx, § 9.
11 Ath, Apol. ¢c. Ar., § 72 (Op. 1. 149; P, G, xxv, 377 B).
12 Thid., §§ 77, 80 (Op. i. 1588, 165 ; P, G, xxv. 388 0, 393 0).
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Theognis, Maris, Ursacius, Valens, Macedonius, bishop of Mop- -
suestia in Cilicia IT, and Theodore of Heraclea in Thrace. They:
left Macarius in chains, but took with them Ischyras ; and they:
were given a military éscort and a letter to the Prefect of Egypt,!
Philagrius, once a Christian but now a renegade to heathenism.?
The proceedings of the Commission were monstrous. The
Governor’s bodyguard pricked the witnesses with their swords?
if they failed to answer as desired ; the testimony of Alexandrian
and Mareotic presbyters was rejected, even when they had been
eyewitnesses ;- while that of Jews and heathen, and even of
catechumens, who could not have been present at the celebration
of the Mysteries, was as readily accepted.®? But even 80, nothing
was proved but the falsity of the story. The day was a week-day,
when there would be. no celebration of the Fucharist.® When
Macarius came in, Ischyras was ill in bed.? And witnesses for the
prosecution, whom Athanasius had been accused of cdnceah’ng,
came forward with evidence in his favour.® These results, however,
the Commissioners ignored, as also the protests which the clergy
of Alexandria and the Mareotis lodged with the Commission, the
Council, and the Prefect of Egypt, against their proceedings.?
The Prefect let loose the mob of Alexandria upon the virgins of
the church there,1® and the Commission returned to Tyre. They
‘ goncealed their minutes . But the Husebians afterwards sent -
them to Pope Julius, when they wanted his support ; and Julius
gave them to Athanasius.®® In this roundabout way we come to
know the monstrosity of their proceedings.
The Council, though it knew this also, gave sentence accordingly.
The Egyptian bishops memorialized both the. Counecil and the
.Count against the unfairness of the proceedings?: so too did
Alexander, bishop of Thessalonica.’® The Count, indeed, admo-
nished the Commissioners that. they should act justly ; but he

1 Ath, Apol. ¢, Ar. § 12 (Op. 1. 149; P, G, xxv, 377 0).

2 Ath, Epist, Encycl., § 3 (Op. i. 89; P, G. xxv, 228 B),

3 Ath, Apdl. ¢, Ar., § 83 (Op. 1. 157 ; P, G, xxv. 397 B),

s Thid,, §§ 31, 72 (Op. i. 118, 149; P. @ xxv. 300 sq., 380 A),
5 Tbid., §§ 46, 83 (Op. i. 130, 156 ; P, Q. xxv, 329 ¢, 396 D).
¢ Thid., § 11 (Op. i. 105; P. G. xxv. 268 ).

7 Ibid., §§ 46, 83 (Op. i. 130, 157 ; P. @. xxv. 332 4, 397 4).

8 Tbid., §§ 14, 83 (Op. i. 107, 157 ; P. @. xxv, 272 B, ¢, 397 A)
9 Ibld §§ 73-6 (Op. i. 149-52 ; P G. xxv. 379-86).

10 Thid., § 15 (Op. 1. 107 sq.; P. @. xxv, 273).

11 Thid., § 83 (Op. i. 157 ; P Q. xxv, 397 B).

12 Thid., § 77-9 (Op. i, 152-5; P. G. xxv. 385-04),

13 Thid., § 80 (Op. i. 155~ 6 P. G. xxv, 393),

14 Thid., § 81 (Op.i. 156 ; P, G, xxv. 393)
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failed to follow up his admonitions by deeds, and they reported
as arranged. Thereupon the Synod deposed Athanasius.! They
also made Ischyras a bishop, and had a church built for him, by
Imperial decree, at his village of Secontarurus.? »

The sentence, of course, was absurd ; but it became of great-_
importance because of the use that was made of it in the after-
history of the struggle. - Athanasius was constantly embarrassed
by having returned to his see without first procuring the reversal
of an ecclesiastical verdict of deposition; and he ignored it-—
perhaps unwisely—from the first. Tor, escaping from Tyre,
before the sentence was pronounced, he intercepted the Emperor
when out riding in Constantinople, 80 October 885, and asked
that he would summon the bishops from Tyre and hear him in
person® It was a bold step, and only just successful. The
Emperor wrote to all who had been at Tyre  to hasten without
delay to the Court of my Clemency ’.2 But before they received .
~ his summons they were already assembled for the dedication of
his great Church on Calvary, 18 September 835, o

The Council of Jerusalem,? 885, was held after the solemnities.
They received Arius into communion on the strength of the
formulary which he had exhibited to Constantine some five years
before; and they notified his reception to the bishops of Egypt in
a letter in which they treat Arius as much misrepresented and
Athanasius ‘a8 deposed.® At this juncture they were surprised
by the Emperor 8 missive ; but only the leaders returned.

They met, in Council, at Constantinople,” 5 February 836 ; and
were clever enough not to allow all who had been present at Tyre
* to obey the summons, for there were many of them convinced of
the injustice of its proceedings.® Trusting, therefore, to Constan-

1 Socr, H, E. 1, xxxii, §§ 1, 2; Soz, H. E, 11, xxv, § 15.
> Ath, Apol. ¢, Ar,, § 85 (Op, 1, 158; P, G. xxv. 401 B).

4 Tbid., §§ 9, 86 (Op i. 104, 159 ; P G. xxv. 264 o, 401 ©0). For a
descrlptlon of the scene, see Glbbon, ¢, xxi (ii, 366, ed, Bury), or Stanley,
Eastern Church, 232, based on that of Constantine hlmself in § 86.

¢ Ath, Apdl. ¢, Ar., § 86 (Op. i. 1569 ; P, G, xxv, 404 B),

5 Bus., V. C. iv. 43-7 s Soer, H, E. 1. xxxiii; Soz. H. K. 11, xxvi;
Theod, H, E. 1. xxxi; Mansi, ii. 1155-62; Hefele, Conciles, 1, ii, 666 s8q, ;
E. Tr, ii, 26 sq.

¢ Ath. Apol. ¢, Ar., § 84 (Op. i. 157 ; P. @. xxv. 397). From this point
the story is taken up by Ath, stto'rm Arignorum (Op. i. 272-312; P, G,
xxv, 695, 796),

7 Mansi, ii. 1167 ; Hefele, Congiles, 1. ii. 667—78 B, Tr. i1, 27-35.

& Soz. H E, 11, xxv, § 20,
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- tine’s impressibility, the leaders went alone—Eusebius of Nieo- -
media, Fusebius of Caesarea, Theognis, Maris, Patrophilus,
Ursaciug, and Valens. With equal prudence they dropped the
- old charges, and invented another : that Athanasiushad threatened
to hinder the yearly importation of corn from Alexandria to
- Constantinople.! * How could I,” he asked : ‘a poor man, and in
a private station ?’ ° You poor!’ retorted FEusebius of Nico-
media, ‘ you are bishop of Alexandria, a rich man and powerful,
and able to do.anything.”? The Emperor cut short the altercation
" by banishing -the accused, unheard,? to Tréves. He may have
_suspected some truth in the charge. He may have been weary
of the business. He may have looked upon Athanasius as the one
obstacle to peace.r He may have wished to shield him from the
malice of his foes.® Anyway, there was no help for it ; and,
8 February 886, Athanagius started on his first exile, to * Treveri
in Gaul’. It was a northern Rome; already venerable and
imperial,® for Constantius Chlorus, 805—16, had held his Court
there. As Athanasius passed under the Porta Nigra, then new,
and now an imposing monument at the entrance to the city, he
would look, with good hope, for a welcome from its bishop, Maxi-
min, 322-149, who was a Nicene.” Constantine II, then Caesar,
824-37, proved equally friendly: he ‘supplied him with all
necessaries .8 For an exile Athanagius was well off ; and for
nearly two years, till his return to Alexandria, 23 November 387,
he enjoyed an interval of repose.

Marcellus,® bishop of Ancyra, 8314-86, still remained to be got
rid of.

He was the most zealous of the Easterns agamst the Arians.
Indignant at the treatment which Athanasius had received at Tyre,
and at the reception of Arius by the Council of Jerusalem, he
refused all share in the proceedings ; and for this the Eugebians

L Ath, 4pol. ¢, Ar., § 87 (Op. 1. 160; P, G, xxv. 405 o}; of Maris we hear
from Socr, H, H. 1. xxx3V, § 2. .

2 Thid., § 9 (Op. 1. 104 ; P. Q. xxV. 265 4),

8 Ibid., § 87 (Op. i. 160; P, G, xxv, 405 a).

¢ Soz. H, E, 11, XXV, § 14,

5 So Constantine IT, ap, Ath, Apol, ¢. Ar., § 87 (Op. 1. 160; P, G, xxv.
40‘55 ‘O%)omicilium principum clarum,” Amm, Mare, Res Gestae, xv. ii, § 9.
Tor a deseription see C, Kingsley, Hermits, 26 sq. (ed. 1890),

7 Ath, Apdl. ¢, Ar.,§50; Ad episc. Aegypt., § 8 (Op.1.133,219; P, G, xxv,
337 B, 556 0). 8 Ath, Apol. ¢c. Ar,, § 87, ub sup.

? Tillemont, Mém, vii, 503-14. Marcellus died 373 Gwatkin, Arianism 2,
79-87.
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accused him of disrespect to the Emperor.!l But they also managed
to find a more formidable handle against him. An Arian gophist,
Asterius of Cappadocia, who had sacrificed in the persecution of
Maximian and was restored to the faith by his master, Lucian of
Antioch,? wrote a treatise maintaining that the Son was made
by the will of the Father and by His attribute, the impersonal
Wisdom. The Son, therefore, was neither the Word- nor the
Wisdom nor the Power of God ; but only called so, as the locust
and the palmer-worm are called the ‘power’3 of God. Asterius
carried his treatise with him ; and, * intruding himself into . . . the
place of the clergy ’, sc. the Bema or Sanctuary,* he would recite
it, publicly, in church.5 -Marcellus attacked these views in a
treatise which was professedly an explanation of ‘ then shall the
Son also himself be subjected to him that did subject all things
unto him’,® and is known as his Iaber de subiectione Domima.?
It is, however, only extant in the quotations of his adversary,
HEusebius of Caesarea, whom the Arian Council of Constantinople
put up to refute it. Husebius wrote the Contra Marcellum® and
the De ecclesiastica theologia ® ; and these are our principal sources 10
for the doctrinal system of Marcellus. ° It is difficult’, therefore,
‘ to pass a decided judgment upon him.’ 11

The doctrine of Marcellus 2 beging with affirming the unity of
God.13

God is a Monad, indivisible, one only wpdowmov, not tpets viro-
ordoeis 4 as the Arians, following Origen, say. Indeed,: the
notions of a plurality within the Godhead and of the inferiority
of the Adyos are vestiges of paganism and errors of Origen.1s
" We must, go back from philosophy and from Origen to the sim-

1 Sozomen, H. E. w1, xxxiii, §§ 2, 3.
% Philostorgius, H. E. ii, § 14 (P. G. Ixv, 477 a).

3 Joel ii, 25. - 4 J. Bmgham, Ant, viIn, vi, § 7 )
5 Ath, De Synodzs §§ 18, 19, and Orat, ¢, Ar, i, §§ 30 32 (Op. ii. 584 sq.,
343 8q.; P. G. xxvi. 713-16, 76 4, 77). - 81 Cor. xv, 28,

? Hllary, Fragm, i, § 22 (Op ii, 640); P, L x, 651 B),

8 q.v.in Eusebms, Werke, iv. 1-58- (ed E. Klostermann, .1906),

9 Ibid, 59-182,

10 To these must be added Ath, Orat, ¢. Ar. iv., esp, §§ 8-24 (Op, ii, 493—
504 ; P. G. xxvi. 477-506) ; and Epiph, Haer, Txxii (Op. ii, 833-44; P, Q.
xlii. 381—-400) 11 Hefele, Councils, ii. 30.

12 Gwatkin, Arianism % 79 sqq.; Robertson, Ath, xxxv. sq.; and J,
Tixeront, History of Dogmas, ii. 38-41, The fragments of Marcellus are
collected in Bus, Werke, iv. 185-215.

13 Fr, 66. 1 Fr. 76, 77,

15 Fr, 85, 37, 88. '
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plicity of Secripture!; and whither, better on thls subject, than .-
to the Gospel ot 8t. John.

Tn God there ever exists His Adyos. The Ariang argue from the
word ¢ Son ’ that He is not coaeval with the Father ; and from
the word ¢ Image ’ that He is inferior to the Original. But these
terms—just as ‘ Christ’, ‘Jesus’, ‘Life’, ‘Way’, &c—are
applied only to the Adyos Incarnate.> The pre-incarnate Word— -
Adyos doapros—is not Son; and that puts an end to Arianism.
He is simply Word : -eternal, év dpxfi; active, mpds 7ov el ;
divine, ®eds®; or, in one ‘word, époodutes with God, even
adrooboios.t Thus far Marcellus seems to have asserted two main
principles : the impersonality, but eternity, of the “Adyos, and
the humanity of the Sonship.

A third is that process of ‘expansion’, ﬂ)\aTvO';LOS‘,B by which
the Adyos, immanent in God, ‘ eame forth * ¢ and became operative,
as an évépyeta dpactikd,? first for Creation, and then again, at
the Incarnation, in Jesug Christ. The Word thus became Son.
When His appointed work is done, this  expansion ’ will be brought -
to a close by a corresPonding avoToA} 8 or ‘ contraction ’; and

* God will be all in all.* Tf we ask what will then become of His
human nature, we cannot tell. Secripture is silent.10

As to the Holy Ghost His operation is but a third ‘ economy ’,
after Creation and Incarnation; and He Himself, since the
insufflation on the first Baster-night,' a ° further extension of
the extension’ 12 by which the Monad manlfegted itself expanding
into a Triad 13—the Holy Trinity.

Marcellus was naturally accused of reverting to the doctnne
of Paul of Samosata 14 by making of Jesus Christ a man who was
acted upon by a divine évépyera.  He repudiated the charge,

1 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 81, ) : 2 Fr. 4-7, 42, 48, 91, 109, -
3 John i, 1; Fr, 52, :
"4 Fr, 97, Op.oavo‘ms‘ implies (4pod), a measure of difference, and thus is
not Sabellian ; uuroovmos‘ implies (adrds) ldentlty

5 Fr, 71, S mpoeNboy, Fr, 121 ; ékmopederar, Fr, 67,
7 ¥r, 121, 67, 60. 8 Hus, De eccl. Theol. 11, vi, § 3.
% 1 Cor, xv, 28. w0 Pr 117-121, 11 John xx, 22,

32 Napékraais is krdcews, Theodoret, Compendium, ii, § 10 (Op. iv. 336 ;
P. @, Ixxxiii, 397).

13 ‘H pdvas Palverar mharvvopévy els -rpLuBu, Fr. 67,

14 Pyul combined a Sabellianizing doctrine of God with a psilanthropic
view of Christ, Marcellus seems to do the same, Cerinthus is a third
example of the union of opposite tendencies in theology : see W, Bright,
Waymarks, 62; and, for the way in which heresies run into each other,
Newman, Select Treatises?, ii. 143 8qq., and W, Bright, Sermons of S8t Leo?,.
158 sq.
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and afﬁrmed that the Godhead, in its entirety, dwelt in Mary

“ after a bodily sort”!; and that, so far from the Word operating
on' the humanity, from time to time and ab exira, as upon the .
prophets, the otvwois between them was intimate and permanent.?
As to his tenet of the cessation of the reign of Christ at the second
Advent, this wag admittedly speculation : while his doctrine of the
Trinity, that once there was quiescence and some day there will
be quiescence again,® was perhaps no more than a survival of
the doctrine of the Godhead current in Asia Minor¢ before the
time of St. Irenaeus.’ In any case there was, and is still, felt
to be room for two opinions about him. The Nicenes defended
him—Athanasius,® Julius; bishop of Rome,” 841, and the Couneil
of Sardica,® 843. But the Fusebians condemned him. He had
certainly given them a handle. We can picture Fusebius of
Caesarea saying: ‘I always said that this Spoodoior would lead
to Sabellianism 2 here it is.’

Accordingly, the Council of Constantinople, 5 February 336,
deposed him,® and put into his place Basil,'® as bishop of Anecyra,
836160, ‘ who unifed in his person the most varied learnlng with
the most blameless life of all the Semi-Arians 1%

The reinstatement of Arius was the natural sequel of these
proceedings against Bustathius, Athanasius, and Marcellus. He
had been received at the Council of Jerusalem,'? and thence
travelled to Alexandria to gain readmission. there. But he
failed ; and the Emperor summoned him to Constantinople.
There the Husebians tried to admit him to communion ; but
before they could do so, Arius was removed by a dreadful death.3

1 a'a);tanst‘, Fr. 16, 2 RKus, Contra Marcellum, 11, iv, §§ 25, 27.

na'vxm, Fr, 103, )

4 Cf, "0 Adyos alrov dmd ouvijs mpoehfdy, Ignativs, ad Magn. viii, § 2.

5 T, Loofs, Leitfaden der Dogmengeschichiet, 245, Irenaeus had identified
the Son and the Word, as does St, John,

8 Till about A. ». 360, Newman, Select T'reatises?, ii, 197,

? Ath, Apol. c, Ar., § 32 (Op. 1. 118 ; P, @, xxv, 301 A), s :

8 Thid., § 47 (Op i, 130; P. G. xxv. 332 B). Among modern writers,
Tillemont wrote: °Pour nous, nous ne sommes pas assez hardis pour
condamner un homme sur des extraits faits par un ennemi’, Mém. vii. 514 ;
so E, Loofs, Leiifaden, 245. Newman, on the other hand, relying upon
these extracts, takes an adverse view, Select T'reatises?, ii, 200, For others,
see Hefele, Councils, ii, 30, and W, Bright, Hist, Writings of St, Ath, xxiv,
n, 1, 9 Sozomen, H, E. 11, xxxiii, § 1.

10 Qoer, H, B, 1, xxxVi, § 8. : 11 Newman, Arians®, 300,

2 Socr. H. B. 1. xxxiii, § 1,

18 Ath, Ep, liv (Op. i. 269-71; P, G, xxv, 685-90); Socr, H. F, 1, xxxvii,
xxxviii; Soz, H, E. 11. XXix, Newman says it was presumably a mrra,cle,
Essay on Eccl. Miracles, 327-30 (ed 1911).

F‘)
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Paul, bishop .of Constantinople 886—152, was a supporter, in ..
high place, of the Nicenes, and it was not politic to leave him
there. On the death of Alexander, 820-136, Paul had succeeded
‘to the see, and was a prelate of orthodox opinions and pious. -
life.r But the Arians wanted Macedonius,? and so far suceeeded
in getting the Emperor-against Paul as that he banished him to
Pontus.? Tt was the first of four such banishments? in Paul’s
‘career, and the see was not filled again in the days of Constantine.

§ 4. For the Fmperor’s reign was drawing to a close. He had.
put off his baptism ;- and, at last, received it on his death-bed
from Eusebius of Nicomedia. It is unfair to blame the Church
for its postponement ; her mind was declared, distinctly enough,
against the practice.> Constantine, towards the end of his days,
had been spoilt by power, and not improved by association with
courtly prelates. Tusebius of Caesarea, who describes the
function, sees no harm in the delay.® A lower tone had already
set in. ¢ By refraining from the sacrament of baptism till his last
illness, Constantine acted in the spirit of men of the world in-
every age, who dislike to pledge themselves to engagements
which they still intend to fulfil, and to descend from the position
of judges to that of disciples of the Faith.”? Nevertheless, when
people passed from under the sceptre of Constantine $o the yoke
of Constantius, they may well be pardoned for looking back to
him a8 ’loamdorolos ;  and the prince who was the first to see
in Christianity the basis of a new social order ® may, if greatness be
to know a great thing when you see it, be justly allowed his name
of Constantine the Great.® He died on 22 May 887.

1 Socr, H. B, 11, vi, § 3. i 2 Ibid., § 6.

3 Socr. H, B, 11, vii, and Soz, H, E, 111, iii; § 5, ascribe it to Constantius,
thus confusing his first with his second exile,

4 To Pontus, Singara, Emesa, and Cucusus in turn, Ath Hist, Ar., § 7
(Op i. 276 ; P. @. xxv, 701 B),

Neocaesarea, c. 12 ; Hefele, Councils, i, 228 sq. ; O’onmles, 1. 1. 333.

8 Bus. V. C. iv. 61—3.

7 Newman, Arians5, 243,

8 Thid. ; Gibbon, c. xx (i, 311, ed, Bury).

¢ For his character, see (ibbon, ¢, xviii (il. 202 sqq.); Stanley, Eastern
Church, 179 ; W, Bright, Age of the Fathers, i, 162 ; D.C, B, i, 644,



CHAPTER IV |
THE SONS OF CONSTANTINE, 837-50

SmortLy before his death Constantine, in 835, had assigned
administrative spheres® not only to his three sons by Fausta,
- 826, viz. Constantine II,2 Constantius,® and Consgtans,? but also
to his nephews Dalmatius® and Hannibalian.® The sons had
the Empire, and the nephews the frontier posts, and Constan:
tine’s will perpetua,ted this arrangement. But it was quickly °
upset. The armies declared that they would have none but his
sons to rule over them 7 ; 5 and Constantius who, being nearest,
arrived at Constantinople first, lent himself to a military con-
spiracy to which, - perhaps, he was obliged to yield,® and
massacred all the princes of the house of Theodora, second wife
of Constanting I, viz. Constantine’s two half-brothers, seven of
. his nephews, his brother-in-law Optatus, and his favourite the
Prefect Ablavius. Only Gallug® and Julian,'® the sons of his
half-brother Julius, and Nepotian, the son of his sister Eutropia,
escaped. Constantiug then met his two brothers, and on 9 Sep-
tember 8371 the sons of Constantine each assumed the titlo
Augustus ; 5 and a fresh partition of the Empire took place by -
which Constantine II, 887—t40, took the Gauls and Africa ;
Constantius I1, 837161, Thrace and the Fast; while (‘onsta,ns
887-150, received Italy and Illyricum. The arrangement was
confirmed, July or August 338, by an imperial meeting at
Sirmium.

Of the three brothers Constantine IT was a (;athohc ;s "Constans,
a Catholic already baptized?; whereas Constantius remained
unbaptized till his death, and was in sympathy with Arianizers.
Constantius had by far the greatest influence on the history of

1 Cf, ¢ Divisions of the Empire, 293-378,> in Buly s Gibbon, ii, app 15,

2 Born 316, Caesar 317, Aug. 337-140,

3 Born 317, Caesar 324, Aug. 337-161.

4 Born 323, Caesar 333, Aug. 337-150. '
¥ Caesar 335-17. ¢ King of POlltlla T337

7 Bus. V. C. iv. 68. 8 Gibbon, c. xviii, n. 54 (ii, 223, ed. Bury).
? Caesar, 351~4. ’ 10 Caesar 355, Aug. 361-13,

11 Tor this date see Giwatkin, Arianism 2, 112, n. 4.,
12 Ath, Apol. ad Const., § 7 (Op. i. 237 ; P. G. xxv, 604 ),
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his time. He had his good points.! He was pure in life ; sober
in habits2; a good soldier, with some taste for learning3; by
-no means wanting in statecraft, for he kept peace in his own
share of the FEmpire for four and twenty years ; and in social
charm and pleasantness of private life he was no unworthy son
of Constantine. But he was essentially a little man. Small in
stature, with short and crooked legs,* his mental capacity was
small too. Vacillating as a reed,’ he was so ridiculously conceited
“that he thought it d1gn1ﬁed to sit motionless in public; and would
not even clear his throat or blow his noge.6 He swallowed flattery
wholesale 7; wag timorous, and therefore cruel 8 ; ; an- adept at
plotting, but himself the prey of scheming and unworthy
favourites—Eusebius, with whom; says Ammianus Marcellinus,
“if the truth must be told, Constantius had much influence’? ;
Paul, nicknamed Catena, from hijs skill in stringing together
calumnies 19; and Mercurius, known as ‘ Count of the Dreams’,
because he was so clever at malignant suggestions.’! Tt is one of
the ironies of history that fortunes such as those of the Catholic
Church should have passed into hands like his.. Yet he was
a pious Emperor in his way, and ‘loved the ecclesiastical game *.12
He played it, like James I, half tyrant and half pedant. At first
he continued the later ecclesiastical policy of Constantine, under .
the guidance of the Arian presbyter,!® of Eusebius, who became
. bishop of Constantinople, 389142, and of Theod01e, bishop of
Perinthus or Heraclea.!* Then his wife Kusebia, 852-160, °
woman of beauty and merit ’,'5 confirmed him in sympa,thws w1th
the Arianizersi®; and w1th0ut ever becoming a genuine Arian,
he began with a cordial dislike of the Nlcene Couneil and ended
in harmony with the Homoeans.

§ 1. The relations of Constantius and Athanasius, from the .

1 For his chmactel, Amm. Marc, Res Gestae, xX1. xvi; Tillemont, Histoire
. des Empereurs, iv. 467-74 ; Gwatkin, Arianism?, 113-15; W. Bright, stt )
Writings of St. Ath, Ixiv ; Age of the Fathers, i, 163, )
2 Amm, Mare. xXxI, xvi, § 5. 3 Thid,, § 4.
4 Ihid., § 19, aid Document No, 90,
. ZTheod H. B . iii, § 6; Ath, Hist. Ar., §§ 69,70 (0p.1.304; P. G. XXV
76 8q.).

¢ Amm. Mare, xx1. Xvi, § 7. 7 Ibid., § 16.
8 Ibid., § 8. 9 Ibid. xviIL iv, § 3.
10 Ib1d xv, iii, § 4. 1 Thid., § 5. 12 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 115,
18 Bus, V. C.iv. 63; Socr, H, E. 1. ii, § 3; Theodoret, H, E, 11, iii, §§ 1-7.
" Thid,, § 8. 15 Gibbon, c. xix (il 254 ed. Bury),

18 Socr, H, E, 11. ii, § 6.
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bishop’s first return® to his second exile, 387-9, illustrate the
Emperor’s distrust of the Nicenes.

The news of Constantine’s death had scarcely reached Tréves
when Constantine II, still Caesar only, wrote, 17 June 387, to
the Catholies of Alexandria announcing his intention of sending
Athanasius home. The archbishop accompanied Constantine IT
on his journey eastward, and had his first interview with Con-
stantiug at Viminacium,® now Widin in Bulgaria. At Constanti-
nople he found Paul reinstated ¢; for the three brothers had,
apparently by this time, caused all the exiled bishops to return
to their sees.> Further on, at Caesarea in Cappadocia, he had
a second interview with «Constantius,® who was hurrying to the
Persian frontier,” and 4 good understanding was established
between them. = On 23 November 387 he re-entered Alexandria, to
the great joy of his people,8 after an absence of neatly two years.

New charges, however, were soon stirred up against. him by
the Arians: that bloodshed and violence had marked his return,?
and that he had misappropriated the allowance of corn granted
by the late Emperor for charity in Egypt and Libya. Con-
stantius wrote and reproved him 0 ; but Athanasius was successtul
in repudiating both accusations. 1 But, -technically, there was
a flaw in his position. He had been deposed by a Council, and not
restored by onet? Athanasius replied that ex parfe decisions,
such ag that of Tyre, are canonically null and void.®® The party,
however, took up this point, headed, as usual, by Eusebius—
not the historian, who died about this time, 80 May 839.
Eusebius of Nicomedia-had just got himself translated to Con-
" gtantinople,'4 which had been forcibly vacated by the second
expulsion of Paul and his banishment to Singara.!’®> From this

1 For the date, see Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 140-2,

2 Ath, 4pol, ¢. Ar., § 87 (Op. i, 160; P, G xxv, 405).

3 Ath, 4pol. ad C’onst §5 (Op. i, 236 P, G. xxv, 601 B),
4 Ath, Haist, Ar., §.7 (Op i. 275; P, G’ xxv, 701 B),

5 Thid., § 8 (Op. i. 276 ; P. G, xxv, 704 B).

8 Ath, Apol. ad Const., § 5, ut sup.

? Gibbon, e, xviii (ii. 226 ed, Bury).

8 Ath, Aypol. ¢c. Ar., §7(0fp i 103 P, G. xxv, 261 B), .
9 Thid., §§ 3, 7 (Op i. 99, 103; P. G’ Xxv, 253 A, B, 261 B),
10 Ibid., § 18 (Op. i, 109; P, G’.,xxv. 277 B),
1L Ath, Hist, Ar., § 9 (Op. i, 276 ; P, G, xxv. 704 ¢),

12 Ath, Apol. ¢, Ar., § 7 (Op. 1. 102 ; P. G, xxv. 260 D). )
13 Thid., §§ 7, 23, &e. (Op. 1. 102, 113 ; P, G, 261 A, 288 a).
14 Thid,, § 6 (Op. i. 102 ; P, G, xxv, 260 B, 0),

15 Ath, Hist. Av., § T, ut sup.
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point of vantage the Fusebians resumed a project which had.’
been impracticable as long as.Constantine lived, viz. to deprive
Athanasius permanently by putting in Pistus, one of the original
Arians condemned by Alexanderr The ground they took was
that canonically the return of Athanasius was irregular, and the
see vacant. 2

The Eusebians next app1oached the West, where Pope Julius;?
837-152, 2 man of energy and force of character, had succeeded
to the Apostolic See. Eusebius sent three envoys, Macarius,
a priest, and two deaeons, Martyrius and Hesychius, with a letter 4
‘stating the case against Athanasiug and ‘on behalf of Pistus,
and declaring that, by the judgement of Tyre, the throne of
Alexandria was Vacant. Athanasius wrote to the contrary.S
The three envoys had also taken to Rome a report of the notorious
Mareotic Commission.® But, when they heard of envoys coming
from Athanasius, Macarius decamped.” The two dedcons, how-
ever, remained ; but, being put to shame by the presbyters of
Egypt, demanded a Synod. dJulius agreed, and summoned both
parties.® He also detained the report of the Mareotic Commission,
and sent it to Athanasius.? He, in his turn, thought it advisable
to summon a Council, and laid it before them. This -Council
of Alexandria,'0 838, of nearly a hundred bishops¥* adopted an
Encyclical 12 to bear witness against their archbishop’s accusers ;
and it stands first in his Apology against the Arians. So matters
stood in the winter of 838.

But in December 338 the Eusebians, who were then at Antioch
in attendance upon Constantius,!® took another resolve. Finding
themselves unable to sustain Pistus, they determined to replace
‘him : at first, by Husebius, bishop of Fmess, now Homs in
Syria, but, when he refused ' by a Cappadocian, named Gregory,!®

1 Ath. Apol. c¢. Ar., §§ 19, 24 (Op. 1. 110, 113 ; P. G. xxv. 280 4, 288 ©),

2 Thid., § 25 (Op. i, 114 ; P, Q. xxv. 289 B).

3 Tilleniont, Mém, vii, 269-84,

¢ Ath, Apdl. c. Ar., §22 (Op, i, 1125 P, G, xxv, 285 A),

5 Ath, Epist. Encycl., § 6 (Op. 1. 925 P, G, xxv, 236 A),

¢ Ath, Apol. c, Ar,, § 231 (Op. i, 1135 P.G. i, 288'4).

? Ibid., § 24 (Op.-i. 1145 P. G xxv. 289 A),

® Ihid., §§ 20, 30 (Op. i. 110 117; P, Q. xxv, 280 D, 297 A).

® Ihid., § 83 (0p i, 187; P. G, xxv, 397 B).

10 Hefele, Conciles, 1, ii. 691—8; B. Tr, i1, 46-53.

1t Ath., Apol. c. Ar., § 1 (Op.i. 97; P. GQ. xxv. 248 B).

12 Thbid., §§ 3-19 (Op. 1. 99-110; P, G, XXV, 251-80).

13- Constantius was then at Antioch, ‘wintering there’, Gwatkin,
Arianism?, app, T 1 Socr, H. B, 11.ix, §§ 1, 7.

15 Ath, Hist, Ar $9(0p. 1. 276; P, G, xxv, 705 ).
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January 889. Gregory was consecrated and dispatched to Egypt,
in spite of the irregularity of the proceeding,! far in excess of the
irregularities of Athanasius ; and, March 389, Philagrius, Prefect
of Egypt, suddenly notified by edict that not Pistus but Gregory
was to be installed as archbishop. The people protested, by
assembling in the churches,® but in vain. Philagrius began to
take the churches and transfer them to Gregory’s friends. On
the third Sunday in Lent, 18 March, he attacked the church of
Quirinus, and blood was shed. On the 22nd Gregory made his
entry,® under escort -and to the cheers of heathen, Jews, and
Arians.. On Good Friday women were scourged ir church,* and
on Haster Day, 15 April, Catholies were arrested for refusing to
acknowledge the intruder put in by the State.® Meanwhile,
Athanasius, in hope of allaying these troubles, had retired from
the precinets of the church—probably of Theonas—where he
usually lived.® This -was on Monday, 19 March, three days before
the arrival of Gregory on Thursday the 22nd. He began to
occupy himsglf with the Epistola Encyclica ad Episcopos,” in
which he tells the story of the outrages, and appeals to the
sympathy of the Catholic world. ¢ Vestra res agitur ’ is, in brief,
its drift. On Baster Monday, 16 April, he made good his escape
to Rome. The proceedings against him were probably rendered
eagier by the war of Constantine IT upon Constans, which ended
~ in the death of the aggressor, April 840: It was an event that
aided the vindication of Athanasius ; for Constans was a Catholic
and, by his victory over his eldest brother, he entered upon ‘ the un-
disputed possession of more than two-thirds of the Roman empire’.®

§2. The vindication of Athanasiug, 339-48, was begun at the
Council of Rome, 340 ;. checked at the Council of Antioch; 841 ;
and completed at the Council of Sardica, 848.

1 Ath, Apol. c. Ar., § 30 (Op i, 117; P. Q. xxv, 297 ¢),

2 Ath, Epist, Encycl §2 (Op. i. 89; P, G. xxv. 225 ¢); for this method
of protest, cf, their behavmur at Milan during the Council of 355 (Acia
Sanctorum, 25 May, §§ 15, 18 (Maii, vii. 540); and during Justina’s attack
upon Ambrose (Aug. Conf. ix, § 15 [Op. i, 162 r; P, L. xxxii. 779], and
Ambrose Hp, xx, §§ 4, 20 [Op. 11. i, 853, 857 ; P. L xvi, 995 4, 1000 4]).

3 Ath, Hist. Ar., § 10 (Op. 1. 276 ; P. G. xxv..705 o) ; Festal Index, xi.

4 Ath, Epist. BEncycl., § 4 (Op. i. 91 P, G.xxv, 232 A).

& Thid., § 5 (Op. 1. 91; P. G. xxv. 252 c).

8 Ibid. That it was proba,bly the church of Theonas, acc. to Fest. Tnd. xi,
see Robertson, Ath, xlii, 95, n. 1; W. Bright, Hist, Wz, xv, n. 5; and

Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 116, n, 3,
7 Ath, Op i. 87-94 (P G, xxv, 222- 40); tr. Robertson, Ath, 92-6.
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On his arrival at Rome, in the spring of 339, Athanasius received -
a hearty welcome. Little attention was paid there to Carpones,
one of the Alexandrian presbyters who had been deposed along
with Arius,! and had now been sent with a letter from Gregory.?
He landed about the same time as Athanasius. But they knew
no Council in Rome save that of Nicaea, and the reception was
for Athanasius. Tis first concern was to state his case to the
Roman church; the rest of his time he ‘gpent in the public
-worship’.? With him had come two monks from Egypt, Ammonius,
1408, one of the Tall Brothers whose reception by Chrysostom
led to their host’s downfall, and Isidore, 1408. They made
a great impression on the society of the Roman church, where
asceticism was not appreciated : Ammonius, by his austere
unworldliness (he would look at no building but the ‘ church of
Peter and Paul ’)%; Isidore, by making himself at home with:
the ladies of patrician houses ® ; and Athanasius himself because
of his agsociation with Antony,’ 250-856, and by what he:could
tell of him and of * the purpose of monks ’7 to a young girl named-
Marcella, who lived in a great palace on the Aventine and after-
wards sat at the feet of Jerome. The three years’ visit of
Athanasius to Rome had two great and historic results. The

Latin chureh became his scholar as well as his supporter, firm =

throughout in its adhesion to orthodoxy.® And he planted in
the West the seeds of the monastic system,? and so became the
spiritual ancestor of St. Benedict,!® 548, and St. Bernard, 111583,
and Western  Religion >. Thus Athanasiug employed his enforced-
leisure. Meanwhile, Julius sent two presbyters, Elpidius and
Philoxenus,* to repeat his invitation to .the Fusebians for a
" Coungil in Rome ; and, about August 389, Marcellus 12 of Ancyra

L Deposttio Arii, § 2.

2 Ath, Apol. c. Ar., § 24 (Op, i, 113 ; P. @, xxv, 288 B),

3 Ath, Apol. ad C’onst §4 (Op. i, 236 P. G. xxv, 600 0)

4 Socrates, H. E, 1v. xxm §73.

8 The Lausiac History of Palladws, ii, 16, ed. C, Butler, alld Document
No. 135,

8 Ath, Viie Antomz, Praef, and § 91 (Op ii, 632, 691; P. G. xxvi, 840 4,
972 B),

7 Jerome, Bp, cxxvii, §o (Op. 1. 954; P. L. xxii, 1089 sq.), and Document
No, 149, 8 H, H, Mllma,n, Latin Chr.2 1, 18,

9 (Hibbon, ¢, xxxvii (1V 60, ed.. Bury); J. O. Hannay, The Spirit amd
Origin of Christian Monasticism, 205, 10 Thid. 220 sqq.

1 Ath, Apdl, c. Ar.,§20; Hist, Ar.,§11 (0p.1.110,277; P.G. xxv, 280 0,
705 ¢).

12 He had been there fifteen months when the Gouncll of Rome mét
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arrived with Paul of Constantinople and others who had been
restored at the end of 887 but once more ejected. The Eugsebians,
finding that the Council would be a free assembly, detained the
envoys in Syria till January 840 on the plea that Constantius
was busy with the Persian War.l At the same time, they roused
Philagrius and Gregory to new severities in Alexandria. Clergy
were imprisoned ; the old confessor, Potammon, died under
ill-usage ; the aunt of Athanasius was refused burial ; Antony
himself was threatened.? In the early spring of 840, the envoys
of Julius got back with an offensive letter from the Kusebian
leaders at Antioch.3 At first, the Pope kept it to himself in the
hope that some of the Easterns would come : then, in despair of
their coming,? he proceeded to act without them.

The Council of Rome,® in the autumn of 840, met elghteen
months after the arrival of Athanasius.® Some fifty "bishops
attended, and it sat in the church of Vito,” or Victor, who had
been one of the papal legates at the Council of Nicaea. Athanasius
was there, and Marcellus and other Fastern exiles, both bishops
and priests.8 The letter of the Eusebians was read, and the case
of Athanasius examined. The Council went into the doings of-
the Mareotic Commission, and heard the recent disorders in
Egypt detailed. They pronounced Athanasius innocent?; and
Marcellus, on his acceptance of the Old Roman Creed1® or Creed of
Marcellus of Ancyra,!* they declared orthodox.!2 These decisions,
at the Council’s request, were notified to the Eusebians by Pope

about October-November 340 ; so Epiphanius, Haer, Ixxii, § 2 (Op. ii. 835
P, G, xlii, 384 p).

- 2 Ath, Apol.c, Ar.,§25; stt Ar., §11 (Op.i. 114, 277 ; P. G. xxv, 202 4,
705 ©).

2 Ath, Hist, Ar., §§ 12-14 (Op. i, 277 sq.; P. G. xxv, 705-9),

3 Dianius, blshop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, and others, as we gather from
the reply of Pope Julius in Ath. Apol, ¢. Ar., § 20 (Op. i, 111 ; °P. Q. XXV,
281 a). The letter is not extant, but there is a summary of it in Sozomen,
H. E. 111, viii, §§ 5-8; -and it is reconstructed from the Pope’s reply by
W. Bright, Hist, Wr, 8¢, Ath, xxiv, '

* Ath, dpol. ¢, Ar., § 21 (Op.i. 111 P, G, xxv, 284 4),

5 Hefele, Conciles,- I ii. 699—702 B, Tr, ii, 53-6.

8 Ath, Apol, ¢, Ar., § 29 (Op. i. 117 P.-@Q, xxv, 297 A),

? Ibid., § 20 (Op. i 111 3 P. G. xxv, 281 4A), - :

- 8 TIbid.,, § 33 (Op. i. 119; P. @. xxv. 301 ¢); Tillemont, Mém, vii.
272, - ,
 Ibid., § 20 (Op, i. 111; P. G. xxv. 281 a). ,

10 q.v. in H, B, Swete, The Apostles Creed?, 186,

11 q.v. in Epiphanius, Haer. 1xxii, . § 3 (Op. i, 836; P. G, xlii, 385 p);
A, Hahn, Symbole 3, 22 sq. ; Swete 3, 105 ; and Documents, i, No. 204.

12 Ath, Apol. c. A7., § 32 (Op. i, 118; P, G, xxv, 301 4), -
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Juliug in a letter * which is ¢ one of the ablest and most important
do¢uments in the entire controversy’2 He was surprised, he
_says, to receive so discourteous an answer to his letter. He had
kept their reply to himself in the hope that they might return
- t0 a better mind.? But what were their grievances? His invita-
tion to a synod ? If so, they could not have much confidence in
their cause. The acts of one synod might be reviged by another.:
They themselves had asked for it.4 If they had revised the
decisions of Nicaea, why should they claim finality for their own
decisions at Tyre 2 ° - If the decisions of Councils against Novatian
and Paul of Samosata are to be respected, much more those of
the great Council against the Arians. Had he given them too
short notice ? Well enough, if only the appointed time found
them on the road to Rome :  but, beloved, this also is an excuse.’
They had kept his envoys for months at Antioch. Plainly, they
did not wish to come.®  As for the reception of Athanasius, it
wasg neither lightly nor unjustly done. The evidence against him
was conflicting.” The Mareotic Commission was a travesty of
justice.8 He had waited for his accusers eighteen months. All
they had done was to intrude a successor, uncanonically and with -
- outrage.® With regard to Marcellus, he had denied the charge of
heresy and had presented a sound confession of faith. Moreover,
the Roman legates at Nicasa had borne witness to the honourable
part’ he had played there.l® The Pope concluded by reminding
the Fusebians that they were the cause of the divisions of Christen-
dom.* ‘ Supposing, as you assert, that some offence rested upon
Athanagius and Marcellus, the case ought to have been conducted
against them not after this manner, but according to the canon
of the Church. Wozrd should have been written of it to us all ;
that so a just sentence might proceed from all.” Thig because the
- defendants were bishops, and bishops too of Apostolic sees.
Further, since one of them was the bishop of Alexandria, ¢ are -

t Ath. Apol. c. Ar., §20 (Op. i, 111; P. G. xxv. 281 4); the letter is in
§§ 21-35 (Op. 1. 111-21; P, G. xxv, 281- 308).

% Gwatkin, Arwmsm %, 117 sq., to which 1 am 1ndebted for the a,na,lysm
above, 3 Ath. Apol. c. Ar,, §21 4 Thid., § 2 5 TIhid., § 23.

8 Thid., § 25. 7 Thid., §2'7 8 Thid., §28 ® Ibid., §§ 29 30.

10 Thid., § 32, Cf. the 1ettel‘ of Marcellus given in Epiphanius, Ham lxxu,
§§ 2, 3 (Op. ii. 834-6; P. G, xlii, 383-8). He admits the etermty of the
Word not only as Word but as Son ; ; and he gives to the formula * Whose
. kingdom shall have no end’ the sense of Luke i, 33, This was enough for
the Westerns ; the Easterns were not so easily tricked as to the second
statement, 1 Ath, Apol, c. Ar., § 34,
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you ignorant that the custom has been for word to be written first
to us, and then for a just decision to" be passed from this place 2’1

It was a dignified and weighty remonstrance, but it reveals
two weak points. - The first is the support given to Marcellus ;
who-afterwards proved himself so difficult for hi§ best friends to
defend that Athanasius could only do it with silence, and a smile.2
The second is the claim of special authority for the Roman see
over the church of Alexandria. Julius makes the most of the
precedent created for him by the reference of the case of Diony-
sius, bishop of ‘Alexandria 247-165, to his predecessor Dionysius,
bishop of Rome.? But he is very far from claiming such an
authority as” Socrates and Sozomen ascribe to ‘the Roman
bishop "4 apart from * all of us’, i.e. Julius and his synod or the
collective episcopate ® ; and, further still, from-arrogating to him-
self the Petrine prerogative which his successors from St. Lieo 8
onwards have claimed—to judge all bishops whatsoever. Julius
makes no claim to. pass judgement as successor of St. Peter,
although the Orientals had expressly asserted the equal authority
of all bishops.” He merely claims that without his own participa-
tion, proceedings against bishops in general would lack the weight
of universal consent: while, in regard to the special case of
Alexandria, his possession of the ‘traditions’ of St. Paul and
St. Peter—~presumably as to their relation to St. Mark, its reputed
founder—gives him a peculiar authority there.

The Dedication Council at Antioch,? in the summer of 841, was
the reply to Julius and his Council at Rome. ,
It was so called because the time had come for the dedication
of Constantine’s Golden Church0 at Antioch ; and, as six years
previously at Jerusalem, advantage was taken of the assembly

1 Ath. Agol. ¢. Ar., § 35 (Op. i, 121; P, G, xxv, 308), and Document No, 17,
2 Epiph. Haer, lxxn, § 4 (Op. ii, 837 P, @G, xlii, 388 p),
3 See vol. i, ¢, xvii, § 2.
¢ Socr, H, E. 11, xvii, § 7; Soz. H, K. 111, X, §1: an unwarrantable change,
as is pointed out by Tlllemont Mém, vii, 280. Cf, Robertson, Ath. xliv
and 118; E. Denny, Papalism, § 710. R. TF. Littledale, The Petrine Claims,
159, falls info the error.of treating the account. of Socrates as authentic,
5 W. Bright, Roman Sce, 83 sq
" ¢ Leo, Sermo, iii, § 3 (Op i 12 P, L, liv, 146 ¢).
7 Ath. Apol. ¢, Ar., § 25 (Op. i. 114 P, @ xxv. 289 o).
5 W. Bright, Roman See, 84 sq.
. % Mansi, ii, 1305-50 ; Hefele, Conciles, 1. ii. 702-33 ; E. Tr. ii. 56-82;
Tillemont, #Mém. vi. 310—22 Ath De Synodzs, §§ 225 (Op ii. 587-9; P, G
xxvi, 720-8) ; Socr, H, K. 11, x; Soz, H. B, 111, v,
¥ RFus, V. O, iii, 50. o
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to hold a Council,! and to consider the letter of Julius, The

Emperor was present,? and ninety-seven bishops® Flaeillus,
bishop of Antioch, probably presided. The Eusebians were well
represented by leaders : among others, by HKusebius of Constan-
tinople, Theodore of Heraclea, Eudoxius of Germanicia, 88057,
Acacius,? successor of the higtorian as bishop of Caesarea, 889165,
and soon to be successor of his namegake ag leader of the Arian-
izing party ; but their numbers were not in proportion, for there
were many there of the Centre, not. Arianizers, but virtually
orthodox, such as Dianius,® bishop of. Caesarea in Cappadocia,
341—1‘62. These were, indeed, the dupes onee more of Husgebius.
~ to the extent of being made to believe that Athanasius, though
not in doctrinal error, was a crirhinal. ‘But the tone.of the assembly
as’a whole, both leaders and dupes, was one of chastened alarm.
The majority were frightened, because of the Western support
given to Marcellus ; and the leader§ were on the defensive, not
only because the West charged them with -Arianism, a charge
which would endanger their credit with the majority, but also
because the West which, through Julius, made this charge,
could rely upon Constans, now lord of more than two-thirds of
the Empire. The circumstances of the Council, and its composi-
. tion, are reflected in its record. On the one hand, we find the
Council deseribed by Hilary, bishop of Poitiers 850167, as
a ‘synod of saints’,® and its canons accepted throughout the
‘Fastern church and not infrequently in the West.” On the other
hand, it committed itself to inadequate creeds, just sufficient, as
it hoped, to gain the approval of the West ; and confirmed the
previous rulings of the Council of Tyre against Athanasgius. In
one particular the Council represents a new departure. So long
as Constantine lived, Eusebius had only tried to undermine the
Nicene decisions by attacking the Nicene leaders. But now,
within eighteen months of his death, at the end of 842, he ven-
tured a direct assault upon Nicene doctrine,-presumably with
the countenance of Constantius. With this Dedication-Couneil
of Antioch begins the long series of attempts to raise some other

formulary to the rank of the Nicene Creed, "and so to depose the

v Ath, De Synodis, § 22 (Op. ii, 587 ; P, @. xxvi, 720 ©),

2 Ibid., § 25 (Op. ii. 589; P. Q. xxvi. 725 A).

3 Hilary, De Synodis, § 28 (Op. ii, 477 ; P. L, x. 502 A),

4 Soz, H, B, 111, v, § 10 ; Gwatkin, Armmsm2 119, n, 2.

5 Thid., § 10. 8 Hlla,ry De Synodzs, § 32 (Op, ii, 480 ; P, L, x, 504 B)
7 Hefele, Conciles, 1, ii, 706 3 B, Tr. ii. 59, v
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épuoodoioy from its position as an oecumenical test. The attcmpts
were repeated to the end of the reign-of Constantius.

The proceedings of the Council include Canons the sentence
of Athanasius, and its Creeds.

Its Cayons are twenty-five, and of chief interest are the
following. C. 1 enforces the Nicene rule about Faster, a judicious
exhibition of respect for ‘the great and holy Counecil’. C..2
condemns those who come to church for the lections but turn
their backs upon prayer and Eucharist—a hint of the 1owering ’
of tone in the life of the Church that set in when it was ‘no
longer dangerous ’ but fashionable ‘ to be a Christian ', and that
rules to-day in the Anglican habit of substituting Morning Prayer
and Ante-Communion for the Eucharist. C. 4 is aimed at
Athanasius, and rules that a bishop lawfully deposed, who shall
presume to- officiate, is no longer to hope for reinstatement.
By c. 5 country presbyters ‘may not send letters of communion,
though a decent chorepiscopus may do so: clearly the chor-
episcopus was a bishop. C. 9 deals with the rights of metropolitans,

" at once safeguarding and limiting them. C. 12 is also aimed at
Athanasius : a deposed bishop is to have one court of appeal—
‘a larger synod ’; if he troubles the Emperor, his case is to be
treated as closed. C. 14 orders that if, in the case of a deposed
bishop, his comprovincials differ, the metropolitan is to call in"
bishops of the neighbouring province to decide—a provision
implying that the patriarchal or primatial system was not yet in
working order. C. 19 develops the fourth Nicene, and provides
for the election of bishops by the synod of the province. C. 20
orders provincial synods to meet twice each year, in spring and
autumn. - Priests and deacons, having a grievance, are to be heard
there : a fresh proof, if any were needed, that only bishops are
constituent members of Councils. C. 21 forbids translations, and
¢. 92 prohibits & bishop from haming his successor, The canons
were accompanied by a letter to other bishops, desiring that they
should be everywhere received.

The second business was to confirm the previous sentence
~against Athanasiug, on the ground, it would be said, less of
faith than of conduct. He had been deposed by a Council, but
had returned to his see without bemg restored by one.2

1 7, R. Glover, Life and Letiers in the Fourth Century, 17.
2 Socr, H, E. 11, viii, §§ 6, 7; Soz. H, K. 1m1. v, § 3, -
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Then followed the rival creeds, four in number1 and all.
madequate but faithfully reflecting the anarchy of parties?
. within the Counecil.

The first creed 3 is in an Encyclical of the Eusebians. ‘ We are
not Arians. How could we—bishops—follow a presbyter? We
examined and admitted him.” But they protest too much,
Their formulary, commonly known- as the First Antiochene
Creed, is meagre and evasive,* too like the confession of Arius
“and Buzoius. For all they say is * And in one Son of God, only-
begotten, who existed before all ages, and was with the Father
who- had begotten Him’. It was as ambiguous as theirs; and
probably it failed to commend itself to the maJorlty, who had an
older and better formulary of their own.

This was the Second Antiochene Creed,® otherwise The Dedica-
tion Creed,® or the Creed of Lueian.” Its most prominent feature
is a direct attack on Arianism in the words drpentéy 7€ kal

dvadolwroy® T Ths Oedryros, obalas Te xal BovAis kal dvrduens xal
36€ns Tob l’Ia'rpc‘)s‘ amapdAhaxrovr elxéva 8—a clause which is equiva~
lent to:dpocdoior, as Athanasius® and Hilary*® both admit by
their adop‘mon of it. Only, of course, it 'was 1mposs1ble to retreat
from the Nicene decisions. It was, however, inconsistent in
men who adopted ovelas . . . &wapd)t‘)\ax'rovv elkdva to object to
Spoodaior as not found in Scripture. Both odoias and Suoovaios
are dypada, as Athanasius points out.  But, as yet, this was
not perceived by the majority, whether because they were still
befogged, or newly alarmed, or both. They also spoilt their ad-
vance towards the Nicene position by two concessions, as they -

1 Givenin Ath., De Synodis, §§ 22-5, and discussed in Gwatkin, Arianism?,
120-4 ; Robertson, Ath, xliv sq. ; W, Bright, Age of the Fathers, i, 173,

2 Gwatkin 2, 120, : :

3 Ath. De Synodis, § 22 (Op ii, 587; P. 6. xxvi, 720 sq.) ; Socr, H, . 11,
X, §§ 4-8 ; Hahn, Symbole?, § 153, 2 Soz. H. B.111. v, §§ 6, 7.

5" Ath, De Synodis, § 23 (Op. ii. 887 sq.; P. G. xxvi. 721) ; Soer, H B, 11,
x, §§ 10-18 ; Hilary, De Synodis, §§ 29, 30 (Op. ii, 478-80 ; P. L. x, 502-4) ;
Hahn 3, § 154 and Document No, 18.

¢ Tor this name, Ath, De Syn., § 29 (Op. ii. 596; P. @. xxvi, 744 B);
Soer, H. K. 11. xxxix, § 19; Soz. H. B, v1, vii, § 5.

7 Soz. H. B. 111, v, § 9; Gwatkin, Armmsm 2, 120-2. -

8 QOriginally used by Ongen, In Toann, xiii, § 36 (Op. iv. 245; P. G, Xivs
461 A, 0} ; and Alexander ap. Theod. H. £. 1. iv, § 38.

3. Ath. Orat. e, Ar. i, § 26 (Op. il. 339; P. G. xxvi, 65 B),

10 Hilary, De Syn §33 (Op. ii, 981 ; P L. x. 505 B), It emphasizes the
absence of any change of essence in the transition from Father to Son, and
is equivalent to épooioios, as Hilary points out,

11 Ath, De Syn., § 36 (Op ii, 600; P, G. xxvi, 757 8); Soz, H, E, 11,

v, § 8.
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might seéem, to Arianism. The clause ) pév dmoosrdre Tpla,
3¢ ovppwviq v 1 recalls the Arian evasion of ¢yd xal 6 Iarnp év
¢oper,® and might be taken to tedch a mere unity of will®; and
the anathemas were enfeebled by the insertion of xpdvos in that
against #v more Gre odx Wv and of &s &v TGy kriopdrev in that
against kriopa. This Creed, therefore, was at once semi-Arian
and semi-Nicene. It became forthwith the creed of the Council,
and represents the voice of the majority and their vietory over
the intriguers. Afterwards it became the venerated belief of the
semi-Arians, who repeated it at their synods of Seleucia,* Lamp-
sacus,® and Caria®; and from it, thanks to the conciliatoripess
of Athanasius and Hilary, they were led on to union with the
. Nicenes. :

But a minority remamed which was much more anxious to
show its detestation of Sabellianism than of Arianism, and hence
the Third Antiochene Creed, or Creed of Theophronius,’ blshop
of. Tyana. It was a personal confession, and directed wgmnst
Marcellus. Thus it served the purpose of a ‘red herring ’, and
was so intended either by the intriguers to throw such as its
author off the scent, or by himself to deal similarly with the
majority. But they were not to be so put off. The creed ¢ obtained
a momentary approval, but the méeting broke up without
adopting it in the place of the Lucianic formula.’®

Such a result was, of course, intolerable to the Arianizers ; ; and
at a cabal of their own, in the autumn of 841, they drew. up the
TFourth Antiochene Creed, and sent it, as the creed of the Couneil
of Antioch, by Narcissus of Neronias, Maris of Chalcedon, Theo-
dore of Heraclea, and Mark of Arethusa>—four of the most
notorious of their number—to Constans in Gaul. In substance,
it is less opposed to Arianism than the Lucianie ; in form, it is
a close copy of the Nicene, even to the adoption of the anathemas,
though these, of course, were diluted. It is emphatic against

1 Hilary Justlﬁes the phrase; De SJn §32 (Op. ii, 480 ; P: L, x, 505 4).

2 John x, 30.

3 This is the objection taken to it by Ath, De Syn., § 48 (Op. ii, 608; P. G.
xxvi, 780 4).

4 Socr. H. E. 11, xxxix, § 19; Soz. H. E. 1v, xxii, § 6.

5 Socr. H. E.1v.iv, § 3; Soz H. E. vi, vii, § 5,

8 Soz. H. I, vi1, xii, § 4. )

7 Ath. De Syn., § 24 (Op. ii. 588 sq P @. xxvi, 724 sq.); Hahu3, § 155,

8 Gwatkin, Armmsm2 122,

% Ath, De Syn., § 25 (011 ii. 589 ; P, @. xxvi, 725); Socr H, E. 11. xviii ;

Hahn 3, § 156,
2191 11 ’ @
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Marcellus, and it develops the bare statement ‘ and in the Holy
Ghost . As such, it suited the infriguers well. It became in
fact, the creed of what has conveniently been called °the
stationary period ’! of Arianism, 841-51, between the close of
the first generation of Arians by the deaths of Arius and the
two HEusebii and the divergence of parties that began to appear
under the sole rule of Constantius, 851-61. These divergences
were as yet prevented among the Arianizers by common anti-
pathy to Marcellus, by their dread of Constans, and by the pre- -
occupation of Constantius. - Without his support the Arianizers
made no progress; and it suited them to make the most of
a creed of this character. They repeated it at Philippopolis
843, Antioch 844, and Sirmium (now Szerem) 851, with ever-
increasing anathemas; and only abandoned it in favour of the
Dated Creed, 859. But no such reception. awaited the Fourth
Antiochene Creed in the West. ‘ -

Western suspicion was already aroused ; and before the four
emissaries arrived at his Court in the summer of 342, there had-
taken place the intervention of Constans in the previous winter.
Before leaving for the Frankish War, April 842, Constans, at the
request of certain bishops 2—probably Julius, Hosius, and
Maximin—had written?® to his brother to urge a General Counecil
ag the only remedy ; and had summoned Athanasius from Rome
to interview him at Milan,* May 8425 to tell him what he had-
done. The Emperor then hurried off to Gaul, where the Orientals
found him at Trdves and presented their creed But they were
shown the door®; Constans having been previously warned
against them by Maximin, bishop of Tréves.” In the autumn,
after the close of the campaign, Athanasius was summoned
again from Milan to Tréves. Here he met Hosius and others,
and was told that Constantius had agreed toa Council.® Constan-
tius, indeed, was in no position to refuse, for he was face fo

1 Robertson, Ath, xlv. .

2 Ath, Apol, ad Const., §4 (Op. i. 236; P. G, xxv, 601 4),

3 Ath, Hist, Ar., § 15 (Op. 1. 278 ; P, G. xxv. 709 B).

4 Ath, Apol. ad Const., § 4 ut sup. He was received, with Protasius, bishop
of Milan, ¢ within the veil > which shrouded the presence of the Augustus
from common gaze. For the ceremonial of an Imperial Audience, see
T. Hodgkin, The Dynasty of Theodosius, 33 sq. ; and for this reception, Ath,
Apol, ad Const., § 3 (Op. i. 235; P, G. xxv. 600 B, c). )

5 For this date, Gwatkin, Arianism?2, 124, n, 2, ¢ Soz. 11, %, § 6

7 Hilary, Fragm, iii, § 27 (Op. ii, 663 ; P, L. x, 674 ¢),
8 Ath, Apol. ad Const., § 4 (Op. i. 236 ; P. G. xxv. 601 a).
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face with the Persian Wars.l At Easter, 843, Athanasius was
still at Trdves; but the final stage of his vindication by the
West opened out shortly after.

The Counecil of Sardica,? now Sophia, or, po‘pularly, Sreded, in
Bulgaria, met in the summer of 348. The town was just within
the borders of the Western Empire,® and so under the protection
of Constans. There were about ‘170 bishops, more or less, from
East and West together ’4; and Hosius presided 5 not as'legate
of Rome (for Julius is mentioned as represented by his presbyters,
Archidamus and Philoxenus, who sign after Hosius),® but out of
personal esteem.” He was supported by some ninety-six prelates,
gome from IMyricum, Greek and Latin, but most from the West
properly so called. The Easperns arrived a little later ; nearly
-as numerous, perhaps some seventy or more.®

The proceedings of the mlnorlty, as they travelled together,
under the escort of two Counts,® and led by Stephen, bishop of
Antioch 842-4, and Acacius, bishop of Caesarea 840—}66, were
not conciliatory, as the majority afterwards learned through the
defection of two of them, Arius of Petra and Asterius of Arabia.l0
Some were indifferent, and others personally orthodox among
them, though they scrupled the dupoodoior. Bubt they were-
ma,na,ged’ by their leaders; and undertook, in certain ecircums-
stances, to take no part in the synod. ‘If’, they agreed,  Athana-
sius is allowed to sit, we will simply report our arrival.’'* On
arriving, they were quartered in the Palace,’ with their leaders,
to prevent defection ; while Hosius and his friends were at the

1 @ibbon, c. xviii and n. 62 (ii. 227, ed. Bury), and app. 17,

2 Mansi, iii. 1-88; Hefele, Conciles, 1. ii. 737-823; J2 Tr, ii. 86-176;

Tillemont, Mém, viii. 92-115 ; Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 125 8q.

3 Qwatkin, Arianism?, 125, n, 4; contra Hefele, Conciles, 1, ii, 743, n, 2;
and W, Bright, Hist, Wr, of 8t Ath. xxviii, who place it in the Eastern
Empire,

4 Ath, Hist, Ar., § 15(0p.1.278 ; P. Q. xxv, 709 B); Gwatkin, Arianism?
125, . 1. 5 Ath, Hist, Ar., § 16 (Op. i,279; P, @ xxv, 702 B),

¢ Slgna,torles in Ath, Apol. c. Ar., § 50 (Op. i. 132~ 4 P, @. xxv. 337-40),

7 As ‘father’ of the Couneil, Ath Hist, Ar., § 156 (ut sup. ).

8 Socr, H, E, 11, X%, § 5, 1nclud1ng Isehyra.s (ibid.), called Quirjus by
Hilary, Fragm, iii, § 29 (Op, ii. 666 ; P, L, x, 677 A),

9 Ath, Apol, ¢, Ar., § 36 (Op, 1. 121‘ P, @, xxv, 309 A); and Hist, Ar.,
§ 15 (ut sup.).

10 Ath, Apol ¢, Ar.,§48(0p.i.131; P, G’* xxv, 333 B), where for ‘ Macarius
read ¢ Arius’, as in stt Ar., §§ 15, 18 (Op. ii. 278, 280 P, G, xxvi. 709 o,
713 B), where, however, Potrae is wrongly placed in Palestlne whereas
it lies to the sonth in Arabia Petraea, .

11, Ath, Apol, ¢c. Ar., § 48 (ut sup.).
12 Ath, Hist, Ar., §'15 (Op. ii. 279 ; P, G, xxvi, 709 D),

. G2
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Cathedral. They stuck to their programme, and, when invited
to join their colleagues there, protested that, whereas Athanasius,
Marcellus, and Asclepas had all been deposed by Bastern synods,
they were now being treated, by Hosius and Protogenes, bishop
of Sardica, as legitimate -bishops.! The Roman synod had as
much right to be respected as those of Tyre and Antioch ; and

besides, the BEmperors had given permission to reopen the

investigation, which was, in fact, the object of the present assembly.
"It would, perhaps, have been more prudent if Hosius had avoided
the appearance of prejudging the issue; though, indeed, the
Kagterns had come with their hands tied. Yet Hosius was not -
unprepared with concessions; and messages passed from
Cathedral to Palace and from Palace to Cathedral? He urged
them to take part in the process ; and promised, with the consent
of Athanasius, that even if it should go in his favour, he would
take the bishop of Alexandria back with him to Spain.® But the
Orientals would accept nothing, and withdrew by night to
Philippopolis on the plea that they had just had mews from’
Congtantius of a victory over the Persians4 and must hasten to
offer their- congratulations. As they started they addressed an
Encyclical to the whole episcopate® by way of protest. In it
they renewed the sentences of deposition ; and added others,
including Julius of Rome, Hosius of Cordova, Protogenes of
Sardica, Gaudentins of Naissus (now Nish), and Maximin of
Tréves.® They finished with a statement of their faith, directed
against Marcellus and his patron Hosiug—the creed already
sent to Constans, or Yourth Ant1ochene——w1‘nh some extra
anathemas, and their signatures.”

The majority, left to themselves, took up the inquiry. Atha-
nasius was pronounced innocent : the proceedings of Tyre itself
were sufficiont to acquit him.® Asclepas of Gaza produced satis- .

1 Hilary, Fragm. iii, § 14 (Op. ii, 656 ; P, L, x, 667 B, c).

2 Ath. Apol. c. Ar., §36 (0p.1.122; P, G. xxv, 309 B); and Hist, Ar.,§16
(Op. 1. 279; P. G xxv, 712, B, ).

3 Ath, Hist. Ar., § 44 (Op. 1. 292; P, G. xxv. 745 A),

& Ibid., §16 (ut sup.).

5 Hll&ly, Fragm, 111, §§ 23-9 (Op. ii. 660-4; P. L, x. 671-6).

¢ Tbid,, § 27 (Op.'ii, 662; P. L. x, 674 4), .

7 Ibid., § 29 (Op. ii. 664 P, L. x. 676 o). The document was sent far
and w1c1e, among others, to the Donatists of Africa, Augus‘rmb, Contra
C’aesaomum, 111, § 38, and Ep, xliv, § 6 (Op. ix. 454 ¢, and ii, 103 ¢; P. L.
xliii. 516, xxxiii, 176). He confuses this Arian Conciliabulum ab Phlhppo
polis w1th the true Synod of Smdlca, Hahn 3, § 158,

8 Ath. Apol. ¢, Ar., § 46 (Op, 1. 130; P, G’ xxv, 329 B),
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factory proof of his innocence also. As for Marcellus, they
examined his book, which they had before them in eatenso, and
pronounced a verdict of not guilty on the ground that the con--
text qualified his statements, and that some of them were hypo-
thesis and not affirmation. But there was a flaw here : they did
not satisfy themselves that Marcellus was ready bo assert the
eternity of the Son, not merely of the Word, and to ¢onfess that
His Kingdom, as Christ or Word-Incarnate, and not merely
Word simply, was to-have no end. This done, they deposed and
excommunicated eleven of their opponents, including the intruders,
Gregory, Bagil, and Quintianus, at Alexandria, Ancyra, and Gaza
‘respectively,” as well as the ‘ Arianising’ leaders, Stephen of
Antioch, Acacius of Caesarea, George of Laodicea, with Ursacius,
Valens, and others.r It is a question whether they added anything
about doctrine. There was afterwards current a creed 2 imputed
to them, which Hosius and Protogencs drafted in explanation of
the Nicene. As if to shield Marcellus, it turned dpoodowor into
an assertion of v s dmoorTdorews évémmra’ But it was not
adopted, thanks to Athanasius.- They should be content, he urged,
with the Faith of Nicaea. It was not ‘imperfest’. And no
handle should be given to ‘those who were for ever wanting
to try their hand at a new creed .4 The Council thereupon sent
an account of its proceedings to the bishops of Christendom,
British included, by its Eneyclical Letter®; to the church of
Alexandria 8; to the bishops of Egypt and ILibya,” and o the
churches of the Mareotis.® Signatures were invited, and after-

1 Ath. Apol, ¢, Ar., §§ 36, 43, 49 (Op. i, 122, 127, 131 ; P, G. xxv. 309 ¢,
324 A, 336 A)..

2 The Greek text of the creed is preserved in Theodoret, H, K. 11, viii,
§§ 39-52 (cf, Hahn 3, § 157), and the Latin both of the creed and of the
letter in which it was sought to commend it to Pope Julius in the Alexandrian
collection of the deacon Theodosius, i, e. the Veius Interpretatio Lating
Canonum Nic, Sard. et Chalc., printed in the appendix to Leo (Op. iii. 581~
622; P, L, lvi, 823-62; and Mansi, vi. 1191-1230). The letter begins, P. L.
- lvi, 839 B, and the Creed 846 B (M. 1209 B, 1215 B). :

3 Theod H, B, 1, viii, § 47.

¢ Ath, Tomus ad Antiochenos, § b (Op. ii. 616 sq.; P, G. xxvi. 800 ¢, D),

5 Preserved in Greek by Ath, Apol. c. Ar., §§ 44-50 (Op. 1. 127-34; P. G,
xxv. 323-42); and in Latin by Hilary, Fragm. ii, §§ 1-8 (Op, ii. 622-8;
P, L, x, 632-40). It was sent to Britain, Ath, Apol. c. 4r., § 1 (Op. 1. 98;
P, G. xxv, 249 4),

¢ Thid., §§ 37-40 (Op. 1. 122-5; P, G, xxv. 311- -18).

. 7 Ibid., §§ 41-3 (Op. i, 125-7; P. @ xxv. 317-24),

8 Ath, 0p ii; 1046 (P. G, xxvi, 1331-3), and ap. Leo, Op, iii. 607 sq. (P. L,

lvi, 848-850); Mansi, vi, 1217-18, Athanasius also wrote himself to the
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wards collected, from absent bishops in confirmation of its doings -
—more than two hundred in all. But it did not separate till it
had taken some important decisions by way of legislation.

The Sardican Canons?! are twenty-one in all. Canons 1 and 2.
forbid the translations of bishops; ce. 7, 8, 9, 20 reprove the
incessant running to and fro of bishops to Court, and were aimed,
partly, at the Donatists ; cc. 16-19 deal with local questions ;
ce. 10-15 with the consecration of bishops, their absence from .

their dioceses, and the processes of clerics. But the real interest
~attaches to ce. 8, 4, and 5, which grant an appellate jurisdiction
to the see of Rome. Hitherto there had been no provision for an
appeal from the provincial synod by a bishop ‘who felt himself -
wronged. Now such provision is made, and it amounts to this.
He may require his judges to write to the Roman bishop with
a view to a fresh trial, and may also himself write as appealing
for it. The Pope is then to consider whether a fresh trial is
necessary. If not, the decision of the comprovineials i3 to stand ;
but if it is, the trial is to be committed to bishops of the neigh-
bouring provinee, and the Pope may name them with, or without,
legates of his own to sit among them. In estimating the extent
of these powers, there is no need to question the genuineness of
the Sardican legislation 2 nor to take them as bestowed on Pope
Julius for his lifetime. Enough to observe that these powers
have an origin and a range incompatible with the papal theory.
First, they are granted, not inherent. There is, indeed, a desire to

clergy of the Mareotis (ibid. 850-2 ; Mansi, vi, 1219-21) and of Alexandria
(P. L. 1vi, 852-4; Mansi, vi, 1221-3)= Epp, xlvi. xlvii; tr. Robertson,
Ath, 554-6 ; text in Ath, Op. ii. 1047-8 (P. G. xxvi. 1333-8).

1 Text in Mansi, iii. 5-22 [*Vetus ’, ib. vi, 1202-9]; Hefele, History of
Councils, i, 108-58; and discussion in Jeremy Collier, Eccl, Hyst, i, 74-84
(acute and amusing as usual), ed, 1840; W, Bright, Roman See, 86-91;
F. W, Puller, Primgtive Saints and the See of Rome3, 140-4; E, Denny,
Papalism, §§ 323-30.

2 Tor a discussion of it see C, H, Turner in J, 7.8, iii. 370 sqq., with
revised text, ibid. 396 sq. The Hasterns knew nothing of Canons of Sardica ;
only of letters as in Ath, Apol. ¢. Ar., §§ 37-50; save for one doubtful
allusion in Theod. H, E, v. ix, § 14, But Eastern ignorance of the West
wag very thorough; and Sardica was a Western Council. It is curious
that 8t. Augustine and the African Church of his time confounded the
Sardican Council with the Arian Conciligbulum at Philippopolis (Aug. Ep.
xliv, § 6 ; Conira Cresc, iii, § 38, ut sup.). At Rome the Sardican Canons
were tacked on to the Nicene and quoted as such, probably in all good
faith, by Pope Zosimus in his instructions to his legate at the Co, of Carthage,
419 (Cap. iii ; Mansi, iii. 404 ), about the case of Apiarius, On inquiry
at Constantinople, Alexandria, and ‘Antioch, the Africans were informed
that the Nicene texts did not contain the canon in question, viz, Can. 5 (7)
of Sardica, J. T S, iii, 396, and Document No. 19, i
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‘ honour the memory of blessed Peter 1 ; but it is not. more than
honorific, and had there been an appellate jurisdiction already
inherent in the Roman see the language of the canon would have
been different. Secondly, they are limited, not -absolute. The
Pope may not evoke the cause to Rome, motu proprio, nor call
the provincial synod to account, nor form'the new tribunal at
his pleasure, nor preside in it, nor judge the case by himself.
The powers assigned to him fall far short of a papal supremacy.
Indeed, they are inconsistent with it ; and the mode of their
acquisition no less fatal to it also.- These canons, with the other
documents of the Council, were dispatched to Pope Julius, with
a covering letter? signed by the majority. They address him as
writing to their ‘ head, i.e. to the see of the Apostle Peter’3;
for this was a Western Council, and the Pope is admittedly ‘ head ’
of Western Christendom. " They also let it be obvious that not
the ‘head’ but the Emperors had determined the programme .
of -the Council.# The legates of Pope Julius would tell him the
rest. ' S

As for results the Council-of Sardica had vindicated Athanasius.
But it had failed of its chief task—the pacification of the Church.?
And if this failure was due, in the main, to the implacable temper
of the Eastern leaders, there was some fault, perhaps, in Hosius
too. He was the ¢ father * of Councils, it is true; but he was a
Spaniard, inflexible in his orthodoxy, and wanting in the sympathy
needed to guide them wisely. So the Council widened the breach
between Kast and West®; which appears to have begun, in
secular things, with the division of the Empire between Constantius
and Constans, 840-50.

§ 8. The preoccupation of Constantius, 848-51, at firgt -with
the Persian, 848-50, and then with the Civil War, 851, left events
free to take their course, for the next eight or ten years, without
his control. '

The divisions of Christendom were greater after the Council of
Sardica than before ; and the Arianizers, whose object was to
force the recognition of their tenets throughout the East, returned
- to put pressure on Constantiug with this end in view. While the

1 Canon 3, .

2 Hilary, Fragm. ii, §§ 9-15 (Op. ii. 628-33; P, L. x. 639-43),

3 Ibid., § 9 (Op. ii. 629 ; P, L. x, 639 c).

4 Thid., § 11 (Op. ii. 630 ; P. L. x. 640 B).

5 Tillemont, Mém, vi, 337. 8 Socr. H. E. 11, xxii, § 2.



88 THE SONS OF CONSTANTINE, 887-50  panrn

Council was still sitting, they procured the deposition and banish-- '

ment of the two deserters, Arius of Petra and Asterius of Arabia.}
They got rid of Lucius of Adrianople and Diodore of Tenedos.
Theodulug of Trajanople they so calumniated 2 that the Emperor
sentenced him to death?®; though, perhaps, he escaped.t And
the cursus publicus ® was even put at their disposal to hunt down
Catholics, But Congtantius suddenly found himself preoccupied
" with more dangerous game. _
(1) The Persian Wars,® 343-50, had gone on as border-raids
since the death of Constantine ; but became more serious, accord-
ing to the Bmperor Julian,” about 844. By Kaster ® of that year
Constantius was at Antioch, his base of operation_s againgt the
Porsiang from whom he suffered defeat in the battle of Singara
(now Sinjar, to the west of Mosul on the Tigris), 344. In May®
845 Constantius had advanced to Nisibis, to the north-west
of Singara, and now on the railway from Aleppo to Baghdad.
Nisibis had repulsed a first siege in 838,1° when Sapor IT, 809-179,
took advantage of the death of Constantine, and the partition -
of the Empire amongst his sons, to begin a forward movement
against the Romans for the recovery of the five districts on the
upper Tigris which the Empire had acquired after the campaign
of Galerius in 2971 A second siege!? took place early in 346,
when the Persians were again beaten off. Constantius wasg then
at Antioch, April 846.33 A third siege of Nisibis,4 849, brought
the wars to a close, for a time ; and Sapor 11 was forced to retire,
850. Constantius was at Edessa (now Urfah, on the Aleppo to
Baghdad railway, west of Nisibis) early in-that yeari®; and, in
memory of the brave resistance and the raising of the siege of

L Ath, Hist. Ar., § 18 (Op. i. 280; P. G. xxv. 713 ¢),

2 Tbid., § 19 (Op. 1. 280 ; P. G. xxv. T13-16).

3 Ath, Apol c. Ar,, §45 (Op. 1. 129; P, G, xxv, 328 B),

4 Socrates speaks of him as ha,vmg survived Constans, 1350, H, A, 11,
xxvi, § 7. 5 Ath, Hist. Ar,, § 20 (Op. 1. 281 ; P. Q. xxv, 716 B),

8 Gibbon, ce. xviii (ii, 227 sqq., ed Bury), A, D, 343- 50 ; xix (ii, 265 sq,),
A, D, 369-60 ; xxiv (il. 487 sqq.), 363 ; and Tillemont, H@st des Empereurs,
iv, 318 sqq.:

7 Julian, Orat. i (Op. 1, p. 32, 1, 6: Teubner, 1875); Gibbon, c. xvm,n 62
(ii. 227), and app. 17. 8 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 300,

? Thid., 300,

10 Tlllemont Hist. des Emp. iv, 319, 668. Tt lasted sixty-three days.

11 Gibbon, ¢, xiii (i. 375, ed. Bury). '

12 Tlllemont, Hist, des Emp. iv, 341, 671 ; seventy-eight days.

13 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 300.

14 Tillemont, op. cit. iv, 350, 674 ; Gibbon, c. xviii (ii, 229, ed, Bury);
one hundred days, 13 Gwatkln, Arianism %, 300,
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Nisibis, he instituted the Persian Games, 17 May 350.!  But
these were years of anxious preoccupamon ; and only followed
for the next decade, 8350-60, by a * plecarlous truce "2

Closely connected with these wars is the pelsecutwn of the
Church in Persia. :

The Church in Persia 3 was founded from Hdessa,* and began to
assume the Catholic type of Christianity from about the middle
of the third century.? Before 800 it had a bishop, Papa bar ‘Aggai,
2801827, at the royal towns of Seleucia-Ctesiphon® on the
Tigris; while the see of Nisibis was founded ¢. 800, and its bishop
was James, 809-152. He represented his church at the Couneil
of Nicaea? ; and afterwards became the hero of the three sieges
of his c1ty. Relations of Persian Christians with the State were
good. They were not molested by the Royal House of the
Yassanidae so long as the Roman Empire remained heathen,
nor even after the first. years of the conversion of Constantine ;
for this much, at any rate, is clear from the letter to Sapor II
"which Eusebius attributes to him.? But a change set in on the
death of Constantine. The Empire was now Christian, and divided
between his sons. Sapor thought it a favourable moment for
recovering the lost Persian provinces.® . As soon then as war broke
out, every Christian in Persia became, if not actually, at least
constructively, an ally of his co-religionists the Romans. This
was specially so on the frontier, where, on either side, men not
only worshipped the same Christ, but spoke, in Syriac, 8 common
tongue.* The war lasted twenty years, 848-68 ; the persecution,
forty, 839-79. The one, at times, was ‘languid *2; the other,
gevere. Christianity in a Persian either meant or was taken to.
mean disloyalty.® Constantine had embarked on the war as

1C 101,393, 2 Gibbon, c. xix (ii, 265, ed. Bury).

3 J, Labourt, Le Christianisme dans I’ Empire perse (Paris, 1904); W. A,
Wigram, Hislory of the Ass yrian Church, or the Church of the Sassanid Per ston
Empire (S.P.C.K. 1910). * Wigram, 25 sq. 5 TLabourt, 17.

6" Tbid, 20-2; Wigram, c. iii. For this see of the ‘ Catholici Chaldaeorum’ s
see M, Le Qmen, Oriens Christianus, ii, 1101 sqq. (Parisiis, 1740).

7 Theodoret, H. K. 1. vii, § 4. 8 Ibid, mm, xxx, - ® EBus, V. C. iv. 9-13,

10 Of these, the chief were Cordyene, Zabdicene, and Arzenene : in Syriac,
Qardu, Bait Zabdai, and Arzun. The others were Rehimene (Bait
Rakhimi) and Moxoene (Bait Moksaa) Arzun and B. Moksai still retain
their ancient names, Qardu is Jezire, and B. Zabdai Fundik, Wigram,
46, and n. 1. 1 1, Duchesne, The O’hurches separate from Rome, 14 sq.

iz Gibbon, c. xix (ii. 265, ed. Bury).

13 Sapor, in & missive for the arrest of the Catholics, Shlmun bar Saba’i,
ordered that the Nazarenes should pay double taxes ; 5 ¢ they live in our
land and their sympathies are with Caesar, our enemy,’ Labourt, 46,
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a war of religion!; and Sapor conducted the persecution? for -
political ends. '

~ We may omit details, (md conbent ourselves with notlclng the
authorities for the persecution, its general characteristics, and
the chief passions.

‘The sources of our 1nf01mat10n begin with Sozomen? always
well informed about the Hast. His information is brief, but
precise; and it can be supplemented and controlled from what
follows. 1In the second place come the hagiographies contained
in the Byzantine service-books. They have been translated and
amplified in the process of pagsing from Syriac to Greek. Extracts:
fromn them are found in the prefaces to the Acta® by 8. E. Assemani;
and they have been fully and judiciously used by Tillemont.5
Third, there are the original Passions contained in the Acta
Martyrum Orientalium. ‘They have been enriched with miracles
by Greeks and with sermons by Orientals®; but in dates, names,
and geographical details they are full and reliable. Sozomen
rpay have consulted them. Fourth and last comes a list, dating
from A.p. 4192, of bishops, priests, and deacons who suffered
martyrdom under Sapor II. It is now prmted in the Acta S’anc- S
torum ™ of the Bollandists. : "

As to the general characteristics of the persecution : ﬁrst, there
were no edicts nor legal process. These occur, from time to time,
in the acta®; but they are simply part of the ¢ mise en ceuvre ’
of the story ag written in the Passions by authors who lived on
Roman territory: and were familiar with the persecution under
Diocletian. . A martyrdom followed merely upon the order of
a despot or hig officers ; and there was much confusion of juris-
dietion.’® Second, and in consequence of this method or absence

1 Tillemont, Hist, des Emp, iv, 265,
% For the persecution, see Labourt, o, iii; W Bright, Age of the Fathers,
i. 201 ; Wigram, o, iv; J. M, Neale, Patriarchate of Antioch (Hist, East.’
Ch, v), 114 sqq.
3 Sozomen, H. . 11. ix—xiv; reprinted in Th, Ruinart, dcta Martyrum
Setecta,, 584-90 (ed. 1855).
% 8. B, Assemani [1707-182], Acia Martyrum Orientalium {Romae, 1748)
8 Tillemont, Mém. vii. 76-101, 236-42, :
8 Labourt, 59. T A8 N ovembris, 11, i, pp. Ixiii-Ixv.
BegSozHE’IIm§3 A, M, 0, 45, 116, &ec.
. ® Labourt, 56; ‘a Firman is not so much a decree, as a permission (the
standing order bemg ““ Thou shalt do nothing at all ) ; and the result .
was not the setting of the machinery of the Jaw in motion against a rehgw
illicita, in Roman wise, but . . . the relea31ng of a race hatred and fanaticism,
normally held in check, to do its will upon its objects ’, Wigram, 64,
10 Labourt, 60,
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of method, the persecution was not universal but locall; at
the twin royal cities of Seleucia-Ctesiphon ; on the routes of
the royal armies specially, from 848-4, in Garmistan or Bait
Garmai which lay ecast of the Tigris and south of its tributary
the lesser Zab, and in Adiabene between the Lesser and the:
Greater Zab ; -and on the frontiers, about the upper waters of
the Tigris. Thirdly, it was directed mainly against the clergy,
as the official teachers of Christianity.? Fourthly, the procedure
was irregular. Thus the initiative was taken sometimes by private
individuals, as when Jews were concerned in denouncing the
Catholicos,® Shimun,® bishop of Seleucia-Ctesiphon, 839, and his
sister Tarbo,® or when “Abdiso [Ebedjesus], bishop of Kashkar,
1874, was accused, out of revenge by his own nephew, an inces-
tuous deacon®; more often by the royal officials incited by Mazdean
_ priests.” - On detection there ensued imprisonment, often long,
as in the case of the Catholicos, Bar-B’ashmin, 1846, for eleven
monthg,® but often relieved by the devotion of fellow-Christians
such ag the noble lady Yazdun-docht who suceoured the hundred
and twenty martyrs of Seleucia, 844 9; sometimes, ingtead of
imprisonment, detention in the retinue of royal officials0 After,
or instead of, imprisonment came interrogation, under torture,
with a view to apostasy,l! as in the case of “Abdiso, then death.
by the sword or by stoning ; but often by slow torture;* as of the
‘ nine deaths ’, when they cut off in succession nine parts of the
body beginning with the fingers and ending with the head.’® Pusaik
was slowly done fo death ; and the nine deaths are described in
the Passion of James. There was, of course, some defection, as
when a Christian would consent to put a fellow-Chrigtian to death
as -the price of his own liberty. Thus Walran, a priest, slew
_the eunuch, Gusht-azad,* 843 ; and Nares, a Christian magistrate,
procured his freedom by the execution of the monk Badema,®

1 Labourt, 57. % Soz. H. E. 11, xi, xii.

3 Catholicos and patriarch, from the beginning of the fifth century, were
practically interchangeable terms; though Catholicos originally meant an
administrator, But the theory that the Catholicos of the Bast was the
Procurator-general of Antioch i3 a fiction. The Church of the Bast owed
its origin not to Antioch but to Edessa. The seat of the Catholicate was
at first at Seleucia-Ctesiphon, and, for the last century or so, has been at
Qudshanis in Kurdistan, . Wigram, 90-2, and nn,

4 Soz, H, E, 11, ix, § 1, 5 Ibid. 11, xii, § 1 A. M. O; b4,

6 A, M, 0.152,. - 7 Soz, H. E. 11, ix, § 1.

8 February 345 to March 346 ; 4, M, 0. 113 sq. 9 4.M. 0, 105 8qq.
10 Tabourt, 59, 1 Thid. 60 12 Soz, H, E. 11. xi, § 2.

13 Tabourt, 61, 144, M. 0. 100. 15 Thid. 167,
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375. But it cannot have amounted to much ; for there was no
question raised as to the treatment of the lapsed,! when the
Church in Persia recovered its organization2? c¢. 400. On the
contrary, thero was heroism, ofteh contagious in the cause of
Christ. ‘ Close your eyes, for a moment’, said Pusaik, the chief
artificer of Sapor, to Ananias, a priest who was waiting his turn
for martyrdom, ‘and play the man! You will soon behold
the light of Christ.” Pusaik was seized, confessed himself a Chris-
tian, and was put to death.? There is a similar episode in the case
of the eunuch Usthazanes.* If Sozomen’s figure of sixteen
thousand martyrs 3 may exceed the mark, there remains the
corroborative evidence of Aphraates, fl. ¢. 350. He was a con-
- temporary and an eyewitnoess ; and, after alluding to the ‘ great,
number’ who perished in the persecution under Diocletian, he
adds: ‘In our day, for our sins, the same calamities have »been
visited upon -our heads.’ 8

The chief Passions are those of martyrs connected ‘with the
royal cities, or their neighbourhood, to the south ; with the -
provinces further north, viz. Bait Garmai and Adiabene, where
the royal armies were concentrated ; and with the distriets on -
. the frontiers along the headwaters of the Tigris. Thus, at Seleucia-
Ctesiphon petished the. Catholicos, Shimun bar Saba’i,? 1341, and
his sister Tarbo®; his successors, Shahdost,® 1842, and Bar
B’ashmin,'® +346, the nephew of Mar Shimun ; and a hundred and .
twonty of the clergy ™ there, 344. The see then remained vacant
for twenty years. At Karka d’Lidan or Suss, suffered Miles,?
its bishop, 1841. Toward the end of the persecution there
petished ‘Abdiso, bishop of Kashkar, 1874, a see whose incumbent
was administrator of the Catholicate during a vacancy.®® ‘Abdiso
was accused, on the information of his nephew, of having corre-
sponded with Caesar and betrayed the seerets of the king of
kings.1¢ The Passtons of all these vietims remain. Passions con-
nected with Bait (Garmai, and Adiabene, ‘a region of Persia
almost entirely Chrigtian ’,'5 are those of Narses,'® bishop of Shehr-

1 Labourt, 62, ' 2 Ibid,, c, iv; Wigram, c. v, 3 Soz. H. K. 11. xi, § 1.
4 Thid. 1. ix, §§ 6-13. 5 Ibid. 11, xiv, § 5. ¢ Labourt, 81.

7 Soz, H. E, 11, ix, x; 4. M.0, 15 sqq., and Document No. }57.

8 Soz. H. H. 1. xii; A. M, 0. 54 sqq.

v 4.M.0. 88sqq. 104, M.0:111 sqq.
A, M.0, 105 sqq. 12 Soz, H, B, 11. xiv, §§ 1-3; 4. M. 0. 66 Sqq,
- 13 ngram, 99, 252, ¢ Cascar . . . in Babyloniae ﬁmbus exstabat .

proxime Seleucwnm Catholico,” M, Lie Quien, Or, Chr, ii, 1163,
14, M, 0, 144 8qq. 18 Qoz, H, B, 11, xii, § 4, 6.4, M. 0. 97 sqq,
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gard 1843, and metropolitan of Bait Garmai; and of John,
bishop of Arbela 1344, and Abraham, 1845, his successor with
others in Adiabene till the year 872} Turther north, there are
Passtons of Heliodorus,? bishop of Phenek in Bait Zabdai, and his
successor, Dausa. In 862, on the capture of the city, Heliodorus,
with nearly three hundred Christians, was given the choice of
apostasy or death, and only twenty-five accepted their lives at
the price of their faith.? Last of all the vietims of the forty years
persecution was “Aqib-shima,* bishop of Khanitha {378, aged
eighty-four, with his companions. °‘He was an ascetic, known
and revered by all for his labours in converting the heathen .

and was sent for execution to * the door of the king ”’.”% ‘ Seldom
hag any national church ’ been subjected to so long and ‘ severe
a trial 2.6 But we must return from the effects of the Persian War
upon the Church in Persia to its effect upon the Church in the
Roman Fmpire.

(2) The embarrassmenbs of Constantius with the Persian War :
administered a check to Arianism which was reinforced by two
ovents at home: pressure from Constans, and a scandal at
Antioch. ’ k T

Constans lost no time in supporting the action of the Council
of Sardica. About Easter, 344, when Constantius lay at Antioch,?
Vineent, bishop of Capua 343-159, and Euphrates, bishop of
Cologne 34316, brought him a letter from the Council, and
anobher, to support it, from Congtans.® The Western Emperor,
with the greater resources and no embarrassments, took up the
cause of Athanagius, who was spending Easter at Naissus,® now
Nishin Serbia, and urged his brother to reinstate him. Otherwise,
he would do it himself.'® Constantius, under the circumstances,.
had no choice but to consent. He was, however, not- indisposed
to relent in his treatment of Athanasius, because of an incident
that had just taken place under his very eyes.

This was the scandal at Antioch.! The Arianizers there took

L Labourt, 74-17, 2 4. M. 0. 134 sqq. 3 Wigram, 73,

4 Soz, H. E. 1x, xiii; A. M. 0. 171 sqq. 5 Wigram, 69,

6 W, Bright, Age of the Fathers, 1. 205. 7 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 300,

8 Ath, Hist, Ar., § 20 (Op. i. 281; P. G. xxv. 716 D).

9 Ath. Apol. ad Const., § 4 (Op. i. 236 ; P, G. xxv. 601 A); Festal Indéx, xvi,

10 Ap. Socr., H, . 11, xxii, § 5. The date of this letter is not quite
certain.

1 Ath, Hist, Ar., § 20 (Op. 1. 281 ; P. @Q. xxv, 717 A); Theodoret, H, E.
1. ix. : .
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alarm when they heard of the threats of Constans ; and Stephen, -
bishop of Antioch 842-4, hatched up a plot to ruin the character
of his envoys. He introduced a harlot into the bedchamber of
Euphrates, in order to get up a story against him. But the
detestable trick was immediately exposed. Salianus,* the General
of Constans, who had escorted the Western envoys to Antioch,
demanded that Stephen should be dealt with by the criminal
courts and not by a Councﬂ 2 This was done. He was tried and
found guilty ; and a synod® was allowed to.depose him afterwards.
With his deposition are connected two things of importance.
~ The one was the precedent thus.set for the trial of eriminous -
clerks. It was subsequently followed, in the reign of Gratian,
875188, by Quv mos est of 17 May 876, which required an actio -
erimanalis against a bishop to be tried in the secular courts.t
The other was the appointment of Teontius to be bishop of
Antioch, 344-157. A Phrygian by birth ® and, like many of the
older Ariang, a disciple of Lucian,® he was deposed from the .
presbyterate by Hustathius, bishop of Antioch, for having muti--
lated himself in order to live with Eustolium.? His case may
thus have inspired two of the Nicene canons?®: against that
practice, and against subintroductae. But, perhaps, by this time
‘he had recovered his reputation. At any rate, he was considered
.to have one qualification for the office of a bishop, for he had
dropped his Phrygian enthusiasm and become the very soul of
caution. It may have been less for his crypto-Arianism than for
hig singular astuteness that he was promoted into the place of
Stephen. Arians,in reciting the Gloria Patri, were accustomed to
say ‘ Glory be to the Iather, through [d.d] the Son, i [év] the
Holy Ghost’; while Catholics said either * in company with [uerd]
the Son and at the same time as [o¥v] the Holy Spirit’?; or
else, as we do, ‘ and [xal]to the Son, and [xal]to the Holy Ghost *.10
Philostorgius, the Arian historian, affirms. that through and n
was the older use, and that Flavian, then a layman at Antioch,
introduced and . . . and®* This may be so; and both before ag

1 Theod. H. E. 11. viii, § 54. : 2 Ibid. 11, ix, § 9.
3 The Co, of Antioch, between FBaster and Midsummer, 344 : see below,
4 Cod. Theod, xv1, ii. 23, 5 Theod., H. K. 11, %, § 2.
8 Philostorgius, H, I, iii, § 15 (P. G, Ixv, 505 B),
" Ath, De Fuga, § 26 (Op. i, 2665 P. @, xxv, 677 8) ; Hist, Ar., § 28 (Op
i, 284 ; P, G, xxv, 125 A), 8 Nie. Can 1, 3.
? Baml De Sp. Szmcto, §3 (Op.iv. 3; P. G, xxxii, 72 ¢),
10 Theod. H. E, 11, xx1v, >§ 3.
11 Phllostorglus, H. L, iii, § 13 (P, G. Ixv, 501 B).
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well as after this epoch, Athanasius?! and Basil ? alike feel them-
selves free to use through and in. But once the Arians at Antioch
had adopted this latter form of the Gloria for their own purposes,
it became an offence. * And to the Son and to the Holy Ghost’
became the formula of- Catholics, as Sozomen tells us: while
to glorify the Father 4n the Son was held to be tantamount to
¢ putting the Son into a secondary position’® Philostorgius
then may be right in attributing the change to Flavian, if he
means this zealous Catholic layman introduced the present form
‘and . .. and’ into the public worship at Antioch; though if,
‘as well ag other forms, occur earlier.r But while Flavian and the
laity in qhe congregation.let it be known clearly enough what
they said in reciting the Gloria, no one could ever catech what
their bishop, Lieontius, said : for he muttered the first part, and
came out strong with ©world without end. Amen’.®  With
~caution went comprehension ; but both these episcopal virtues
were redeemed by a saving grace of humour. Distracted by the
partisans with whom he was surrounded—by Diodore and Flavian,
the lay-patrons of antiphonal singing (that heathen practice,
lately introduced by them into the service of the church ), and
by Aetius, his pupil and deacon, whom, at their instance,” he had
to depose for extreme Arianism—Leontius kept the balance as
well as he could between either side. Touching his gray hair,
he would prophesy, ¢ When this snow melts, there will be much
mud ’® It was, perhaps, because he charged Athanasius with
cowardice ® for his flight in 856, and so drew down upon himself,
1 e, g. Ath, Apol, de Fuga, § 27 (Op. 1. 266 P, @, xxv. 680 a),
2 Basil, De Spiritu Sancto, § 3 (Op. iv. 3; P. Q. xxxii, 72 o).
3 Soz. H E. 11, xx, § 8.

4 Tor a note on the history of these forms of the doxology see St: Basil,
On the Holy Spirit, § 3 ad loc. (ed. C, I, H, Johnston) ; and on the question,
as between Arlans and Catholics, Hooker, I, P, v, xlii, §§ 9-11,

5 Theod. H. E. 11. xxiv, § 3, and Document No. 220,

8 According to Theod, H, E, 11. xxiv, § 9 (Document No, 220), they were
the inventots of it ; but it was a heathen practice and well known, Lightfoot,
A, P21, i, 31, Athanasius used the cantus responsorius, or soloist’s mono-
tone, followed by a refrain (Apol, de Fuga, § 24 [Op, i. 265; P, G, xxv,
676 A)), and Augustine thought it ¢ safer * (Conf, x, § 50 [Op. 1, 187 ¥ ; P. L.
xxxii, 800]). But the cantus antiphonalis, as Aug, heard it at Milan, power-
fully ‘ allured’ him (ibid., and Conf, ix, § 15 [Op. 1. 162 ¥; P, L, xxxii, 779]).
The change was probably rendered necessary by the substitution, after the
conversion of the Empire, for small oratories of large churches, A soloist
might not be heard where a choir would,

" Theod, H, E, 11, xxiv, § 7.

8 Soz. M. E, 1. xx, § 9.
® Ath, Apol. de Fuga, § 1 (Op. i. 253 ; P. G. xxv. 645 a).
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in the De Fuga of 857, the censure of so great a man, that hisown - -

reputation suffered.

But to veturn to- his predecessor. The scandal caused by
Stephen’s ‘ truly diabolical plot’ discredited the intriguers, and
caused Constantius some compunction; while the imperative
tone of his younger brother’s communication alarmed him. He
began to recall the banished orthodox; forbade the further
persecution of Athanasius, August 844 ; and, anticipating a fatal
end to the long 111ness of the mtruder Gregory, 126 June 345,
invited him back.® In fact, so unpromising did affairs look for
the Arianizers in the winter of 844-5 that the moderates, now
once more in power, resolved to make another effort to concﬂlate
“the West.

(8) Photinus,® bishop of Sirmium 840-51, prov1ded them with
* their opportunity. Born at Ancyra,® Photinus was the deacon® -
of Marcellus before he became bishop of the city which was. the
great bulwark of the Illyrian provinces, and so the chief prelate
of those regions. Constantius was born there, and it was an
imperial residence. Photinus was clever, eloquent, and persuasive.®
He could write or speak as well in ‘ Latin * as in Greek.” He wasg
so popular with hig flock that no spiritual arms could dislodge
him. Only the Emperor was equal to the task, and Constantius.
was not free till 351. Safe in his see, then, for the present, Photinus
came forward to advocate a new heresy like that which had been
imputed to Marcellus. He held that the impersonal Logos,
immanent (évdidferos) from eternity in God, who is one dndoracs

but Aoyomdrwp, had been put forth (mpodopirds) for creation® -

There was thus one expansion (mAarvouds) in the Godhead?;
and the Holy Ghost was a second. At the Incarnation the Logos
became Son, and dwelt in the man Jesus. It is not easy to see,

1 Ath. always alludes to him as ‘ the eunuch’, e. g. Hist. Ar,, § 20 (Op.
i, 281; P. G. xxv, 717 B).

2 Ath, Hist, Ar,, §21 (Op.i. 281; P, G, xxv. 718 ¢). He wrote him three
letters, given in Apol e, Ar., § 51 (Op i 134 ; P. G. xxv. 341).

8 Tillemont, Mém, vi, 398 30; J. Tlxeront History of Dogmas, ii. 41-2,

4 Ath, De Syn., § 26 (Op. ii. 591 P. Q. xxvi, 752 4); Soer. 11, xViii, § 7.

5 Hilary, Fragm, ii. 19 (Op, ii. 634; P. L, x, 645 B).®

8 Soz. H. K. 1v, vi, § 1; Epiph Haer, 1xxi, § 1 (0p ii. 829; P. &. xlii,»
376 4, B).

7 Vincent of Lerins, OOmmomtomum § 11 (P. L. 1. 6562 8q.).

8 Macrostich, v, vi, ap. Ath, De Syn § 26 (Op. ii. 591; P. G. xxvi. 729,
732).

% Long Sirmian, vi, vii; ap. Ath, De Syn., § 27 (Op. ii, 593; P. Q. xxvi,
737 A), and Hilary, De Syn., § 38 (Op, ii, 486; P. L, x, 510 :B)
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at first, how the disciple differed from his master. But it seems
that, while Marcellus laid most stress on the impersonality of
the Logos, Photinus insisted more on the strietly human origin
of Jesus Christ. He would not admit a generation (yévwnois)
before the ages, nor an- existence (fmapéts). The Son had his
beginning of Mary ; and the seat of his Personality was in hig
human spirit.! Photinus, in short, held an unitarian (or, more
precisely, a Socinian) doctrine of God and a humanitarian (or,
better, a psilanthropist) doétrine of the Person of our Lord. But
it ‘wag his Christology that gave offence, and that even to Arians.
Tor there are two theories of the titular Sonship, theirs and his.
Both fall short of the mark. But whereas, on the Arian theory,
the Son did pre-exist (though not from eternity, only from ‘ before
all ages ) and was a super-angelic being, according to Photinus
the Son took his origin from Mary, and his Sonship was a mere
title given to a man because of his adoption into the Godhead
ag a reward of his virtue. : :

Photinus was irrepressible ; and the Easterns at once saw that
they could point to Marcellian ways of speaking as condemned
in this new disciple. If Marcellus was the scandal of the Nicenes,
¢ Photinus was the scandal of Marcellus .2 They made capital,
therefore, out of Photinus so as, by connecting him with Marcellus,
to- prejudice the. West against Athanagiug, who had steadily
maintained a disereet but friendly loyalty towards Marcellus.

The Council of Antioch,? in the early summer of 344, whieh had
deposed Stephen and elected Leontius, was accordingly employed .
to condemn Photinus. The condemnation was contained in its
creed, the Fifth Antiochens, or the Macrostich4: so called because,
after repeating the Fourth Antiochene or creed of Philippopolis,
it proceeds to a long series of explanations intended to conciliate
the Westerns. In these 3 (1) they maintain the Lord’s eternal
Songhip against the Ariang, by ruling out their favourite phrases
"B odx - dvrov, 'Ef érépas dmoordoews, "Hy more &re odk v,
a8 unsafe, unseriptural, and rationalistic®; (2) they repudiate

1 Macrostich, v, vi, ap, Ath, De Syn., § 26 (ut sup.), and Vigilius, bp. of
Tapsus [ . c. 450-500], Dialogus, i, § 4 (Op, 122 ; P. L. Ixii, 132 c).

2 Robertson, Ath, xxxvi. 3 Hefele, C’onciles, 1, ii. 828; E. Ty, ii. 180,

4 The name first oceurs in Soz, H, E. 111, xi, §1; the text is glven in Ath,
De Syn., § 26 (Op ii. 589-92; P. G. xxvi, 727~ 36), Socr. H. E. 1. xix,
§§ 3-28 ; Hahn 8, § 159, and Document No, 20,

5 For this exposition I am indebted to Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 129 sq.

8 Macr. iii. .

219111 . o
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the psilanthropism of Paul of Samosata, so inferior to their own -
theory of Sonship, and deny that our Lord ¢k mpoxonijs redeomorijofar
. Yoy dvlpomort; (8) they denounce by name Marcellus
and - Sxorewds—purposely, perhaps, making no distinetion
between them. These men reproduce the Samosatene, they say,
in-denying the Son’s pre-existent personality,? under a pretended
zeal for the strict unity of God,® and in saying that ‘ He first
hecame Son when He took our flesh from the Virgin, not quite
four hundred years ago’.* But Christ has taken no recent dignity.
He is “like in all thingg to the Father —rg Ilerpl rare wdvra
Bporon.5 This i the first oceurrence of -the formula which, because
of its ambiguity, afterwards became the shibboleth of the Ho-
moeans. ‘Like in everything’ would properly include like
in essence ’; and it is a strong semi-Arian, even semi-Catholic,
formula introduced by the way. But it admits of evasion; and,
in practice, it came to mean that the Son is divine in a sense, but
neither coequal nor coeternal ; for ‘likeness ’ implies a- measure
of * unlikeness >. And hence the popularity of the formula with
the Arianizers. (4) They also abhor ‘ those whom the Romans
call Patripassiang and we Sabellians ’ ¢; and thence, by an easy
transition, (5) they pass on to a covert attack on Athanasius.
Those who infer from the Nicene éx rijs odaias T8 warpds that -
the Son has been ‘generated not of purpose nor of will—od
BovMijoer obde dehjoer—encompass God with a necessity which '
excludes choiee and purpose’. The Divine generation is voluntary
—ékovoims kal é0edovripy,” though it is not to be understood
-ag impairing the Divine Unity.®
This Creed the Kasterns entrusted to a deputatlon of four
bishops, Demophilus, Macedonius, HEudoxius, and Martyrius,?
and sent it, for the benefit of the Westerns at the Couneil of Milan,
845, . This Council was busy, on its part also; with the condemna-
tion of Photinug; a step which had to be repeated, once by
Catholics at Milan,1® it would seem in 847, and once by Arianizers
at Sirmium in the same year, before they could finally get rid
1 Maer, iv. 2 Macr, v. 3 Macr, vi, ¢ Maecr, v,.
& Macr, vi. 8 Macr, vii, 7 Macr, viii. 8 Macr, ix,
.9 8o Pope Liberius, in a letter of 353, ap, Hilary, Fragm. v, §4 (Op. ii. 673 ;
P, L. x, 684 B). Ath. mentions the last three only, De Syn., § 26 (Op. ii.
589; P. G. xxvi. 728 o). Two of them afterwards became bishops of CP:,

Eudoxms, 360-170, Demophﬂus, 370-80.

1¢ Hilary, Fragm, ii, § 19 (Op. ii, 635 ; P. L. x, 646 A); Hefele, Conczles 1,
ii, 848 sq,; B, Tr, ii, 189 sq.
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of him there, in the winter of 851, after the victory of Constantius,
in the Civil War, at the battle of Mursa, 28 September 851.
Photinug then was abandoned by the West ; but not Marcellus.
Yot peace seemed coming at the first synod of Milan. For Ursa-
cius and Valens, who had been deposed for Arianism by the
Council of Sardica, were aware that their patron Congtantius was
changing his mind; and made their submisgion. They presented
a memorial,2 condemning Arius and his adherents, and were
accepted. Then the four deputies presented the Macrostich.
It was too lengthy for Western endurance ; and they were curtly
asked to sign tho Nicene Creod. This was the one thing that
Easterns, as yet, would not do ; and, says Pope Liberius, 852-17, .
writing ‘ eight years’ afterwards, ¢ they left the Council in anger’.2
Two years later, Ursaeius and Valens repeated their submission,
by a letter written in abject terms to Pope Julius,* and by another,
couched in tones of veiled insolence, to Athanasius.® They were
received into communion at Milan,$ 847. Then they went home,
and worked off their irritation by an ineffectual attempt to dislodge
Photinus in a synod at Sirmium,” 847, and by an Arianizing
Creed.® Clearly Arianism was making no progress. It had reached
‘the stationary period’ of its fortunes, and was making way for
better men. T

§ 4. The way was now clear for the second return of Athanasius
and his ¢ Golden Decado ’, 846-56.

His return began to look possible about Baster, 845. He spent
it at Aquileia,® as the guest of Fortunatian, its bishop; and,
together, they were admitted to more than one interview with
Constans there.!® At last Constantius, urged by his brother’s

U Hilary, Fragm. ii, § 21 (Op. ii, 639; P. L. x. 851 ). '

2 Thid. ii, § 20 (Op. ii. 637; P. L. x. 648 a).

3 Thid. v, § 4 (Op. ii, 673 ; P, L, x, 684 B).

¢ Tbid. ii, § 20 (Op. ii, 636 sq.; P. L, x, 647 sq.); Ath, Apol. c, Ar., § 58
(0p.1.139; P, Q. xxv, 353); and Hist, Ar,, § 26 (Op.i:284; P, @, xxv, 723 R),

® Preserved in Hilary, Fragm. ii, § 20; Ath, Apol. ¢, Ar., § 58 ; Hist. Ar,,
§ 26 (ut sup.). :

8 It was probably at Milan, though possibly at Rome, Hilary, Fragm, ii,
§ 19 (Op. ii. 635; P, L, x, 646 4),

 Hilary, Fragm. ii, §§ 22, 23 (Op. ii. 639-41; P. L. x. 651); Hefele,
Congiles, 1. 11, 850 ; and H. T'r. ii. 191 sqq.

8 Hilary, Fragm, ii, § 24 (Op. ii, 641; P, L. x. 6562 A), This creed there-
fore preceded the ¢ First’ Sirmian, better called the ¢ Long’ Sirmian of -
351 in Ath, De Syn., § 27 (Op. ii. 592-4 ; P. G, xxvi, 735-40) ; Socr. H, H.
II. XXX, §§ 5-30 ; Hahn 3, § 160,

® Ath, .Apodl, ¢, Ar,, § 51 (Op. 1. 135; P, @, xxv, 344 B) ; Festal Index, § 17,
10 Ath, Apol. ad Const,, § 3 (Op. 1. 235; P, G. xxv, 600 B),

T H2
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threats® and aware that the death of Gregory? would leave the '
way open, wrote three letters to Athanasius bidding him to
. return,® and another to Constans.® Athanagiug hesitated at first.
" But, at length, he made up his mind; paid a farewell visit to
Constans in (aul®; thence travelled to Rome,® where Julius
gave him a cordial welcome and sent a beautiful letter of con-
gratulation to the church of Alexandria?; passed- through
Adrianople®; and, April 346, met Constantlus, for the third
time, at Antioch.® The Rastern Emperor gave him a gracious
recoption,’® of which Athanasius took advantage to .ask for
‘& hearing in the Tmperial presence. ¢ No,” replied Constantius,
* God knows I will never again credit such accusations.’* Thug
reassured, Athanasius stayod some time in Antioch, attending
the services of the Eustathians in a private house, and holding
no communion with Leontius in the Golden Church: though, -
as wo have seen, some Catholics, headed by the two laymen,
Diodore, afterwards bigshop of Tarsus 879-194, and Flavian,
afterwards bishop of Antioch 881-1404, worshipped there.
The Emperor asked that Athanasius would leave the Avians one
church when he got back to Alexandria. ° Certainly,” was the
reply, ¢ if the same might bé done for the Eustathians at Antioch.’
But Leontius, and the advisers of Constantius, would not hear
of it.2 They could not, however, prevent him sending orders to
the authorities in Hgypt,’® and letters, in favour of théir arch-
bishop, to the bishops and clergy,™* and to the laity of Alexandrials;

and Athanagius left for home. On the way he passed through
Jorusalem, where, 346, a Council met, under the bishop Maximus,

1 Socr, H. E, 11, xxii, § b

2 Ath, Hist, Ar,, § 21 (0p i, 281; P. G. xxv. 117 B).

3 Ath, Apdl, ¢, Ar., §51 (Op. 1. 134 sq.; P. G, xxv. 341); Socr. H. E. 11,
xxiii, §§ 5-14. 4 Ath Hist, Ar., § 21 (ut sup.).

5 Ath, Apol, ad Const., § 4 (Op. i. 236 ; P G. xxv. 601 ),

8 Ath, Apol, ¢, Ar., §51 (ub sup) ’

7 Tbid., §§ 52, 53(0p i, 135 sq.; P. G. xxv, 344 8q.); Socr. H, K, 11, xxiii,

15-32,
§§8 Ath, Hist. Ar,, § 18 (Op, i, 280 ; P, @, xxv, 713 B),

9 Ath, Apol, ad Const., § 5 (Op. 1. 236; P, G. xxv, 602 B), The other -
interviews were at Viminacium and Caesarea in Cappadocia (ibid.).

10 Ath, Apol. c. Ar., § 54 (Op. i, 1365 P. G, xxv, 348 B),

11 Ath, Hist, Ar., §22 (Op. 1. 282 ; P @G, xxv. 717 o).

12 Qoer, H, . 11, xxdii, §§ 33-8; Soz H. E. 1. xx, §§ 5-7.

13 Ath, Apodl.c, Ar.,§ 56 ; Hist, Ar §23 (0p. i. 138; P, G, xxv. 349 8qq.).

14 Ath, Apol. c. Ar.,§ 54; Hist, Ar ,§23 (Op. i. 136 282; P, G. xxv, ‘348
720 B); and Socr. H. E, 11, xxiii, §§ 45-9.

15 Ath, Apol. ¢, Ar., § B5; Hist. Ar,, § 23 (Op. 1,137, 282; P, G. xxv,
348 1q., 720 B); and Socr H. E, 11, xxiii, §§ 50-6, )
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to congratulate him and hig church! On 21 October 8462 he
entered Alexandria, ‘the people and all those in authority’
streaming out, ‘like another Nile’, to meet him °a hundred
miles ’3 beyond their boundaries ; the air fragrant with perfumes ;
and the city festal with banquets and blazing with illuminations.t
The moral results were no less striking®; and this ought not to
be overlooked, if only in answer to the attempt to represent the
age of the Arian controversy as purely dogmatic in its interests.
On the contrary, the best theology was closely allied with true
religion.

The Golden Decade of Athanasius is reckoned from 846 to 856.
For these ten years he .was in an impregnable position, not,
- indeed, because Constantius was, for the whole decade, t0o much
engaged to renew the attack upon him ; but because, on his
return, he had the support of the monks of Egypt ¢ and, when once
~more attacked, was sure of a refuge with them. .

1.Ath, dpol, c. Ar,, §57; Hist, Ar,,§25 (0p. i, 138sq,; P. Q. xxv, 352sq),
Socr. H. K. 11, xxiv, §§ 1, 2; Hefele, Conciles, 1. 111836 B, Tr.ii. 184,

2 Festal Index, § 18, 3 Ibid. ,

¢ Greg, Naz, Orat, xxi, § 29 (Op, i. 404 ; P, G. xxxv, 1116 8q.). Gregory
connects this reception with the third return, 21 February 362 : so Tille-
mont, Mém, viii, 204, W, Bnght however, asqlgns it to this date (D, C, B,
i. 191, note p), relying upon the ‘ grand reception ’ spoken of in the Festal
Imlex, § 18. 5 Ath, Hist, Ar., § 25 (Op, i, 283 ; P, G. xxv, 721),

6 The authorities are :

(i) Original—

(1) Palladius, Historia Lausiaca, ¢, 420 ; text in P, @, xxxiv. 991-1262,
and ed, C. Butler, Texts and Studies, vol, vi, Nos. 1 and 2 (Cambridge,
1904); tr, W, K. L. Clarke (_S.P.C.K., 1918). Palladius, b. 367, becanie
a monk, 387, and spent eleven years in Egypt. In 400 he became bishop .
of Helenopohs in Bithynia (for this identification, see J. T\ 8. xxii. 144-55),
being consecrated by Chrysostom, to whom he proved himself a faithful
friend and adherent, He visited monks again in Egypt, as also in Syria and
near Rome, In 420 he wrote his reminiscences, a series of biographical
sketches of monks he had known, or of whom he had heard through their
disciples, He dedicated his work to Lausus, a chamberlain at the court of
Theodosius II, 408-150 : -whence its name,

(2) Rufinus, Historia monachorum in Aegypto ; text in P, L, xxi, 391-462
(Op. 120-208), and ed, E, Preuschen, Palladius und Rufinus (Giessen, 1897),
The work describes a series of visits to monks in the Thebaid and in Lower
Lgypt made by a party of seven in 394: Rufinus being the translator
from the original Greek of the writer who was one of the party (C. Butler,
Lausinc Hist, i, 198-203).

(3) Athanasius, Vila Antonii (Op. ii. 631-92; P. @, xxvi. 837-976f; tr
Robertson, Ath. 188-221); written 256-62, and probably both genume
and authentic,

(ii) Modern—Tlllemont Mém, vii. 101 sqq.; C. Klngsley, ‘Hermits, c. ii;
J. H. Newman, Church of the Fathers, ce, xviil, xix; J. O, Hannay, The
spirit and origin of Christian Monastwwm, and Dom C. Butler, Lausins
{lotgt i. 228 sqq., with B, W, Watson in C. @. E., vol. lx1v (April 1907),

Rqq.
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“Monasticism is a mode of ageeticism ; and there is an aseeticism.
which is a principle original in Christianity.  For the religion-
of our Lord requires restraint in order to culture, and renuncia-
tion with a view to consecration. In pursuit of these ideals
Christian ascetics did not, at first, withdraw from the world.
They led their life of ‘self-discipline in private: keeping fasts,
abstaining from marriage, and giving themselves to prayer and
- good works at home. But under stress of the Decian persecution,
¢. 250, numbers of Christians in Egypt, says Dionysius, bishop of
Alexandria 1265, fled to the desert?; and some may well,
according to later tradition, have remained there. Perhaps Paul
of Thebes,® 1840, was one of these. He is said. to have lived as
a hermit by the Red Sea where, shortly before hig death, he was
visited by St. Antony.4. When Antony, 2501856, became a monk, -
270, he did so, at first, like the. rest, near a town.® But fifteen
years later, he withdrew to the desert,® 285, at Pispir,” or the
Outer Mount,? by the Nile, and lived the life of a hermit there
for the next twenty ? years. In 805, at the time of the last persecu--
tion, he left his cave and organized the monastic life 10 at the
Inner Mount, by the Red Sea,! for those who had settled near
him. This is the monastery of St. Antony, still existing. A little:
later, Pachomius, 292-1846, founded his first monastery at
Tabennesi;}? near Denderah, on the Nile, in the far south. In
these two names of Antony and Pachomius we have an epitome
of the early development of Egyptian monachism, and a memento
of the relation of Athanasius to it, for Pachomius lived to the
beginning of the Golden Decade and Antony lived on to its end. -

The Antonian type was semi-eremitical and belonged to Lower
Bgypt. It prevailed, by the end of the fourth century, from

1 On Christian as distinet from Oriental asceticism, see C. Gore, The
Sermon on the Mount, 67; J. R. Illingworth, The Christian Character;
47 8qq 2 Ap. Bus, H, B, vi, xlii, § 2.

3 C Klngsley, Hermits, 83 8qq. ¢ Butler, L. H. i, 231 sq.

- 5 Ath, Vita Ant,, §§ 3, 4 (Op. 1i. 634-5 ; P, G. xxvi, 844 5q.).

8 Ibid., § 11.

7 Now Der-el- Memun, Butler, L, H.ii, 199, n, 37 : see the Map of Monastic
Egypt, ibid. 1. xoviii, and a larger map in The Churches and Monasteries of
Egypt edd. B. T. A. Evetts and A. J. Butler,

8 Ath, Vita Ant., §§ 73, 89.

® Tbid., §§ 12— 14 With Antony Christianity was doxnois: he could not
have recelved the Bucharist during these twenty years of seclusion,

10 Thid,, §§ 14, 15, 44, 1 1bid., §§ 49, 50, 91.

12 For the sﬂ:es of the Pachommn monasteries, see Butler, L. H, ii, 208,
n. 54,
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Liycopolis (Asyut) to the Meditexrranean ; but specially in Nitria !
(Wady Natron or the valley of nitre), where it was inaugurated by
Amoun,? ¢. 325, and at Scete, a day’s journey distant. Some of
thege hermits were solitaries, living out of hearing of each other ;’
some lived in twos and threes. All ‘assembled in church, for
worship on the Sabbath.and the Lord’s Day3; on other days
they said their devotions in their cells. There was no rule of life ;
no authority, save that of superior age or experience ; the-bonds
of the community were like those of a family ; and men of all
ranks were found there.

South of Liyeopolis, in Upper Egypt the monastic institute
followed. a different development, for the Pachomian type was
coenobitic. It spread with great rapidity till, at the death of
Pachomius, there were eight monasteries and several hundred
monks. Its organization was completed as rapidly, and on
a military system.? Association in labour® as well as in prayer
distinguished the Pachomian monasticism ; for whereas, in
Lower Egypt, work was only for occupation or: for penance, in
Upper Egypt it was part of the life. Pachomius, by association
of prayer with work, set himself to establish a moderate level of
observance obligatory. on all. But he left it open to each, and
even encouraged each, to go further in austerities®; for at one
of his convents, though dinner was at noon, there were also
dinners served hourly till the evening for those who wished to.
prolong their fagt.” Further, the Eucharist was obtainable and
regularly ministered by eclergy who, however, were not of the

1 On the sites of Nitria and Scete, see. Butler, L, H, 1i. 187, n, 14,

3 Ath, Vita Ant., § 60 ; Pa,lla,dms, Hist, Laus, 5§85 Rufinus, stt Mon.,
§ 29 ; Socrates, H. F. 1v. xxiii ; Butler, L. H, ii. 190 n. 186,

3 This observance of the Sabbath as well as of the Lord’s Day was common
throughout Egypt and the East, Butler, L. H. ii, 198; n. 36 ; and the Vigils
of the regions of the Danube were held ‘ in septimana duarum noctium, id
est Sabbati atque Doininiei °, Niceta, De vigilivs, § 3; A. E, Burn, Niceta.of
Remesiana, 48.

4 For the Rule of Pachomius, see Jerome’s translation of it in Op, iii,
58-82 (P, L. xxiii, 65-86). He says; in his preface, that the houses were
01ga,mzed according to trades: fullers in one, carpente1s in another, &ec.,
§raef in Reg, Pach., § 6 (Op. iii, 55 ; P, L, xxiii, 64 B), and Document

0. 150,

5 Pall&dlus, Hist, Laus., § 32 (ii. 96, ed. Butler)

¢ Omnes pariter comedunt. Qui ad mensam ire noluerit, in cellula sua
panem tantum et aquam ac salem accipit, sive in uno die voluerit sive in
biduo ’, Jerome, Praef. in; Reg. Pach., § b (Op, iii. 55; P. L. xxiii, 64 A),
and Document No, 150,
? At Panopolis (Akhmim), Hist, Laus., § 32 (ii. 95, ed. Butler),
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Order. And there was more. than complete aceord between the
episcopate and the monastic institute.

In gpite of these differences between the two types of BEgyptian
monasticism, the character which permeated both was the same—
a strongly marked individualism. Now that the persecutions
wete over, the monk suceeeded the martyr in the title and réle of
an ‘ athlete ’. But his ‘ agony ’ was self-imposed. As an ‘ athlete’
his aim was to make a record. Thus Macarius of Alexandria; one
of the celebrities of the Cells between Nitria and Scete, could
never hear mention of some feat of self-discipline without setting
himself forthwith to beat it.! Fccentricities, therefore, and
extravagances were to be expected, apart from the fact that
the desert to which the monk retired was believed to be the place
of demons? and conflict with them inevitable® TIn time, the
whole movement seemed likely to end in failure. Athletes who -
‘ play for their own hand ’ must either give up or learn to ‘ play
the game "; and it was this that St. Benedict, ¢. 480-1550,* who
began with Hgyptian austerities,® eventually discovered. He -
preseribed in his Rule 8 a sufficiency of food, sleep, and clothing
for his monks. He reduced the time allowed to prayer?: the
long offices of the Middle Ages began with his namesake Benedict
of Aniane, 751-1821, and reached their full development at
Clugny.8 St. Benedict also discouraged private venture in
asceticism, and taught that the sanctification of the monk was
to be sought by living the life of the community.? But it was long
before Egyptian monachism fell into the decay from which these
measures rescued its traditions. '

Monasticism was at its prime when Athanasius, as Archbishop
of Alexandria; came into connexion with it. He was himgelf

1e g. Hist. Laus., § 18 (il. 48, 1. 2, ed, Butlel) For instances of in-
dividualism, in the way of record- break1ng, in the Pachomian monasteries .
) also, see stt Laus., §32 and Rufinus, Hist, Mon,, §3 (Op. 140 8q.; P. L.
xxi. 407 o). 2 Matt, xii, 43 ; Luke xi, 24,

3 Hist, Laus., § 18 (ii. 49, 1. 20, ed. Butler).

4 According to Butler, L, H. i, 251, only one date in the life of St, Benedict
can be accurately determined, viz. the visit of Totila to Monte Cassino in
543, described in Gregory, Didl, ii, §§ 14, 15 (P, L, 1xvi. 160-2), Gregory’s
second Dialogue is the life of St. Benedict,

S Gregory, Dial, ii, §§ 1, 3 (P. L, Ixvi. 127, 163),

8 8. Benedicti Regula Monachorum, ed. C. Butler (Friburgi Brisgoviae,
1912), He calls it ° mmuna inchoationis Regula’ (c l1xxiil), and hopes
that it will establish ‘nihil asperum, nihil grave’ (Prologus, p. 7, ed.
Butler). The rule is printed in P, L; Ixvi, 215-932, ? Regula, c. xx.

8 B, B1shop, thu,rgbca Historica, 212-28 (Clar, Press, 1918),

-9 Regula, e, iii,:
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a disciple? and an heir? of Antony; and he was demanded, at
his election, as ‘ one of the aseetics’.® In 833 he visited the
‘Thebaid and Tabennesi.t In 888, on his first return, Antony
visited the archbishop in Alexandria to offer his congratulations.
In 840 Athanasius took monks with him to Rome; and soon
after his return, 846, he was welcomed by a deputation from
Tabennesi bearing greetings again from Antony.® At this date
he ordained Pachomius presbyter, thus making Tabennesi & self-
contained community. Athanasius thus placed himself at the
head of the monastic movement; and, whether or no he was
able to check the extravagances of the ardent Copts, at any rate
“he won and relied on their dogged devotion. His letters of the
Golden Decade are solely to monks: to Amoun,” who inaugurated
monachism at Nitria, and to Dracontius,® bishop of Hermopolis
Parva (now Damanhour)-—both letters of importance for the
~ history of monachism in. Egypt. From the ranks of the monks
he filled up vacancies in the episcopate : thus Serapion, bishop
of Thmuis, 837—170, was a monk ? before-he became  the most
valued of the suffragans of Athanasius. He is the author of
a Sacramentary *° containing the oldest extant written Liturgy,
or Laturgy of Serapion, ¢. 850 ; and to him Athanasius addressed
the epistle De morte Arit** and the four letters Ad Serapionem,'
¢. 859, in refutation of those who, while admitting the divinity
of the Son, maintained that the Holy Spirit is a creature. In
later days, the monks of Egypt and elsewhere became a scandal

1 Ath. Vita Ant., Pracf, . 2 Thid., § 91.

3 Ath, dpol, ¢, Ar., § 6 (Op. i. 102 ; P, G. xxvi, 260 A),

1 Vita Pachomis, § 27 (P. L. lxxul 247 A); Festal Index, § 6.

5 Ath, Vita Ant., §§ 70, 71 ; Festal Index, § 10,

8 Vita Pachomu, § il (Acia Sanctorum Maii, iii. 326) ; Tillemont, Mém,
viii, 130, 7> Ath, Ep, xlviii (Op. ii, 765~-8 ; P, G, xxvi, 1169-76).

8 Ath, Ep. xlix-(Op. i. 207-11; P, G. xxv, 523-34).

$ He was a friend and legatee of St. Antony, Ath, Vit. Ant,, § 91.

10 Text in J, 7. 8. i, 88~113 and 247-77, ed., with notes, by F E, Bright-
man ; tr. J. Wordsworth, Bishop Sarapion’s Pmym Book (8.12.C.K. 1899).
The thurgy is peculiar in containing an Invocation of the Word (J. 7. S.
1 106, 1, 13); and the condemnation of Anglican Orders by Leo XIII

‘ applies with more justice to Serapion than to the Anglican Ordinal. In
the form of presbyteral ordination (J. 7. 8. 1. 266) there is ‘‘ nulla aperta
mentio ’—in faet, no-mention whatever—** sacrificii, consecrationis, sacer-
dotu, potestatlsque consecrandi et sacrificii oﬂelend_l’ , and consequently

“id reticet quod deberet proprium significare ” : and in the form of epis-
copal consecration (J. 7'. S, i. 267) there is nothing of the ‘ summum
sacerdotium >’ (J, 7. 8. i, 260); and Document No. 22,

U Ath, Bp, liv. (Op. i, 269-71; P. G. xxv, 685-90).

1% Ath, Op. ii. 81771 (P. G. xxvi. 529-676); and Document No. 49
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and a danger to the Church. But, at this date, they proved the
main support of the power of Athanasiug; a' power that was
built up in the Golden Decade, and rendered the Imperial autho- -
rity incapable of harming him in the third exile, 356-62, that
followed it. ,

. The episcopate, as consolidated by Athanasius in Egypt and
extended by him to Abyssinia at this date, provided him with
a second source of strength when the attack upon him was
renewed by Constantius. On his second return he was in the-
twentieth year of his archleplscopate ;. and during the Golden
Decade, as a man of fifty to sixty, he was at the maturity of his
powers. The see of Alexandria enjoyed exceptional authority.
Its bishop was not only primate, or patriarch in later phrase, but
sole metropolitan, with immediate jurisdiction over all the bishops
of Bgypt who were his suffragans.! During a prolonged tenure
of office, in- the hands of a man like Athanasiug, discordant
elements would steadily disappear, and unanimity follow
under his leadership. Nearly every bishop in Egypt signed 2
the Synodal Epistle of the Council of Sardica, 348 ; even the new
bishops of 846-73 with one or two exceptions. Twenty years.
later, 869, when Athanasius was nearing his end and his work
was done, he wrote, at the head of ninety bishops of Egypt and
Libya, Ad Afros—to the bishops of Africa—in order to.counteract
the efforts that were still being made in the West to. represent
the Council of Ariminum, 859, rather than the Council of Nicaea,
as having effected the final settlement of the Faith. Such was
the unanimity of the Egyptian episcopate that, as he naively
assures the Africans, he and his suffragans are on this, as on
other points, ‘all of one mind ; and we always sign for onc
another, if any one chance not to be present *.# But this solidarity
of the Kgyptian episcopate was already apparent, if not actually
attained, in the Golden Decade. It had its effect in missionary
enterprise ; the consecration of ¥Frumentius as bishop for Axoum ;
and the consequent founding of the national chureh of Abyssinia®
whose Catholicus or Matran ig still consecrated by the Coptic

1 For these powers, see J, M. Neale, Hist. Orth, Rastern Church, 1, ii.
1121 SS(llgqna,tures in Ath, Apol. ¢. Ar., § 50 (Op. i. 133; P. G. xxv. 337 sqq)

8 Ath, Ep, xix, § 10 (Op. ii. 145 8q.; P, G. xxvi. 1429)

4 Ath. Ad Afros, § 10 (Op. ii. 718; P G. xxvi. 1045 ¢).

5 J. M. Neale, Patriarchate of Alexandma, i. 166sq.; D, C, B, ii. 232- 41 ;
A, Fortescue, The lesser Eastern Churches, 293 sqq.
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patriarch of Alexandria ! and whose Fthiopic Liturgy ® is a variety
of the Egyptian Rite.. Solidarity thus led to expansion, if, as
seem§ probable, we are to assign the consecration of Frumentius’
to this, and not, with Rufinus 3 and Socrates,* to an earlier date.’
The letter -of Constantius written in 856 to the two. Kthiopian
kings Aizanas and Sazanas,® seems to imply that Frumentius
had_recently been conseerated by Athanasius, and would need
fresh instruction from his intruded successor, George. A further
- result of the inspiring presence of Athanasius during this decade
was the disappearance of dissension and the increase of numbers
among his flock. There were, indeed, a few Ariang left in Alex-
andria.” . But- elsewhere in Egypt they were but the remnant of
Meletians,® - whose monks are still mentioned by Theodoret.?
At Baster, 855, so vast were the .crowds of worshippers at
Alexandria that the Pope had to hold service in the unfinished
chureh of the Cacsareum, begun by Gregory and built, at the
expense of Constantius,'® within the precincts of the Imperial
palace,!* by the harbour ; whence itsname. The return of Athana-
sius had something of the character of a ‘mission’ in . modern
church-life ; and then, as now, consolidated organization, mission-
ary zeal, a,nd crowded churches 2. testlﬁed to the spiritual life
1enewed v

But all this was not inconsistent with literary activity on the
part of Athanasius; and to the Golden Decade belong several
important works of his. :

About 351 appeared the Apologia contra Arianos’3 Tt is a
defence against the charges directed against him by the Eusebian
party, from 881 to his second return. The author’s plan is, first,
to show how complete a recognition had been accorded to him, in

! Neale, op. cit. i. 156.

* I*, B, Brightman, Liturgies, i, 194-244, and S, A, B, Mercer, The Lt/m)pw

Lityrgy (Milwaukee, 1915),

3 Rufinus, H. B. i, § 9 (Op. 230-2; P, L. xxi, 478~ SO)

1 .Socr, H, K, 1, xix, and Document No. 199,

5 Gwatkin, Arianism?, 97-9, °

¢ Ath. Apol ad Const,, § 31 (Op, 1. 250; P. G, xxv, 656 sq)

7 Ath, Ep, liii (Op. ii. 771 P, @, xxvi, 1185-8).

8 Ath, Hwt Ar., §§ 78, 79 (Op i, 309 8q.; P. @. xxv. 788 5q.).

9 Theodoret, H, L. 1. ix, § 14.

19 Ath, Apol. ad Const., § 18 (Op. i. 243 ; P. G. xxv. 620 a),

11 Ath, Hist, Ar., § 74 (Op i. 3075 P. G xxv. 781 D).

12 Athanasius mentions crowded churches which he had seen at Tréves
and Aquxlela,, Apol, ad Const,, § 15 (Op, 1. 241; P, G, xxv. 613 B).

18 Text in Ath, Op, i, 97— 162 (P. G. xxv, 239—410), andW Bright, stt
Writings of St. Ath. 11-104 ; tr, in Roberbson, Ath, 97-1417,
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- spite of such charges, by the West and by Constantius. This -
leads him, in §§ 1-58, to review, with a series of documents of
889-47, what had happened between his leaving Alexandria in
839 and the recantation, 847, of Ursacius and Valens on his
return in 846. He had been frankly acquitted. In the second
part of the Apology he proceeds to give the evidence, §§ 59-40,
on which this acquittal was based, as contained in documents ’
‘of 881-7. Thus the plan he adopts inverts the historical order of
events, in favour of a ‘ praeposterus ordo’1; but the importance,’
for history, of the work, merely as a collection of contemporary -
documents, is unique. The Apology is the most authentic source
of the history of the Church in the first half of the fourth century.?

About 852 appeared the De decretis Nicaenae Synodi,® or
Defence of the Nicene Definition, with. the Epistola Busebi ad
Caesarienses * appended. It was written in answer to a friend
who, in disputing with Arians, had been posed by their objection
to the use of non-Seriptural terms in the Nicene Definition.
He therefore wants to know what the Council had actually,
done. In reply Athanasius stigmatizes, §§ 1-5, the evasiveness
and the inconsistency of the Arianizers; investigates, §§ 6-17,
the meaning of the Sonship ; points out that, §§ 18-20, non-
Seriptural terms were forced upon the Council by Arian shiftiness;
that, §§ 21-4, they express no sense not to be found in Scripture ;
and that, §§ 25-7, they had already been employed by acknow-
ledged writers of the Church. He finally discusses, §§ 28-32,
the term Unoriginate—ayémros—applied by the Arians to the
Father, in. contrast not fo.the creation but to the Son who is
thereby declared to be yéuyros, Originate. He insists on ‘ Father’,
not ‘ The Unoriginate ’; as the divine title authorized by Scripture.
The main interest of the work centres in its account of what
happened at Nicaea. It is one of the few primary sources of our
knowledge of the Council. '

The De sententia Dionysii® is like the De decretis, a tract of 852
addressed to a Catholic engaged in dispute with Arians. They
were now finding open fault with the definition of Nicaea and
specially with the word dpoodaios. The Nicene definition, they said,

- 1 Dom B. de Montfaucon, 1655-11741, Admonitio, § 2 (Op. i. 94; P. Q.
xxv, 239). % Thid., § 14 (Op. i. 96; P. G. xxv, 245).
8 Ath, Op. i. 164-87 (P, G. xxv. 416-76) ; tr. Robertson, Ath, 149-72,

-4 P, G. xx, 1535-44; .and Document No, 12.
§ Ath, Op. i, 191-207 (P, Q. xxv, 479-522) ; tr, Robertson, Ath. 173-87.
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"condemned ‘the Fathers’, i.e. the great teachers of the Church,
such as Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria 247165, of the previous
and earlier generations. ‘The Fathers’,* they claimed, °side
with us.” Dionysius, it is true, had given the Arians a handle
which they were not slow to use. Athanasius, in his pamphlet,
sets himself to vindieate the reputation of his predecessor. He
does it loyally ; and, perhaps, a little too well. Basil was more
critical of Dionysius.2 TFor Athanasius it was of the highest
importance to deprlve the Ariang of the chance of appealing to
g0 weighty a name as that of his most distinguished predecessor.
For us, however, the tract is of more importance as our main
suthority for-the questions of doctrine and diseipline which turn
on the correspondence between Dionysius of Alexandria and

- his namesake Dionysius, bishop of Rome. In the pamphlet,
§§ 1-4 are prefatory ; §§ 5-12 deal with the ineriminated passages ;
§§ 18-28 with the Refutation and Defence of Dionysius, where
Athanasius brings out the opposition between his predecessor
and the Arians ; §§ 24-6 are recapitulatory ; and in § 27 he claims
a verdict on the evidence. Let the Arians abandon their error,
or ¢ go to the devil !

To about 854 belong the letters to Amoun,?® to Dracontius,? to
Serapion, de Morte Arii5; all of which, with the Vita Anion,
356-62, illustrate the close connexion of Athanasius with the
monagtic movement at this time, and are 1mportant as authorities

“for it.

§ 5. We now pass to the West, to take up again the hlstory
of Donatism.” Constans had won a notable triumph when he
restored peace to Egypt by procuring the return of Athanasius
in 846. Next year his attention was drawn to religious dissensions
in. Africa. - For twenty-five years, 82247, two parties had been
in conflict there, Catholic and Donatist ; but now public order

1 Ath, De sent. Dion., § 1 (Op. i, 191 ; P, Q. xxv, 480 4); for this use of
¢ the fathers’ cf. Rom. ix. 5 ; 2 Pet, iii, 4.

2 Basil, Ep. ix., § 2 (Op. iv. 90 ; P. Q. xxxii. 268 sq.), and De Sp. Sancto,
§ 72 (Op. iv. 60 sq. ; P, G, xxxii, 201).

3 Ath, Op. ii. 765-7 (P. G. xxvi. 1169-76) ; tr. Robertson, Ath. 556 sq. ;
Ep. xlviii,

¢ Ath, Op. i. 207-11 (P. G. xxv, 523 34); tr. Robertson, Ath, 557-60 ;
Ep xlix,

¢ Ath. Op. i. 269-71 (P, G. xxv, 685-90) ; W, Bright, Hist, Writ. 8t. Ath,

178-81 ; tr. Robertson, Ath. 564-6; Hp, liv,

8 Ath Op. ii, 631-92 (P.a. XXVi, 835 976) ; tr. Roberfson, Ath, 195-221,

? Tillemont, Mém, vi, 104 sqq
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was imperilled. The Donatists were the agressors; and the
State, which for a quarter of a century had treated them with
tolerance, about this time found it necessary to resort once more
to Constantine’s earlier policy of repression.

. (1) The period of tolerance covered the years 822-47.

It began with Constantine’s recall of the Donatist leaders and
his determination to leave the question ‘to ‘the judgement -of
God ’, 822. Thereupon the Catholics, no longer protected by
law against their adversaries, sought to defend themselves by
discussion. They would appeal to the good sense of the public; -
and, for this purpose, about 880, they prepared an apology!
against Donatism which has come down to us with the defective
title Gesta purgationis Caeciliani episcopi et Felicis ordinatoris
eiusdem ; mecnon Epistola Constantind Imperatoris.2 It now -
remains in truncated form at the end of Optatus, De schismate
Donatistarum,® c. 870 ; but, as used by him, by Augustine, and
by the Catholics at the Conference in Carthage, 411, it was a more"
extensive compilation. It included two collections: the first, -
of tén reports, minutes, &c., relating to the Purgatio Caecilians ;
and the second, of three such documents relating to the Purgatio
Felicis. Monselgneur Duchesne, who has reconstructed the
work, calls it for convenience the Sylloge Opiatiana,’ as it now’
stands appended to the writings of Optatus, bishop of Mileve in
Numidia ; and, mainly from it, though partly from elsewhere, -
he notes fifty documents touching Caecilian and eight touching
Felix, as having played their part, from time to time, in the
‘discugsions between Catholics and Donatigts.® But the Donatists
were. in no mood for dossiers ; and had no need of discussions
now that, in succession to Majorinus, they had a leader like their:
¢ Donatus of Carthage’,” as he preferred to be called rather than

1 For this a,pology, see L, Duchesne, ‘Le dossier du Donatisme ’ , ap,
Mélanges &’ archéologie, &e., x. 589 sqq. ; for its date, ibid. 625,

2 The title [C, 8. B, L, xxvi. 182] comes from a ninth-century MS, [Codex
Parisinus, 1711}, emanating from the abbey of St. Paul de Cormery in the
diocese of Tours, It begins in the middle of Optatus, bk, vi. Then, at the
end of his work, comes the collection with the title, as opposite, Thereisa gap
‘between the Gesta Purgationis Caeciliani and the [Gesta Purgationis] Felicis :
and, instead of one epistle, there are eight dating from 313-30 ; ibid. 593 sq,’

3 Printed in P, L, xi, 883-1082, and in C, 8. &, L, xxvi, 183-216.

4 Mélanges, x, 626 sq. 5 Thid. x. 633, n. 1.

¢ Pidces officielles ou officiellement produites qui ont rapport aux origines
du Donatisme, 303-330, Melcmges X, 627 sqq. ¢«

7 Optatus, De sch, Don iii, § 3 (Op. B7; P, L. xi, 1002 B), and Document

No. gl
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their ‘ bishop ’, 815-}55. He was an able man, learned, eloquent,t
and of irreproachable morals.2 ‘But his pride of spirit, and of
office, were intolerable. Not only was his party the Church,

to the unchurching of the rest of Christendom, though the
Donatists made capital out of their having been recognized by
the Council of Philippopolis,® but the Church was ‘ his party ’ 4;
he soversign of Carthage®; and his followers who swore ‘ By
the white hairs of Donatus ’,$ and shouted Fuge, Fuge” in acclama-
tion of him, were, in a rougher way, tyrants like their leader.
Their weapons were curses and blows, not discussion. Constantine,
at length, lost patience ; and, in the last year of his reign, 836-7,
Gregory, the Praetorian Prefect of Italy, took up once more the
policy of repression. Donatus remonstrated by a letter in which,
with the air of a superior, he denounced him as ° the disgrace of
the Senate and a scandal among Viceroys’. Gregory, says
'Optatus, ¢ replied with patience worthy of a bishop’.8 But none
the less, the Donatists placed him side by side with Counts
Leontius and Ursaciug ® and the Consular Zenophilus 1® on the
list of their oppressors, and continued in angry opposition.

On the death of his father, Constans took up the problem.
It was complicated at. this juncture by the appearance’—
perhaps, the reappearance—of the Circumeellions, a- body of
adherents who indicate the social and racial animosities!* which
gave. Donatism its furious persistency.

1 Aug De Haeresibus, § 69 (Op. viil, 21 7; P. L, xlii, 43),

‘Sobrietas Donati,” Aug, Contra Litt, Petil. ii, § 94 (Op. ix. 248 ¥; P L,
xhn 293).

3 Aug. Contra Oreecomum, iii, § 38 (Op ix, 454 ¢; P. L. xliii, 516) ; and

Ep, xliv, § 6 (Op, ii, 103 ¢ ; P, L, xxxiii, 176).

Optatus, De sch, Don. iij, § 3 (Op. 58; P, L. xi. 1004 A)

Ibid. iii, § 3 (Op. 56 ; P. L. xi. 1001 A)

Aug. In Psalm. x enarr., § 5 (Op; iv, 61 B; P, L, xxxvi, 134 A).
Aug. In Psalm. lzix encrr., § 5 (Op, iv. 7115 ¢; P, L. xxxvi. 870).
Optatus, De sch. Don, iii, § 3 (Op. b5 sq. , P, L xi, 999 4, B).

Ibid. iii, §§ 4, 8, 10 (Op. 62, 64, 67 ; P. L. xi, 1012 a, 1017 B,.1023 4).

10 Aug, Contra Litt, Petil, ii, § 202 (Op ix, 276 B; P, L. xlii, 324); and
Contra Cresconium, iii, § 34 (Op, ix. 4528 ; P, L, xlu 514),

11 Optatus seems to imply that they made their appearance just before
the end of the reign of Constans (De sch, Don, iii, § 4 [Op. 60; P, L, xi,
1007 A); but Augustine says that it was before the Catholic’ Emperors
began te protect Christians by law from pagan: violence, Bp. clxxxv, § 15
(Op. ii. 649 ¢; P, L, xxxiii. 799), cf, Tillemont, Mém. vi, 96,

12 Augustme speaks of their “rusticana audacia’, and says that they only
understood the old Punic tongue, Ep, cviii, §§ 14, 18 (Op.ii. 312 p, 314 D -
P. L. xxxiii, 414, 416) ; but they were probably Berbers, H Leclercq,
L’ Afrique ckretwnne, i, 346,

w ® a9 o R
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The Circumcellions® were bands of agrarian fanatics. They. —

were armed with clubs which they "called °Israels’? and
shouted a war-cry of Deo laudes, by contrast with the Catholic
Deo gratias® Under Axido and Fasir, their leaders,* they scoured
the country, specially of Numidia ; haunted peasants’ huts,
whence their name,® and would not stick at pillaging farms and
country houses by way of protest against social inequalities and
wrongs. They set tenant against landlord, slave against master,

and debtor against creditor ; and nothing delighted them more

than to catch a great man on his travels, with syces running
before his chariot, and make master and man change places.
The fabrie of society was becoming unsafe ; and even the Donatist
prelates, whose authority the Circumecellions invoked, had to

call in the Government againgt them. The Count Taurinus |

gent troops to reduce these rufﬁans ; and at Octava in Numidia
a massacre took place which the Donatists, for years afterward,
avenged by treating its vietims &s martyrs and celebrating the

Fucharist at their tombs.® The immediate effect was to rouse:

rather than to quench fanaticism. And, perhaps at the advice
of Gratus, bishop of Carthage 848—153, who, on returning from
the Council of Sardica, appears to have had an interview with
Constans, the Emperor abandoned force for persuasion and
embarked upon a new policy.

It was the policy of Reunion, attempted in the years 347-8.

His agents or operarii umitatis? were the two envoys Paul and

Macarius, both Christians.® They acted together; but—to

L Aug, Psalmus contra Partem Donati [a. D, 393, Op. ix. 5 & (P. L. xliii.
28). The rhythm of this curious psalm is a barbarous ‘ Achtsilber, mit
trochiischen Schliissen’; it shows the first sure traces of rhyme, W, Mayer,
Gesammelte Abhandlungen, i, 174, 213-15, and ii. 18-23,

2 The best descriptions of them are in Aug, De Haeresibus, § 69 (Op. viii,
22; P. L, xlii. 43); and Ep, clxxxv [A, D, 417], § 15 (Op. ii. 649; P, L,
xxxiii. 799), and Document No. 179. )

8 Aug, In Ps, caxaii enarr., § 6 (Op. iv. 1487 B; P, L. xxxvii, 1732). -

¢ ¢ Sanctorum duces,” Optatus, De sch, Don, iii, § 4 (Op. 60 ; P, L, xxi.
1007 A). :

5 Aug, Contra Gaudentium, i, § 32 (Op, ix, 652 ¢; P. L, xliii, '7125).

¢ ‘ Quorum corpora in hodiernum per dealbatas aras aut mensas potue-
runt numerari,” Opt, De sch. Don, iii, § 4 (Op. 60; P, L. xi. 1008 sq.,). Note
that ‘altar’ and ‘ table’ are here synonyms as in 1 Cor, x, 18-21; the reason
being that a  table ’ is ‘ non in qua pascat sive pascatur sed in qua sacrificium
Deo offeratur’, Aug. Sermo, cccx, § 2 (Op. v. 1250 B ; P, L, xxxviii, 1413).

7 Opt. De sch, Don, iii, § 4 (Op. 62; P, L. xi, 1012 B).

8 So Tillemont argues (Mém, vi. 110) from their being called by the Co,
of Carthage ‘ famulos Dei ’, Mansi, iii. 144 o, -
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judge by the hatred with which the Donatists afterwards pursued
his memory *—Maecarius took the load.
At first, the Commissioners were to try the effect of Imperial
"doles ; and they came provided with subventions from the
Treasury for general distribution.? ~ At Carthage, they were.
repelled with a fine scorn by Donatus. ‘ What has the Emperor
to do with the Church ?’2 he asked : though this was scarcely
consistent in  Donatists, for they had been the first to appeal to
Caesar ; and he told them that he had written to forbid ‘his
people to ‘accept the Emperor’s money.# In ¢ Africa’, however,
the advice was not'taken, and the alms were; and union was
purchased there with little difficulty or scruple.> But in Numidia
" the attempt failed. Another Donatus, bishop of Bagai, headed
a movement of resistance ; called in Axido and Fagir ¢ the leaders
of the saints’; dubbed their followers, the Circumecellions,
agonistict or Christ’s champions like the monks®; andtrans-
formed his church of Bagai into a fortress. As soon as the Com-
missioners approached, he sent ten bishops to protest against
the union as sacrilegious; ~and their language and demeanour
was such that, on the way, at Vegesila where the meeting took
place, the Commissioners had some of them scourged, and kept
Marculus, the worst of them, a prisoner. TFearing to proceed
further unprotected, they obtained an escort from Count Silvester ;
and, when the detachment reached Bagai, riots ensued.? It was
time for & change of policy ; the period of tolerance wag at an end.
"~ (2) A policy of repression, 347-61, took its place; and its
immediate effect was that Donatus of Bagai perished, while
* Marculus was put to death, August 847 ; as also were two others,
Isaac and Maximian® of Carthage, about the same time. They
became martyrs for Donatism, and no reunion was possible
by methods like these. Paul and Macarius then resorted to
dragonnades. They went from  place to place, escorted by

1 See a Donatist scrap, which speaks of * Macarius, qui ex duabus bestiis
tetrior fuit ’, Mansi, iii, 144 A, and the phmse ¢ Macarii tempora ’,

2 Opt. De sch, Don, iii, § 4 (Op 59; P, L; xi, 1006 ¢),

3 Ibid, iii, § 3 (Op. 657; P. L. xi. 999A)

4 Thid. (0 56 ; P L, xi, 1000 B)

5 Thid, iii, §4 (Op 59; P, L. xi, 1006 c),

8 Aug, In psalm. cxawii enarr., § 6 (Op. iv. 1487 a3 P. L. xxxvii, 1732).

7 For this account, see Opt, De sch. Don, iii, § 4 (0p 59-61; P. L. xi,
1007- 711) ; and the Passio Marculi, a Donatist document prlnted in P L
viii, 760-6.

8 See the Donatist Pgssio Isaac et Mazimiani in P, L, viii, 767, ——74

2191 I B
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cavalry. The schismatic. clergy fled at their approach, after.
making their flocks believe that the Imperial Images would be
set up again on the altars and the Christian Sacrifice offéred to
them.}: .But the Commissioners were at least outwardly successful. -
In some cases, the Catholic and the Donatist bishop were brought
to an arrangement ? ; in others, there was much severity exercised
before submission ' was procured.. Donatist presbyters took:
. permanent reéfuge with the Circumcellions ; their bishops were
-exiled, Donatus of Carthage among them. He died in banishment,
855.- - Two Donatist -Passions® which survive bear testimony to
the exasperation: of“spirit - that resulted. But outwardly and

officially Donatism had ceased to exist ; arid, when the operarii

unstats took ship for Italy, they might report to Constans with
truth that they had done their work.

It only remained for the Council of Oarthmge, 348, under
Gratus,* to ratify it. The Counecil represented Africa as a whole ;'
and contained not only Catholic but ex-Donatist bishops rallied
to the Church. Gratus began by thanking God for bringing the"
schism to an end through Constans and his Commissioners. He
then went on to say that it was obviously the moment for adopting
some necessary rules. Accordingly, Canon 1 forbids the iteration
of Baptism ; rejecting, that is, both Donatist practice and the
former practice of Africa as inherited from St. Cyprian, which
had already been condemned by the Council of Arles. Canon 2
orders that suicides are not to be treated as martyrs. These
two arise out of the recent troubles. The rest deal with general
questions of discipline. Canons 8 and 4 denounce subintroductac
and similar scandals. Canon 5 forbids one bishop to receive the .
cleric or laic of another. Canons 6, 8, 9, and 18 condemn various
forms of clerical secularity.

So ended the efforts to bring about reunion between Donatists
and Catholics. They gave Africa fourteen years of peace, 848-61,
so long as Constans and Constantius, both Christian princes,
ruled. But when Julian, by an edict of 362, permitted the
exiles to return,® the sect was reorganized ; and Donatism, the
running sore of the Church of Africa, was opened again.

1 Opt. De sch. Don, iii, § 12 (Op. 69; P, L, xi. 1026 a).

2 Co, of Carthage [A. D. 348], c. 12; Mansi, iii, 149,

3 Of Marculus and of Isaac and Maximian, u¢ sup.

4 Mansi, iii, 143-59; Hefele, Conciles, 1, ii. 837-41; E, Tr, ii, 1846,

5 q.v. in Aug. Contra litt, Petil, ii, § 224 (Op. ix. 286 A; P, L-xliii, 334),
¢ Opt. De sch. Don, i, § 16 (Op, 40; P, L. xi, 968 ),
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~ § 6. The reunion was barely accomplished when it was followed
by the death of Constans in February 850. His character is
a puzzle! Contradictory estimates of him are given' by different
historians. Athanasius ‘speaks well of him, as a devout man?2:
so does Optatus. -But Athanasius owed much to Constans, and
he overlooks his vicious side due, perhaps, to ill-health and to
bad favourites.® For Constans not only loved hunting better
than application to the duties-of his office, but he gave scandal
by his depraved tastes. An ambitious soldier, Magnentius,?
took advantage of his unpopularity to declare himself Fmperor
at - Augustodunum (Autun), 18 January 850. Constans fled.
But he was overtaken at Helena ‘(once Illiberris and now Elne)
at the foot of the Pyrenees, where he was murdered by the
cavalry of Magnentius. Gaul and Italy acknowledged the
authority of the usurper; but Illyricum chose to set up
Vetranio, 1 March 850, chiefly at the instigation of the princess
Constantina. She was a daughter of Constantine the Great and the
widow of Hannibalian. She became the foundress of the church
of St. Agnes at Rome,’ and had for her second husband the Caesar
Gallus, 851~14 ; but she was a fury and a virago. By this time
Constantius was rid, for a period, of the Persian Wars. For
when Sapor IT raised the third siege of Nisibis, 849, and retired,
* Constantiug instituted the Persian Games, May 850, to celebrate
the heroism of its resistance, and hastened towards Furope.
Puarsuing the policy of Divide et 9mpera in order to deal with the
two usurpers, he received their envoys, November 850, at Heraclea ;
and, 25 December, secured the deposition of Vetranio by seducing
his troops at Sardica (Sofia). Next year, he advanced to meet
Magnentius ; and defeated him, 28 September 351, in a hard-
won but signal victory at Mursa (now Essek, on the Drave, in
Hungary). The Civil War was prolonged, during 352, by the

1 Tillemont, Hist, des Emp. iv, 358 ; Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 146, n, 1,

2 Ath, Apol. ad Const,, §§ 3-5 (0p i, 235 sq. ; P, G, xxv. 597-602); so
Hosius ap. Ath, Hist. Ar, § 44 (Op, i, 292 ; P, G xxV, 745 A).

3 Amm, Marc. Res Gestae, XVI. v11, § 5 There is some excuse for his
vices. He waited faithfully but in vain for Olympias, daughter of Ablavius,
after her father’s disgrace, Ath, Hist, Ar., § 69 (Op. 1, 304 ; P 4. xxv,
']7375’ '?‘leemont Hist, des Emp, iv, 354 sqq. ; Gibbon, e. xviii (ii. 232, ed,

1;1‘)]{3 Duchesne, The early Hist, of the Ch, ii. 199; of, ibid, 51, n. 2, for her

sarcophagus of porphyry, taken from another basilica of hers on the Via
\Iomenbana, where she was buried, and now in the Vatican Museum.

12
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necessity for reconquering Italy, Africa, and Spain. But at
last, Magnentius, after retreating from one place to another, fell
on his sword at Lyons in Gaul, 12 August 853. But from the
“battle of Mursa onwards Magnentius had been but a fugitive ;
and Constantius was thus, in effect, sole Emperor for the last
decade of his reign, 351-161. ' :



CHAPTER V

CONSTANTIUS SOLE EMPEROR, 851-161: (1) THE
RE-ESTABLISHMENT OF ARIANISM, 851-6

By the overthrow of Magnentius, Constantius became sole
Emperor, 851-761. It was the -opportunity of the Arianizers,
and they meant. to use it for all it was worth. While the battle
of Mursa itself was in progress, Valens, its bishop, stayed with
Constantiug in the church?!; arranged ‘a secret chain of swift
and trusty messengers ’ to tell him how the fortunes of the day
were going ; and at length assured the Emperor that the enemy
was giving way, and that he had been told so by an angel.?
By this characteristic piece of pious fraud Valens re-established
his influence over the mind  and policy of Constantius, and
a beginning was made for the re-establishment of Arianism, 851-6.

§ 1. One of its first incidents was the fourth and final banish-
ment, 850, of Paul,® bishop of Constantinople. Philip, Prefect
of the Hast, being commisgioned to expel him, remembered the
fate of Hermogenes at the third exile, enticed Paul to the baths,
and so contrived to spirit-him away ‘ to Cucusus in Cappadocia’
before a rescue was attempted.* Macedonius once more took
possession ; and from that day till the day when Gregory of
‘Nazianzus became bishop of Constantinople, 20 November 880,
the capital remained a stronghold of Arianism.® Philip then
accompanied Constantius westward to confront the usurpers;
and Constantius, after the submission of Vetranio, 25 December -
850, had placed Illyricum at his feet, advanced to Sirmium.

1 Gibbon, c. xviii (ii. 240, ed, Bury)

% Sulpicius Severus, Hist, Sacr. ii, § 38 (P, L. XX, 150 c); Gibbon, ¢, xxi
(11338?1)]?&“1 and his banishments, see Ath, Hist, Ar., § 7 (Op. 1. 275; P, G,
xxv, 701) ; for the date, Gwatkin, drianism 2, 150, n, -1,

¢ Socr, H, E. 11, xvi, §§ 1-7 ; and, for Cucusus, Ath, Hist. Ar., §7 (ut sup.)
and Socr. H, FE, 11, xxvi, § 6, where Socr, says that Paul was strangled
there. So Ath. dpol. de Fuga, § 3 (Op. 1. 265 ; P. G. xxv. 648 p). In Hist,
Ar., § 7, he is more cautious; and Sozomen says he had never been able to
ascertain the cause of Paul’s death—disease or violence, H, K, 1v, ii, § 2.
He places Cucusus in Armenia [11].

8 Its Arianizing bishops were Macedonius, 350-60 ; Eudoxms, 360-170 ;
Demophllus, 370-80.
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Here he remained, after victory had declared for hlm at Mursa,.
28 September 851, for the winter of 851-9.

§ 2. At the instance, no doubt, of Valens, he allowed a second
Council of Sirmjum,! 851 (the first having taken place 847), ¢
deal a final blow at its bishop, Photinus ; and so, 1nd1rect1y, to
discredit the Nicenes.

- Among those present were Basil, since 850 reinstated as blshop

of Ancyra, after a fresh expulsion of Marcellus.2 He would have
his own reasons for antipathy to Photinus as the pupil of his
‘predecessor ; and he now comes forward as the chief theologian
~of the semi-Ariang, a man of varied ‘learning’ and ‘ blameless
life’.3 Mark, bishop of Arethusa, in Syria II, was also there,
a good and brave man of the same party.t It was a party, as yet
imperfect in its theology, and to it Cyril, just made bishop of
Jerusalem, 350-186, also belonged. In his Catecheses, he  tacitly
‘protests against the éuoodoior as of human contrivance,’ and
uses in preference the words 7ov Guowov kard wavra 8 or év maow
8uowos.” There were present, besides, many well-known Arian-;
izers: Rudoxius of Germanicia, 880-57, Macedonius of Mop-
suestia, Theodore of Heraclea, and Narcissus of Neronias. Valens
and Ursacius, too, for they had recanted their recantation, now
that they were once more safe as the subjects of Constantius.?
But not Hosius ? ; no one would be there from the regions where
Magnentius still held sway.

The business of the Synod was again and finally to depose
Marcellus and his disciple Photinus, and then to publish the
so-called ¢ First’, or, better, the ‘Long’ Sirmian Creed?: there
had been a ‘ First ’ in 847. Of Marcellus we. hear no more for
many years ; but Photinus hazarded an appeal to the Emperor.
Basil was appointed to dispute with him, and Photinus, worsted
in the discussion which, apparently, was held at Sirmium early

! Mansi, iii. 253 849, 5 Hefele, Conciles, 1. 1i. 852-62; K. Ty, ii. 193-9;
Tillemont, Mém. vi. 351-6 ; Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 149,

2 Soer, H, B. 11, xxvi, § 6 3, Newman, Arians 8, 300, ¢ Thid, 301.

5 Cyril of Jer. Cat, v, § 12 (Op, 78; P, G, xxxiii. 521 B).

8 Thid. iV, §7 (Op. 54; P, @, xxxiii, 461 B),

7 Ibid. xi, § 4 (Op. 151; P. G, xxxiii. 696 8), For the theological position
of 8t. Cyril see Robertson, Ath, xlix. '

8 Ath, Hist, Ar., § 29 (Op. i, 285; P. G. xxv. 725).

9 As we are told by Socr, H, I, 11, xxix, § 3; Soz. H, K. 1v, vi, § 4.

10 Text in Ath, De Syn., § 27 (Op. ii. 5924 ; P G. xxvi. 735-40); Hilary,
De SJ’IZ § 38 (Op. 1i. 485-8; P. L. x. 509~ 12), Socr, H. E. 11, xxX, §§ 3-30 ;
“Hahn 2, § 160.
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in 855,  was at lagt sent into exile.. The records of the disputation
are unfortunately lost. Photinus was recalled, with the rest,
under Julian ; but banished again by Valentinian, and he died
in exile, ¢. 876.2 As to the ‘ Liong’ Sirmian Creed, it is in two
parts. The former is a réchauffé® of the Fourth ‘Antiocheno,
which had already seen service again at Philippopolis, 343, and
at Antioch 344. The second part is a long comment consisting
of twenty-seven anathemas. -Of these, some bar out ultra-
Arianism 4 ; some repudiate all ditheistic® or tritheistic® con-
ceptions ;. some are directed against Marcellus,” some against
Photinus,® as might be expected ; some thinly disguise an Arian
standpoint ® as, for instance, when they protest against the -
notion of the Son’s generation from the Father’s essence - as
involving the Father in-a * physical necessity ’.2® But their chief
interest lies in the indication they afford of the rise of new questions
—the doctrines of the Person of Christ* and the Holy Spirit.12"
On the whole the creed is a good specimen of the better type of
Arian formulary ; though Socrates can scarcely be right in
ascribing it to Mark of Arethusa,’® ag he ig certainly wrong in
attributing 66 this largely ‘ conservative *14 synod the composition
of the * Blasphemy ’3> The ‘ Long’ Sirmian is commented on
by Hilary, bishop of Poitiers, 850~168, in his De Synodis.® Ani-
mated, like Athanasius, by the desire tqo win over the semi-Arians
to the Catholic side, he makes the best of it. He finds in it much
to his purpose,” though he stretches a point here and there.s
Athanasius, no less conciliatory in intention, is less cordial.
He ranks the formulary as just one among other attempts of the

1 Gwatkin, drianism ?, 149, n, 6, for the date, For the discussion, Epiph,
Haer, 1xxi, § 1 (Op. ii, 829 8q. ; P. G. xli, 376) ; Tillemont, Mém, vi. 353 sqq.
2 Tillemont, Mém, vi, 3564. Constantius put in, at Sirmium, an Arian,
Germinius, bishop of Cyzicus, Ath, Hist. Ar,, § 74 (Op. i, 307 ; P. G. xxv,

78? B). 3 Gwatkin, Ao'iam'sm 2,150, n, 2. 4 Nos. 1 and 24.
Nos, 2, 18, ¢ No. 23, . ? Nos. 5-8, 14.

8 No. 9. 9 Nos, 1b, 3, 17, 18.

10 No. 25. 11 Nos. 12, 13. 12 Nos, 20-2..

- 18 Socr, H, E. 11, xxx, § 4. Mark was the author of the Dated Creed of
22 May 359,

14 In proof of this character of the Synod, Gwatkin notes its interpreta-
tions of Scripture, drianism 2, 151, n, 1,

16 Socr, H. E. 11, xx%, § 3.

18 Hilary, De Syn., §§ 39-63 (Op ii, 488-99 ; P, L, x, 512—23)

17 e, g. on the Tirst Anathema in ibid., § 40 (Op ii, 488 P L x, 513 A, B)

18 Thid., where he treats an anathema, against j» xpdvos 3 atwy bre
ol r]u as no less free from ¢ ambiguity > than an anathema agamst v 8re
O'UK T]V
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Arianizers to find a substitute for the Nicene Creed.! And on
the whole, we may conclude to treat it as on a par with the best
and most celebrated of such alternatives, the Dedication Creed
of Antioch: . For in its theology it did not sound unorthodox ;
though, in its practical effect, it was anti-Nicene. Yet, as Newman
says, ¢ the Council met to set right a real evil, and was not a mere
pretence with Arian. objects’.2 Photinus was the ‘evil’; and
vopposatmn to him it was that gave it the welght and character
of a ‘ Catholic Council ’3 _
- Constantius, on the death of Magnentlus, was in a. posﬂnon
, to be exceedingly dangerous. Tike James * the Sixth and First’
he prided himself on the nicety of his discrimination in matters
theological. He had repressed Photinus. Now he would put
down Nicenes. ‘ No oxtremes’ was his motto, as it has been the
maxim, since his day, of many ‘ Establishments’, but always
with a leaning to that extreme which made for laxity. - This
leaning, in his case, was increased by the influence of the new
Empress Eusebia,* a good and beautiful woman but an Arian,
whom he had married in Italy, 852-8, on his way from the. first
overthrow of Magnentius at Mursa, 28 September 851, to inflict
“a second and final defeat on him at Mons Seleucus in the Cottian
Alps,® 858. His victory put him into possession of Gaul; and,
by 10 October 853, we find him at Arles where he spent the winter.
The- bishops of the West were solid for the faith of Nicaea, save
for® one or two nominees of the Court such as Saturninus, bishop
of Arles 858-60 ; and they were led by Liberius, bishop of Rome
852166, Dionysius, bishop of Milan 846174, Paulinus of Trdves
849-158, and by Hosius, still the patriarch of Christendom.
Gaul, moreover, was the centre of the Nicene resistance. Doc-
trine, therefore, had again to be kept in the background ; but
Constantius, whose suspicigns had lately. been roused against

1 Ath. De Syn., §§ 27, 32 (Op. ii. 592, 597 sq. ; P, Q. xxvi, 735 4, 749).
2 Newman, Treatzses ofSt Ath. i, 117, note 1 (L F, viii).
3 So Hilary treats it, and so it is called by Vigilius of Tapsus [c. 450-5001,
Contra Eutychem, v, § 3 (Op. 59 ; P, L. 1xii. 136 ¢).
¢ Tillemont, Hist, des Emp, iv. 380 sq. ; Gibbon, e, xix (ii, 254),
5 Gibbon, e, xviii (ii. 243). ‘Mons Seleucus was La Bétie, near Gap, in
Dauphiné, The army of Constantius would approach it from Italy over the .
_pass that had been used by Hannibal and by Julius' Caesar, and .was the
- most frequented in Roman times, viz. that of Mont Genévre, W. A. B:
‘Coolidge, The Alps in Nature and sttory, 163.
8 “On the Arian side we find scarcely any but Ursacius, Germinius, and
Valens on the Danube, Saturninus of Arles, and the renegade Potamms of
Lisbon,” Gwatkin, Artanism 2, 151 n, 2.
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Athanagius by fresh charges of disloyalty,' determined to force
on the West a declaration disowning him. A Council had been
in contemplation to settle ecclesiastical affairs after the turmoil
of the civil war ; and Liberius sent Vincent, bishop of Capua, and
others, with documents for and against Athanasius which had
been laid before the church of Rome,? to beg him to call it at
Aquileia.? But Constantius ingisted on having it under his own
gye.t

§ 8. The Council, acoordmgly, met at Arles® in the winter

of 353, with Saturninus as president, and Valens and his friends
to manage it. By the Emperor’s orders a draft decree® was
_presented, condemning Athanasius on the ground of the charges
now stated to have been proved against him in the East,? before
Sardica. Vincent desired that the faith should be taken first,
before the personal question; but Valens and his party would not
hear of anything of the kind.® At length, the papal envoys
undertook to ‘sign against Athanasius’ for the sake of peace,
-provided that the other side would anathematize Arianism.
This also the Arianizing majority refused ®>—as well they might.
Vincent had made g surrender as foolish as it was ignoble ; and
Valens and his friends had secured their point, the condemnation
of Athanasius. They turned to. the Emperor, and by threats
~and force he extorted signatures!® to the decree from all of the
orthodox minority save one-—Paulinus, bishop of Tréves. He
was banished to Phrygia and its Montanists : afterwards, beyond
the frontiers)* Pope Liberius, on receipt of the news, was deeply
hurt at the fall of his legates. He wrote to Hosius, lamenting

1 Ath, Apol. ad Const., § 2, 6, 14, 19, &c. (Op. i, 284, &ec.; P. G. xxv.
597, &ec.). : .

2 Hilary, Fragm. v, § 2 (Op, ii. 672 ; P. L. x, 683 B).

, 8.Ibid, vi, § 3 (Op, ii, 677; P. L. x, 688 B).

"4 Hilary, Ad Const, Aug. i, § 8 (Op. ii, 540; P, L, x. 562 B),

5 The acts of this Synod have not been pleserved but see Hefele, Conciles,
1. ii, 869 ; E. Tr.ii, 204 ; Tillemont, Mém. vi. 357 sqq. ; Gwatkin, Arianism 2,
152 Glbbon, ¢. Xxi (11 371 sqq.).

8 Sulp Sev, Hist, Sacr. ii, § 39 (P. L, xx, 150 p).
© 7 ‘The memory of the firm and effectual support which the primate of
gypt had derived from the attachment of the Western Church engaged
Constantius to suspend the execution of the sentence [of the East], till he
had obtained the concurrence of the Latin bishops,” Gibbon, ¢, xxi (ii. 371).
Hence the proceedings at Arles and Milan,

8 Sulp. Sev. Hist, Sacr. ii, § 39 (P. L. xx, 151 4),

Y Hilary, Fragm. v, § 5 (Op, il. 64; P, L, x. 685 a, B).

10 Ath, Apol. ad Const., § 27 (Op. i. 247 ; P, Q. xxv. 629 B),
1 Hilary, Contra Const, Imp,, § 11 (Op. ii, 570 ; P, L, x. 588),
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it1; and let Caecilian, bishop of Spoleto, with others, know that -
he could not sanction their proceedings.?- o
" So things stood in the winter of 358-4. The Emperor had not
. yot got ¢ the concurrence of the West * in sufficient force to enable
him to deal the blow at Athanasius. Nor, for a couple of years,
could more be done. There was trouble on the frontiers. In
the spring of 854 Constantius was at Augusta Rauracorum 3
(now Augst in the Aargau) on the upper Rhine; in the early
summer of 355 his presence was required in Rhaetia to deal,
from the neighbourhood of the Spliigen and Chur,* with the
barbarians on the Danube ; and, in the autumn of that year,
Julian, 831-168, had to be hurtiedly summoned from his books
at Athens ; invested at Milan, where Constantius was spending ’
“. the winter, with the insignia of Caesar,’ 6 November 855 ; and,
1 December, dispatched ® across the Alps to Gaul to drive the
Alemanni beyond the Rhine. This done, and the frontiers once -
‘more secured, Constantius acceded to the request for a Council’
at Milan.

§ 4. The Council of Milan 7 met early in 355.

The request. came from Pope Liberius; for the Emperor :
encouraged by his measure of success at Arles, had begun to press
heavily on the Italian bishops, requiring them to break off com-
munion with Athanasius8 The pressure stirred into action two
champions of the Nicene cause among them: Eusebius,® bishop
of Vercellae 840-171, who upheld it nobly, and Lucifer,® bishop
of Caliaris (Cagliari) 353—170, in Sardinia, no less zealous. But
it was the zeal of a Jehu, and damaged the cause he was burning
to sustain. Lucifer now came to Rome, and offered Liberius to
go to Court as his envoy and bring the Emperor to a better mind.!
Liberius gladly accepted the offer ; and sent him, accompanied
by the priest Pancratius and the deacon Hilary, with Obsecro,

1 Quia in nullo, ap. H1lary, Fragm, vi, § 3(Op. ii, 676 8q.; P. L. x. 688 B);
Liberius, Hp. i (P, L, viii. 1349); Jaffé, No, 209.

2 Nolo te Jactum, ap. Hllaly, Fmgm vi, § 3 (Op. ii, 676 ; P. L. x, 688 4);
Liberius, Bp. ii (P. L, viii, 1349 ¢); Jaffé, No. 210,

3 Amm, Mare, Res Gesitae, X1v, X, 6. 4 Ibid, xv, iv, 1.

5 Ibid. xv, viii; Gibbon, ¢. xix (ii. 255 sqq.).

8 Amm, Marc. Res Gestae, Xv. viii. 18.

7 Mansi, iii. 233-52; Hefele, Conciles, 11. ii. 870-7; K. Tr.-205-10; Socr.
- H, B 1. xxxvi; Soz, H. E. 1v. ix, §§ 1-5; Tillemont, Mém. vi. 360 sqq.

8 Liberius, Ep. iii, § 1 (P. L. viii. 1350 B).

9 Tillemont, Mém. ¥ii. 529-63, 10 Thid. vii. 514-29.

1 Liberius, Ep. iii, § 1 (P. L. viii, 1350 B, ¢). :
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tranquillissime Imperator 1-—a very plain-spoken letter of explana-
tion and expostulation addressed to Constantius, 354. He also
wrote twice to Fusebius of Vercellae?: first, that he would use
his influence with Constantius, and, next, that he would join
tho embassy. HKusebius accepted the task, and went. The Pope
then wrote him another letter, of thanks3; adding that he had
also invited Fortunatian, bishop of Aquileia 348-169, to join
them too. The envoys had little difficulty with Constantius;
for a new synod, under his own eye, would further his plans.
Accordingly, at Milan,® three hundred bishops, mainly
Western, met in the principal church under the presidency of
Dionysius, bishop of Milan 852-5, and an earnest Catholic.
Owing to the menacing tone of Constantius and the dominant
faction, some Western bishops would not attend : chief among
them Eusebius and, possibly, Hilary—our authority for these
ovents. But neither Catholics nor Arians would dispense with
the, presence of Fusebius; and not only the Synod® but the
Emperor? and the three papal legates® insisted that he must
come. The Synod wanted him to sign against ° the sacrilegious
Athanasius ’.? The envoys of Liberius wanted him to overthrow
Valens.1® So he came ; but for ten days he was shut out from the
church where the Council was sitting, perhaps because the plans
for . the deposition of Athanasius were still under discussion.
At last he was admitted. The Arianizers in power demanded
that he should sign against Athanasius; not on doctrinal grounds,
it will be remembered, but because of the charges against his
character. Like the papal envoys at Arles, Fusebius answored :
¢ Lot us first settle the primary question—that of doctrine. Here
is the Nicene Creed. If you will sign that, I will do what you
want.” Taken strictly, it was a concession that ought not to
have been made; but Eusebius knew that the Creed stood no

1 Givenin Hllary, Fragm, v (Op, ii, 671-5 ; P, L, x. 681-6) ; and Liberius,
Ep. iv (P. L, viii, 1351~4), Jafté, No. 212,

2 Liberius, Epp. iii and v (P. L. viii, 1350, 1355) ; Jaﬂ(,, Nos, 211, 213,

3 Liberius, Ep. vi (P. L, viii, 1355 sq.); Jafté, No. 215, .

4 For the proceedings, see Hilary, dd Const, Aug 1, § 8 (Op.ii. 540; P, L.
x, 562 8q.); Ath. Hist. Ar., §§ 32-4 and 76 (Op. 1. 287-8, 308 ; P, G. XXV,
729-34, 785) ; and Sulp. Sev Hist, Sacr. ii, § 39 (P. L. xx 1”1)

5 Qo Soer. H. E. 11. xxxvi, § 1, but the numbet seems boo large,

6 Synodal Letter to Eusebius in Mansi, iii. 236 sq.

7 Const, to Eusebius, ap. Ma,nm, iii. 238, or among < Mon, vet, ad Ariano-
rum doctrinam pertinentia ’, in P. L. xiii. 564 sq.

8 Mansi, iil, 237 sq., and P. L, xiii, 765 sq. .

9 Mansi, iii, 236 B, 10 Thid, iii, 237 D,
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chance of being signed with anything like unanimity. Dionysius,
the' president, was ready to sign, and took the paper. But -
Valeng tore pen and paper from his hand, shouting, ‘ We can
get nothing done that way '! A tumult followed in the church.
Dionysius went out from the chancel where the Council was
sitting, and passed through the curtain? into the nave to quiet
the people who had caught echoes of the disturbance among:
the bishops.® At a second session, when pressure was again
being put on Kusebius to sign and he was protesting loudly that
‘the Nicene Creed should be accepted first,® the laity overheard
again. ‘ Qut with the heretics! Qut with the Arians!’® they
cried ; and then, after Dionysiug and Fusebius had signed the
. Creed in the presence of the bishops, the laity demanded that
the Kucharist should be proceeded with.® They remained in the
church two nights, ill Lucifer, whom Constantius had detalned

was set free and sent back to them.”?

Routed by the Catholic laity, the Arianizers got- the Councll
transferred to the Imperial palace®; and Constantius took up
his place behind the veil,? or curtain, which, as usual, shrouded
the presence of the Augustus but allowed him to hear what was
going on among the bishops on the other side. Valens and
Ursacius presented a letter in his name9; and the Emperor,
by his officers, began to argue from his own success to the truth
of the faith which he held. The Roman legates answered that
the Creed of Niceae was the faith of Christians. ° Let the Emperor
look to his soul’s welfare ’, exclaimed Lucifer, ‘ and condemn the
Arians.’ 12 It was the first time that Caesar had been resisted in

! ¢ Non posse fieri ut aliquid inde gereretur,’ Hilary, Ad Const, Aug. i, § 8
(Op. ii. 540 ; P, L, x, 563 A).

2 J, Bmgha:m, Ant, viIL, vi, § 8.

8 The account is now taken from the Viia Dionysvi in Acta Scmctm Um 3
Maii, vi. 44 sqq. (for May 25) : see Tillemont, Mém. vii, 538 sqq., and 775,
n. 7: see Vita D,, § 10, 4 Vita D., § 12 (4. 8. Maii, vi. 46 c).

5 Thid., § 13 (4. 8. Maii, vi. 46 D),

8 ¢ Dionysium ut Missam faceret postulabant,” ibid., § 14 (4. 8. Maii, vi.
46 1), 7 Ibid., § 18 (A. S. Mait, vi, 47 c).

8 Hilary, Ad Const, Aug. i, § 8 (Op ii. 540; P. L. x. 564 a),

9 ¢Intra velum,” Lucifer, Mortendum, &c > § 1 (P. L. xiii, 1009 o), or
C.8. K. L, xiv, 285, 1. 20,

10 Sulp. Sev, Hist, Sacr, ii, § 39 (P. L, xx, 151 B); Lucifer speaks of him
as ¢ eximiis verbis pulcherrimisque sensibus conscribens edictum * in De non
conveniendo, &ec., § 9 (O S, B. L, xiv, 19, ll 3, 4). But it was Arianizing :
see Tillemont, Mem vii, 541,

1 Tucifer, De regibus apostaticis, § 11 (C, 8, E, L, xiv, 61),

12 Lucifer, Moriendum, § 4 (C. S, B, L. xiv, 293),
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his own palace : and Constantius was taken aback. He turned to
the charges against Athanasius, where he might hope for better
success, and told the bishops that they must condemn so great
a criminal.! * How can we condemn him ’, the Council replied, ‘ on
the testimony of men, self-convicted,? like Valens and Ursacius? .
‘It is no question’, answered Constantius, ‘ of Valens and Ursa-
cius: I am the accuser of Athanasius.’® *But you cannot accuse
where you have no personal knowledge, and the accused is not
present. Besides, the demand has no canon to rest upon.” ‘Let
my will serve for a canon’, thundered Constantius, ‘a8 it does
with the Syrian bishops.’¢ It was the voice of Caesarism un-
dis(guised; and, as the Emperor was now sitting outside the
veil, the. situation, besides, was as if an BEnglish judge should
assume the black cap at the beginning of a capital trial. But
again the breath of freedom came from the lips of Catholic
bishops. They reminded him of Who gave him the Empire and
Who could take it away; of the Liast Judgement ; and of the
incapacity of the temporal power to judge in things. Spiritual.
But to no effect. The Emperor laid his hand upon his sword,’
and all signed except a few who were sent into exile : Dionysius,
Kusebius, Lucifer,® Maximus of Naples, and Rufinianus.? So
ended the Council of Milan, which Hilary calls a malignantium
synagoga 8 and Lucifer ‘ a cave of robbers’.? No new creed was
attempted : that would have been premature till the Catholic
leaders—Hosius, Liberius, Hilary, and Athanasius—were disposed
of. 'But the Court and Arianism were now dominant, if not
established, at Milan ; -and beside Constantinople, Sirmium, and

1 Lucifer, De S, Ath. i, § 6 (C. S. E. L, xiv, 73).
% se, by their recantations, Ath, Apol. ¢, Ar., § 58 (Op. 1. 139 ; P, Q. xxv.
353); and Hist, Ar., § 29 (Op, i, 285 ; P, @, xxv. 725).
3 Ath, Hist. Ar., §76 (Op. 1. 308 ; P, @, xxv, 785 B).
4 Thid., § 33 (Op. i. 287 ; P. G’ xxv. 732 ¢); so Pius IX at the Vatican
Council, ¢ Lia tradizione son io’; Document No, 46.
5 Ibld § 34 (Op. i, 287; P. Q. xxv, 732 8q.), and Document No. 46.
The stt Ar. should be used with caution. It employs ‘a good deal of
. dramatic freedom °, W, Bright, Age of the Fathers, i, 232 ; Tillemont, Mém.
vii, 544,
8-Liberius wrote to cheer them in their banishment ; his letter is given
in Hl]&l‘y, Fragm. ¥i (Op. ii. 675 sq. ; P. L, x. 686- 8), Jailé, No, 216,
¢ Faustinus et Marcellinus,’ Libellus ‘Precum, § 7 (P. L, xiii. 88); Tille-
mont, Mém, vi, 391-3,
8 Hllary, Ad Const, Aug. i, § 8 (Op. ii. 540 ; P, L, x, 562 B). The phrase
is an echo of Ps, Ixiii, [Ixiv.] 3.
9 Luclfer, ‘De 8, Athanasio, i, § 36 (C. 8. K. L, xiv. 130, 1 13), quotlng
Mark xi, 17,
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Arles, -another see of 1mporta,nce was pla,ced for twenty years,
in Arian hands. For Dionysius was succeeded by Auxentius as
bishop of Milan, 855-174, one of the many Arians of Cappadocia.
- He knew no Latin® He had been ordained by Gregory # who,
from 889-145, was the intruding bishop of Alexandria. And he
may have been the agent through whom creeds ® and liturgies,*
of a type as yet unfamiliar in the West, came thither, about this
time, from the FEast.

Constantiug had now obtained, without difficulty, the verdict
that he desired from the two Councils of Arles and Milan. But:
his position, that his Arianizing protégés had as much right to
hold office in' the Church as had any Catholic bishop, could not
make itself good so long ag there were great prelateés left undis-
turbed who treated his Arianizing nominees as heretics with no
right to be there:. If, however, such prelates were either won
over, or got rid of, in the West where they were the accepted
leaders, the Emperor might then deal finally with that BEastern
adversary, Athanasius—‘ an enemy more odious to him than the -
vanquished tyrant of Gaul’.?

§ 5. Liberius, Hosius, Hilary, and Athanasius® were thus.
marked down for extinction in turn, 855-6.

(1) The Emperor began with Liberius,” 855. He tried first to
cajole him ; and sent his chamberlain, Fusebius, a zealous Arian,
to talk him over. Husebius demanded of him two things: to
subseribe against Athanasiug, and to communicate with the
Arians. ¢ The Emperor wishes it, and commands you to do so.’
¢ Impossible,” replied the Pope, ¢ Athanasius has been acquitted
by two Councils, viz. at Alexandria and at Sardica; and he was
in communion with us as our guest in Rome.” The eunuch then
tried bribes and threats. But to no purpose. He was obliged
to report that the Pope would only yield to force. Palace officials ™

1. Ath, Hist, Ar., § 75 (Op. i. 307; P. G. xxv, 784 B, 0). For Auxentius
(not in D, C, B,), see Robertson, Ath 493, n. 9.

2 Hilary, Contra Auzentium, § 8 (Op. ii. 598 ; P. L. x, 614 B),

8 J.T.8.iii, 14, vii, 503 ; A. E. Burn, The Apostles Creed, 46,

4 Such is the theory of L. Duchesne, Christian Worship 2, 93, viz, that
the non-Roman rite og the West, as found in the Ambrosian, Gallican, and
Mozarabic service-books, is an Eastern rite which found its way West
through Auxentius, But there is a rival theory of the orlgm of the non-

Roman rite of the West, for which see T, Procter and W, H, Frere, 4 new
hastory of the B, C. P2, 508,
5 Gibbon, ¢. xxi (ii. 37 1). ) 8 Thid, (ii, 373)

7 Ath, Hist, Ar., §§ 35-41 (Op, i. 288-91 ; P, L., xxv, 733-42) ; Tillemont,
vi, 380 sqq. ; Fleury, Hqst, Ececel, x111, ce, x1x xxi,
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were then dispatched to Leontius, the Prefect of the.City, who was
commissioned to convey him to Court. Liberius was thus forcibly
removed to Milan and set face to face with the Augustus, to whom
he is said to have addressed both argument! and admonition.?
But in vain. He was banished to Beroea in Thrace,® where
lonely confinement, it was hoped, might shake his resolution.
In his place Constantius set up the Arian deacon, Felix, as bishop
of Rome, in accordance with his policy, now being carried out,
of substituting Arian for Catholic prelates. Felix was consecrated
by three Arian bishops in the Palace. The History of the Ariams
calls them ° three ill-conditioned spies’%; and, in face of this

strong language, it is curious to note how IFelix came to
figure in the Middle Ages ag the orthodox rival of the ‘ Arian’
Liberius.?

(2) Hosius ¢ was next to be dealt with, 855. He was more
influential than Pope Liberius, for he had been a Confessor in
the. persecution by Maximian, the grandfather of Constantius;
he was now in the hundredth year of his age and had passed the
sixtieth of his episcopate ; the ‘ father’ of Councils; and the
most venerable figure in Christendom. Constantius, then, sent
for him to Milan, and urged upon him the same demands. But
he made a great impression on the Fmperor, and was. allowed
to return home. No sooner was he gone than the Arian courtiers
made Constantius return:to the charge, with letters of mingled-
flatteries and threats. Hosius replied with the famous letter
which Athanasius has preserved.. ‘ God’, he writes to Constantius,
‘ has- put into your hands the kingdom : to us [bishops] He hasg
entrusted the affairs of His Church ; and, as he who would steal
the empire from you would resist the ordinance of God, so like-
wise fear on your part, lest, by taking upon yourself the govern-
ment of the Church, you become guilty of a great offence. It is
written, ‘ Render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and unto
God the things that are God’s.” . .. I will not communicate with

1A dialogue between Constantius and Liberius is given by Theodoret,
H, E, 11, xvi, §§ 1-26 ; but it must be accepted with some reservatlona, for
which see W, Bright, Age of the Fathers, i. 234.

2 Ath, Hist, Ar., § 39 (0p i, 290; P. @, xxv, 74.0A B).

3 Theod. H. F. 11 xvi, § 27.

4 Ath, Hist, Ar., § 75 (Op. i. 307 ; P. @. xxv, 784 D),

§ D.C. B.ii 480 8qq.

¢ Ath. Hist. Ar., §§ 42 6 (0p i, 291—0, P. G. xxv, 741~ 52), Tillemont,
vii. 313-21 ; Kleury, H. B. iii. 425 sqq.
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~ the Arians . . . neither will I subscribe against Athanasius.’!

Constantiug was unmoved by this spirited appeal. He sent for

Hosius to Sirmium, and there, under the tutelage of Valens
and Ursacius, the old man’s constancy was so far broken down

that, in the summer of 857, he communicated with their party.

But he never ‘yielded ’% to the extent of subscribing against

Athanasius ; and he revoked his act of commumon Wlth the

Arianizers before his death.

(8) Persecution was next directed against Hllary,3 b1sh0p of
Pmtlers 350—’[68 : ‘
" Hilary was born ¢. 800. His parents were people of congidera-
_tion, possibly of rank. They gave him a first-rate eduecation,
and he was a writer and thinker of some distinction before he .
thought of becoming a Christian, as a man of mature age. He
was drawn to Christianity not by contact with Christian teachers,

but by studying the Seriptures for himself; and thus he is
* deservedly reckoned by St. Augustine with distinguished converts
like Cyprian and Lactantius who came over to the Church ‘laden °
with the gold and raiment of Egypt’.* It is possible that, like
St. Ambrose, he was advanced gtraight from the life of a layman
to the episcopate; and though Poitiers was only an ordinary<
see, still, to be a bishop in the West was to hold a great position.
For there, save in central and southern Italy and in Africa,
dioceses were fow and of huge extent : so that, whereas in the
Ragt, save in Cappadocia, a bishop’s authority was limited to
a town, the bishop in north Italy, Gaul, or Spain might be called
‘a prince of the Church’5 But greatness of this kind meant
isolation. A bishop in Gaul, unless he had the missionary spirit
and the magnetic influence of a St. Martin, could not be known fo
. his flock. He lacked their support ; and as, moreover, in Gaul,
belief rested on tradition rather than upon argument or conviction,
the laity would not appreciate a stand for Catholic against. Arian
sufficiently to support a bishop who made it. Hilary himself—

1 Ath, Hist, Ar.; § 44 (Op. i, 293; P. Q. xxv, 745, 748), and Document
No. 23, - 2 Ath, Apol, defuga, §5(0p. 1. 255; P. Q. xxv. 649 ¢),

3 For his writings, see P, L, ix, x, of which the De Synodzs, 359, and the
De Trinitate, ¢, 360, are tr, in-N, and P.-N, F. ix, with an introduction on his
life and writings {c. 1) and his theology (c. 2) by E. W, Watson : see also
Tﬂéemont Mém, vii. 432-69; D, C, B. iii, 54-66 ; Bardenhewer, Patrology,
402-11

-4 Aug. De doctrina O’hmstmna, ii, § 61 (Op, iil, 42 ¥ ; P. L. xxxiv, 63)

8 Hilary, De Trinitate, viii, § 1 (Op. ii, 213; P. L, x 236 ¢).
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and a fortior: his people-——had never heard, though he must have
heard of, the Nicene Creed till after he became a bishop:! When,
therefore, as a bishop and a well-equipped theologian, he came
forward to rouse the bishops of Gaul to withdraw themselves,
after the proceedings at Arles and Milan, from the communion -
.of Saturninus, the Arian bishop of Arles, it was a bold venture
which many would not understand. He would expose himself,
Wi'thout much - backing, to the vengeance of the Court party.;
“and Constantius, with the memories of Magnentius fresh in his
-mind, would look upon it as a new, though an ecclesmstmal
rebellion in Gaul,

'How many bishops of Gaul followed Hilary’s lead is uncertam
but he supported his withdrawal by a letter of protest, 355, now
entitled Ad Constantium Augustum Iiber primus® Tt runs in
a tone -of studied respect; and after complaining, §1, of the
interference of civil officers in matters religious, it argues, § 2,
that, if there is to be peace, there must be liberty. Let the
Emperor leave the laity free to choose their own teachers. There
is, §8, no treason nor disturbance save from the Arianizers.
The, § 4, exiled bishops should be restored, and, § 5, ‘ those two
ignorant and unprincipled young men, Ursacius and Valens’,
- discarded: to communicate with them would be a sin. He
* then goes on, § 6, to combine with a denunciation of the atrocities
in Egypt, a splendid plea for liberty of conscience. No one ought
to- be coerced into an external conformity ; for while God Him-
self teaches men to know Him, He does not force their wills, or,
rather, He will not accept an involuntary homage3 In § 7 he
‘contends that the Arians were convicted and Athanasius acquitted
long ago : it is intolerable that they should now be the accusers
and he the victim. Finally, § 8, what was done at ‘Milan was
a tale of wrong-doing. The Council was ‘a gathering together
of the froward ’.

After such an outburst 1t is surprising that some months were
allowed to elapse before Hilary was taken in hand. At last,
in the spring of 856, Saturninus presided at the Council of Biterrae 4
(now Béziers, not far from the Gulf of Lyons), where Hilary was
compelled to attend; but refused a. hearing, at least, on the

1 Hilary, De Synochs, § 91 (Op. ii. 518; P, L, x, 545 A).

? Hilary, Op. ii. 535-40 (P, L. x. 557- 64) 3 Document No, 24.
¢ Mansi, iii, 251 ;- Hefele, Conciles, 1. ii. 884-6 ; E Tr, ii, 216.8q.
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question of faith which he endeavoured to raise.! It was their
cue not to discuss doctrine ; and they dealt only with his conduet.
He had endeavoured to rouse popular discontent; and to this
~charge his letter to the Emperor lent some plausibility. The
Synod. deposed him, and charged him with sedition before their
“immediate ruler, the Caesar Julian. But Julian took no notice."
He did not wish to alienate Church feeling in Gaul, for he might
“gtill want all the support of Gaul in the near future. The Counecil
_ then carried the charge to Constantius?; and, in the summer
of 856, the Emperor banished Hilary to ¢ Asia’,® with Rhodanius,
" bishop of Toulouse 85018, who had stood by him.*
(4) At last Athanasius was visited by the long-gathering -
-storm.> Symptoms of danger began to appear not long after th
death of Constans. Envoys, sent ¢. 350 by Magnentius to Con-
stantius, came round by Egypt and had an interview with the
archbishop. Though he had shed tears when speaking to them
of Constans ¢ and had called upon his flock to pray for the Eastern
Emperor,? the incident might easily be construed by Constantius .
into something like treasonable relations with the usurper.®
-On the final overthrow of Magnentius, Athanasius, aware of the
unfriendly mood of Constantius,® thought it wise to conciliate
him ; and sent a deputation, headed by his most trusty suffragan,
Serapion, bishop of Thmuis in the Delta, to the Court at Milan.-
They sailed 19 May 358 ; but, 23 May, there arrived a silentiary,
Montanus by name, with an Imperial letter couched in unexpected
terms, and composed, no doubt, under the eye of Valens and
Ursacius. ‘ The bishop of Alexandria’, it said, ‘was not to send
a deputation ; but, as he had asked leave to visit the Emperor
at Milan, he could be received in audience if he came.’ 1% Athana-

i Hilary, Conira Constantium, § 2 (Op. ii, 563 ; P. L, x. 579 a),

2 Hilary;, Ad Const. Aug. ii, § 2 (Op. i1, 544 ; P, L. x, 564 sq.).

3 Hilary, De Syn., § 63 (Op. ii. 498 ; P. L. x, 522 sq.).

-4 Sulp. Sev, Hist, Sacr, ii, § 39 (P, L. xx, 151 c),
© 5 TFleury, H. E, iii, 436 sqq.
- ¢ Ath. Apol, ad Const., § 9 (Op. i. 238; P. G. xxv. 605 c),

7 Ibid., § 10 (Op. ii. 239; P. G. xxv. 608 B). The passage is interesting
as being in the form of a L1tany, and so addressed to our Lord ; and also
as being the earliest instance on record of prayers by the Church for Emperors
and Kings, and the first example of the title, ' Most religious * in such
a prayer 8 Thid., § 6 (Op. ii. 237 P. G, xxv, 601). -

9 Tt was due to his annoyance that so many bxshops continued in -com-
munjon with Athanasius : see Ath, Hist, 4r., § 30 (Op. i, 285; P. @Q. xxv,
727 A). _ '

10 Ath, Apol, ad Const,, § 19 (Op. ii, 243 ; P, G, xxv, 619 B),
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sius had never asked for an audience, and, suspecting a plot,
remained at homel! The plot got out; and Montanus retired,
without ' effecting anything.2 For the next two years nothing
happened except that orders were sent to the Augustal Prefect of
TFgypt to transfer the usual doles of corn from Catholics to Arians, -
who were now to be permitted to criticize their bishop and to be
counted as churchmen.? But, in August 855, there appeared an
Imperial Notary named Diogenes ; and, though without definite
instructions, for four months he used every effort, short of personal
violence, to get Athanasius away. But he was baffled by the
resigtance of people and magistrates : and, 28 December, he t06
retired without success.? Rumour, however, now had it that
“exiles from the West were on their way Fastward in the cause of
Athanasius 5 ; and when; on 6 January 856, the duke Syrianus
arrived in Alexandria and began to concentrate soldiers there,
Athanasius felt justified in- asking whether he came with orders
from - the Court. He replied that he did not. Athanasius
then produced the letters which Constantiug had written. him,
¢. 3501, before the defeat of Magnentius, assuring him of hig
protection. Whereupon Syrianus had no choice but to promise
that no change should be made in the situation of affairs till
- further orders should arrive.® This was on 18 January 856 ; and
confidence was restored. But on the night of 8 February, when
the archbishop was presiding at a Vigil in the church of St. Theonas,
Syrianus beset the church with five thousand troops. Taking
hig seat upon his throne, Athanasiug ordered the deacon to read
or recite the hundred and thirty-sixth psalm, and the people to
respond, ‘ For his mercy endureth for over ’: then, all to depart.
But the soldiers broke in before it was over. Some of the congre-
gation were wounded fatally, as the troops rushed forward to
seize Athanasius. But his friends got him away, just as the
foremost were pressing through the chancel-gates.” Such was
the memorable * Flight of Athanasms ’,8 followed by six years

1 Ath, Apol. ad Const., §§ 20-1 (Op. ii, 244 P, G, xxv. 619-22),

2 Hist, Aceph, iii, § 3; Festal Index, xxVv.

3 Ath, Hist, Ar . § 31 (01) i, 286 ; P. G. xxv, 728 Q).

t Hist, Aceph, iii, § 4; Festal Indem, xxvii; Ath. Apol. ad Const,, § 22
(Op. 1. 244 ; P, G, xxv, 621 D), -

5 Ath, A ol. ad Const, i, § 27 (Op. i. 247 ;. P 4. xxv, 629 4),

¢ Tbid. §§ 22~4 (Op. i. 244 53 P, G, xxv, 621-6).

7 The irruption of Syrianus is described in Ath, Apol. ad Const., § 25, and
at greater length in Apol, de Fuga, § 24 (Op. i. 246, 264 sq. ; P G, xxv,
625 ¢, 673-6) ; Document No, 44. 8 Tlllemont Mém, viii, 152 sqq.
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of concealment, in the cells of the desert, or the third exile,
356-62.

Athanagius took ‘refuge, perhaps in the Nitrian cells ; at any
rate, with a people so Joyal that for six years he was safe from the
police of Constantius. His first idea was to appeal in person to
him.. He would not believe that an Emperor could go back upon

“his word." Accordingly, he drew up his Apologia ad Constantium
and set off, through the Libyan desert, towards Milan. But on
his way he fell in with rumours confirmatory of the exile not
only of Dionysius and the papal envoys at Milan but of Liberius
himself and of the great Hosius. "Then he heard news of violence
at Alexandria, near ‘the cemetery,? at Faster (7 April) 856; and
of a vague creed, couched in Seriptural language,® having been
circulated among his suffragans for their signature on pain of -
banishment.t It was these last tidings that produced the first -
of the series of seven anti-Arian works of Athanhasius which
belong to his third exile, viz. The letter to the bishops of Fg Jypt .
and Libya.

(@) In this 4d episcopos Aegypti et Libyae epistola,’ 356, Athana-
sius begins with, §§ 1-4, general warnings, e.g. that Arianism is
idolatrous,® and, § 5, a statement of the tactics of his opponents.
He then urges the bishops, §§ 6-8, in view of the ‘ hangman’s
character attributed to his successor-designate, George, to hold
fast to the faith of Nicaea, and, §§9-11, to be satisfied with nothing
short of an explicit repudiation of Arianism. After this, he
turns to doctrine ; .and after, § 12, stating the original Arian
position 7 and, § 13, confronting it with Seripture, he, §§ 14-17,

1 Ath, Apol. ad Const., § 23 (Op. i. 245 ; P. G. xxv, 624 B, 0),

2 Tbid., § 27 (Op. i. 247 ; P. L. xxv. 629).

3 The bait was that they must often have heard Athanasius insisting on
the sufficiency of Scripture, as in Ath, Ad episc. Aeg., §4 (Op. i. 216; P, G,
xxv. 548 A)., His answer would be as in De decretis, § 2 (Op. 1, 165; P, G,
XXV, 428 A). .

4 Ath, Ad episc, Aeg., §5(0p.1.2165q.; P. G, xxv. 548 c¢). The formulary
cannot be identified, but it may have been the Long Sirmian of 351, It
was the ¢ beginning ’ (ibid.) of a persecution in which sixteen of the suffragans
of Athanasius were banished, Apol, ad Const., § 27 (Op. i. 247 ; P, G. xxv,
629 B

5 Tzext in Ath, Op. i. 213-33 (P. G. xxv. 537-94), and W, Brlght Hist,
Writ, of 8t. Ath., 106-29 ; tr, in Robertson, Ath. 222-35,

¢ For this cha,rge see §§ 4,13 (Op. i, 216, 224; P, G, xxv, 543 B, 568 B);
W. Bright, Hist, Wr. St. Ath 1v1, n, 1, and Sermons of Si, Leo, 153 sq. ; .and
Newman, Select T, 8t. Ath." ii, 159 sq., and Document No, 43,

7- An important source for the orlgma,l Arian statements, for which see
Socr. H. E.1.v, §2; Ath, Dedecretis, § 6 ; De synodis, §§ 15, 16 ; Orat, c, Ar,
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challenges the Arians therefrom. Next, he, § 18, taxes them with
dissimulation ; specially Arius in his profession to Constantine,
whence, § 19, his death. Finally, §§ 20-21, he urges his suffragang
to stand firm ; condemns, § 22, the coalition of Meletians and
Arians ; and, § 23, expresses his belief that Constantius will put .
an end to these outrages when once made aware of the facts of
the case. He then concludes with a doxology to the Father
" through the Son in the Spirit.! Athanasius, whose tone towards
Constantiug in this letter was still one of respect and hope, was
bent, it would seem, upon an interview with Constantius i and
was continuing -his journey toward Milan when he received
copies of two letters from the Emperor.2 The one denounced
 him to the Alexandrians and commended to them George as
their new bishop. The other commanded the princes of Axum
to send Frumentius to Egypt in oxder that he might unlearn
“what he had been taught by ‘the wicked * Athanasius and receive
instruction from ‘ the venerable * George. Alarmed at the news,
he abandoned his purpose of confronting Constantius, and turned
back from Cyrenaica, which he had reached about April 856, to
the cells of the desert. . _ -

(b) There he completed at his leisure the second anti-Arian
- work of this exile, viz. the 4pologia ad Constantium.®_ 1t is written
on the suppositiont of a bare chance that Oonstantms who had
.again become the instrument of Arian hostility, might relent
once more and admit him to plead his cause in person. It is what
he would have said in that event ; prepared, with oratorical
elaboration,’ for that contingency. At least, such is the idea and
‘the character of its fixst part, §§1-26. But, at this point, it became
clear to Athanasius that it would be courting misfortune to carry
out his plan, and see the Emperor. The second part-of the Apology,
therefore, takes the form, rather, of a letter, §§ 27-84.

In Part I Athanasius sets himself to refute four personal
i, 885, 6; Ad Afros, § 5; Vil Ant,, § 69; the Depositio Arii; and
Ww. Bnght Hist, Wr. St Ath lv, and Document No. 198.

1 1, x 8 of 76 marpi % 86fa kai T6 kpdTos év Mvevpare dylw, Ath, Ad ep, deg,,
§ 23 (Op. 1. 233; P. G. xxv. 394 A); on this and other forms of Gloria
Pairi, see vol. ., c. iv, § 3.

2 Ath, Apol. ad Const,, §§ 30, 31 (Op. i. 248-50 ; P. @ xxv. 631-8),

3 Ath, Op. i, 234-53 (P G. xxv, 595-642); W. Brlght Hist, Wr, St, Ath,
130-57 ; tr Robertson, Ath, 238-53.

% For this supposmon of, §§ 1, 2, 6, 19, 29, 34, 35

5e g 83,6 8,16, 22, 27, 30, whele he refers to the.impression made on -
the hearers or—-* I see you smlle , § 16—on the Emperor.
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charges that had 1ecently been blought aga,lnst h1m before the
Empelor :
- First, §§ 2-5, “he had p1eJudlced Constans agalnst (‘onstantms
The Western Emperor had certainly proved his friend; and he may
therefore have had some influence with him. But he had never
spoken to Constans save in the presence of others—the bishops
. of Milan, Aquileia, or Tréves. The reply to this charge incidentally
gives us some important details for the two earher ex1les of -
Athanasius. :
Second, §§ 6-18, ‘he had corresponded with- the, Western
“tyrant ” Magnentius’. This caluniny was scarcely consistent
with the preceding, and was absurd as well. What motive could
Athanasius have for corresponding with the very man who had
caused the death of his patron Constans, and of others who had been
kind to him ! when an exile in Italy ? The charge was disproved
by his known affection for Constans. It was only bolstered up by
forgeries, and by the rage for libelling which had caused such wide-
spread mischief—' a dexterous side-stroke at the Eusebians ">
Third, §§ 14-18,  he had presumed to use the ** imperial church
then in course of building at Alexandria, before it was finished
and without waiting for the imperial commands’. The charge
had reference to the Easter services -of 855, held ‘in the great
church in the Caesareum’.® Athanasius admits the charge; but
pleads both necessity and precedent. The same thing had been
done by his predecessor Alexander when the church of Theonas
was being built ; and he had seen it done at Tréves and Aquileia.
The passage is of importance as evidence for the growth of the
Church at this period. The other churches, were too small. Te
use the larger, but unfinished, church was no disrespect to its
August founder, nor any anticipation of the formal dedication.
Fourth, §§ 19-26, ‘ he had disobeyed an imperial summons to
come -to Italy’.  The charge involves the whole history of the
attempts to dislodge him from Alexandria which had culminated
in his recent flight. In summary, he replies, ‘ I received no such

1 Eutropla, the aunt of Constantius, Nepotian, the son of Eutropia,
Constantine’s sister, had taken up arms against Magnentius, got possession
. of Rome, and enjoyed the title of Augustus for about a month, July 350,
Magnentius put him to death, with his mother and a number of his adherents,
some of whom are mentioned in Ath, Apol; ad Const., § 6 (Op. i. 287; P. @G.
xxv. 604 ¢); Gibbon, c. xviii (i, 242). )

2 W. Bright, Hist, Wr, St. Ath, lix, '

3 Ath, Hist, Ar., § 74 (Op. i. 307 ; P @, xxv, 781 D).
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mandate. - T did receive, from an official of the Palace, an Imperial
letter purporting to grant a request of mine for leave to visit
Italy. But I had made no such vequest. A second emissary;
Diogenes, gave me no letter, and brought me no orders. As
for duke Syrianus, he too brought no written orders; and I
produced your Grace’s letter of six years ago, in- which you promised
me your support.” Thus Athanasius dismissed the four charges.
In-Part II the Apology becomes more of a letter ; and -Athana-
sius, §§ 2735, tells what happened after his expulsion. He meant,
§ 27, to lay the matter before the Emperor in person, and set out
to Italy for the purpose. On the way three reports reached him :
(a) of the banishments following upon the Council of Milan, 355 ;
(b) of military outrages, probably those at Raster, 856, and of
the nomination of George; (c) of the letters of Constantius to the
Alexandrians and to the princes of Abyssinia. These evil.tidings
forced him to give up his design and ‘to turn back again into
the desert ’ ; not, indeed, for fear of the Emperor but of his officials.
Then he concludes with an outspoken denunciation of the treat-
ment of Virging of the church at Alexandria ; and with an ex-
postulation ‘ which supposes the Imperial listener to be already
more- than half-appeased .1 The Apology ‘has been justly
praised. for its artistic finish? and its rhetorical skill’. But
knowing ‘what we do of the character of Constantius, and what,
in great part, Athanasius must have known, we feel that there is
an air of unreality about its professions of confidence in him
which is unworthy of its author, and which gives some prima facie
justification to Gibbon’s charge that Athanasius affected respect
© to the Emperor before his face but ¢ at the same time denounced. .
him behind his back .3 1t is true that the Apologia de Fuga was
written in the autumn of 857, soon after the 4pologia ad Constan-
tium ; but its tone contrasts with that of the latter only as one
of chilly reserve to one of confidence. The Historia Arianorum was
written, 858, nearly two years after the Apologia ad Constantium ;
and by this time the language of confidence was exchanged for
¢ vehement invective *. But much had happened in the interval :
and, in justification of the Apologia ad Constantvum, we have to
remember (a) that it was written upon a supposition, and by one

1 W. Bright, Hist, Wr, St. Ath. Ixii.
2 J. H. Newman, Hist, Tracts of St. Ath, 154 (L. F. xiii),
3 Gibbon, ¢, xxi (ii. 380 sq.). .
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who believed“in the wisdom as well as the charity of hoping -
against hopel; (b) that it was written under a system of per-
sonal government, when it is natural to put down the bad acts of
kings to their evil advisers?; (c) that it was wiitten in days when
much courtly language made all language largely conventional.
Whilst Athanasius was so engaged, the persecution at Alex-
andria inecreased in violence. After Haster, 856, a change of
goveriior took place: Maximus?® of Nicaea being succeeded by -
‘Cataphronius, who reached Alexandria 10 Junet With him
-came a Count Heraclius, who brought a letter from Constantius
urging, under threat to withdraw from the Alexandrians their
allowance of corn, that they should take severe measures against -
the friends of Athanasius,® who rightly remarks that the letter
‘ veflected great discredit upon the writer’.6 But it also shows
* that a persecution of the bishop and his adherents could not be
sustained in Alexandria except under pressure, so high was the
esteem in which he was held. It is equal evidence of the mis-
givings felt at Court about the welcome preparing for George.
On 18 June, three days after the arrival of Cataphronius, the
persecution, as concerted, began with an attack, onee more, on .
the -church of St. Theonas. Women were murdered; and the
church- polluted with the worst orgies of heathenism ; for Con- .-
stantius had threatened to overthrow the idols unless the pagans
attacked the friends of Athanasius. This at once brought up
not only the young bloods of the city but the trades interested
in the maintenance of idol-worship 7; and among the furniture
. of the Church which they pillaged is mentioned ‘the table of
~wood’.® In so deseribing the altar Athanasius implies that
-some tables or altars—for these terms are synonyms-—were of
stone.® Houses also were pillaged and fombs rifled on pretence - .
1 Gifted with a Pauline ° versatility’® (Stanley, Eastern Church, 230,
with & reference to Julian, who speaks of the évrpéxea [Hp. li; Op. ii.
559, ed. Teubner] of Athanasius) Ath. ‘ projects himself imaginatively’

into a possible future, and writes, not as he feels at the time, but as he would
feel if a certain change were to take place >, W. Bright, Hist. Wr. St. Ath.

Lxiii. : 2 Thid. lxiv.
" 3 Ath. Apol. ad Const., § 24 ; Hist. Ar., § 81 (Op. i, 245, 311 ; P. @. xxv.
625 A, 793 A). - | ¢ Hist, Aceph, iv, § 5.

. 5 Ath, Hist. Ar;, §§ 48, 54 (Op. 1. 295, 297 8q. ; P. G. xxv, 753 A, 757 ¢).
-6 Ibid., §49 (Op. i. 295; P. G. xxv, 753 A), i '
? Ibid., § 55 (Op. i. 298; P. G. xxv. 760).
8 Jbid., § 56 (Op. i, 208 ; P, Q. xxv, 759 D).
® Bingham, Ant, v, vi, § 155 ¢ On the history of the Christian altar’
see If, Bishop, Liturgica Historica, 20-38. )
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of searching for Athanasius®: all under the direction of Sebastian
the Manichee? who had succeeded to the military’ command of
duke Syrianus. Then, as more bishops were exiled,® and Arian
prelates and clergy vestored, the churches were formally trans- -
ferred to the Arians, 15 June ; and, at last, after a-further delay
of ‘eight months and eleven days’} George, the new bishop,’
made his entry into Alexandria® on. the third Friday in Lent,
24 February 857. He had been consecrated before he came';
and was. a man of literary tastes, in possession, moreover, of
a good library.®. But this is all that can be said in his favour;
for he brought with him, besides his library, nothing but an evil
reputation. He had been a pork-contractor in Constantinople to
the Imperial Army, and had amassed, by peculation, it was
said, a considerable fortune.” He was a zealous Arian, and had .
‘a hangman’s temper’.8 These were scarcely qualifications for
the bishop of the second see in Christendom ; but they were
qualifications for bearing down opposition. He was ‘ the hand
of his party ’,® and a man of resolution and action.!® Entering
the city with an armed escort, he renewed, at Raster, 28 March
- 857, the scenes of violence of a year ago. At Whitsuntide, 11 May,
he let loose the cruel commandant Sebastian,'* and carried on
his tyranny for eighteen months, till 29 August 358, insulting
pagan worship 32 as well as punishing Catholics. At last the
populace rose against him, exasperated, as Ammianus Marcellinus
tells us, by his ‘ adder’s bites ’. He was rescued with difficulty ;
and fled the city, 2 October. The friends of Athanasius expelled
his followers from the churches, 11 October ; but, 24 December,
they were restored by Sebastian.’® Next summer, while George
was ab Sirmium and busy with the Councils of Seleucia and
Constantinople, there came, 28 June 359, the notary, Paul ‘ Catena’,

L Ath, Hist, Ar,; § 58 (Op. i, 299 ; P, G. xxv, 764 A, B),

2 Thid., § 59 (Op. 1. 300; P. Q. xxv, 764 c).

3 Ibid., § 72 (Op. i. 305'sq. ; P. G. xxv, 780).

4 Hist, Aceph. v, § 6.

5 Ath, Hust, Ar., § 76 (Op. 1. 307 ; P. G. xxv, 784 c),

8 Julian, Bp, xxxvi (Op. ii. 531, ed Teubner), )

? Ath, Hist, Ar., §§ 51, 75 (Op. i. 296, 307 ;. P, @, xxv, 754 b, 784 a);
Greg, Naz. Ordt, xxi, § 16 (Op. i. 395 ; P, G xxxv,. 1097 sqq.). .

8 Ath, Ad Episc, Aegypt §7 (Op i. 219; P. G. xxv. 556 A),

Y Greg. Naz, Orat, xxi, §21 (Op. i. 399 ; P @G, xxxv, 1105 B), ,

18 Sozomen, H. E. 111, vii, § 20,

12 Ath, Apol. de Fuga, §§ 6, 7 (Op. 1. 256 ; P, Q. xxv, 652 8q.). -

12 For his anti-pagan zeal, see Julian, Ep. “xlv (Op ii. 549 ¢, ed, Teubner) ;
Amm, Marc, Res Gestae, xx11, xi, §§ 3-8; Soz. H, E, 1v. xxx, §§ 1, 2. :

13 Hist, Aceph., § 6. v
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to hold, like Judge Jeffreys, an assize of blood. He punished
manyl; for some of whom, however, George, with his influence
at. Court, managed, to his credit, to procure a mitigation of
sentence.? But nothing could win him a welcome again at Alex-
andria. He ventured back, 26 November 861, soon after the
death of Constantius. But, 30 November, on the proclamation
of Julian he was seized by the mob and thrown into chains.
Then, impatient of the law’s delays, they dragged him from his
dungeon ; -and, on Christmas Eve 861, they lynched him and
carried his corpse on a camel round the town.?

By this time Athanasius had finished the remaining five of the
group of seven anti-Arian writings which belong to the third
exile ; and it is convenient to summarize their contents here.

The third of the whole series is the Apologia de Fuga sua.t
It was written before the death of Leontius of Antioch, which
took place in the summer of 857, and after Athanasius knew not
only of the lapse of Hosius but of its merely temporary character.t -
The Apologia de Fuga sua, therefore, must be placed in the autumn
of 857.7 We do not know to whom it was addressed ; but it was
a reply to the charge of cowardice which Leontius and others
had circulated against him. His escape and subsequent con-
cealment was proof, they said, if any were needed, that the ‘
hero of Egypt was no better than a runaway. After, §§ 1, 2, a
preamble upon the motives of his accusers, who affected sur-
prise that he had not put himself into their hands, he shows,

. §§ 8-5, that such hands as theirs were responsible for a system
of expatriation of bishops of which his own case is but one
example. He then, §§ 6, 7, adverts to the attack upon his
church and describes the tyranny of George in May 857. This
brings him to the main question, §§ 8-22, which gives its name to -
the pamphlet, viz. the justification of flight under persecution,®

v Haist. Aceph., § 7. :

* Libanius, Bp, cev (ed. J. G, Wolf, Amstelaedami, 1738), p. 97.

8 Hist. Aceph., § 8.

¢ Text in Ath, Op. i. 253-66 (P. G, xxv, 643-80), and W, Bright, Hist. Wr,
St. Ath. 158-77 ; tr. in Robertson, Ath. 255-65,

5 Ath, Apol, de Fuga, § 1 (Op. i. 253 ; P. G. xxv. 644),

8 Thid., § 5 (Op. i, 255 3 P. G. xxv. 649 C),

7 There is no reference to the fall of Liberius, which took place in the
spring of 358,

8 For a summary of this discussion, see J. H, Newman, The Church of
the Fathers, ¢, xii, He compares the line taken by Ath. with that of Ter-

tullian, De fuga, and of Augustme, on the invasion of Africa by the Vandals,
in Bp. cexxviii (Op, ii, 830~-5; P, L, xxxiii. 1013-19) ; and Document No. 190.
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as warranted by .our Lord’s precepts, ‘ When they persecute you-
in this city, flee-into. the next ’,! and ‘ Then let them that are.
in Judaea flee unto the mountains’.2 If, §§ 8,9, flight be evil,.
thiose who persecute are respongible for the evil. ~ The real griev-
ance, § 10, in this case is not that he is a coward, but that he
is free. But his flight is, after all, defensible, §§-10, 11, not only
by the example of the saints. but, §§ 12-15, by that of our Lord.
Himself.2 The saints, § 16, of course, differed from our Lord in -
that they were unaware of their appointed time. They, § 17, fled
or did not flee according to circumstances ; never, §§ 18-20, from
cowardice, else how could their flight have so often been the
oceasion of divine communications 24 and, §§ 21-2, how could
such good have resulted from it 2 Then follows, § 22, a vindication.
of flight on principle ; and, § 28, a short but weighty rebuke of
persecution as devilish. Finally, after, § 24, a vivid deseription of
the attack on the church of St. Theonas 5 and, §§ 25-6, a plea for
his own conduct on that occasion, he concludes, § 26, with bitter
- accusations against his opponents and, § 27, a prayer for the
frustration of their devices. We may allow for some natural
- exagperation of spirit : the charge of cowardice had wounded him
decply, and he was now a fugitive who, to use his own words,
‘ while daily expecting an attack from his enemies, deems death
a lighter evil * ¢ than being hunted from one retreat to another..
Moreover, he was now finally disappointed in the hope of protec-
tion from the Emperor. Making these allowances, then, it is
remarkable with what clearness and balance he lays down the
duty of Christians under persecution.” Others had discussed
this case of conscience—Clement of Alexandria,® Tertullian,®
and Cyprian.l® Augustine was afterwards to lay down. more fully

1 Matt, x. 23, 2 Matt, xxiv, 16, -
.. 3 e, g. the flight into Egypt, Matt, ii. 13 and Matt, xii. 15 ; John xi. 53 sq.,
viii, 58 8q, ; Luke iv, 30. &c.
- 4" Peter and Paul are said to have been the re(:lplents of the divine
communication : ¢ Ye must bear witness at Rome,” Acts xxiii. 11. The
communication was made to St, Paul only; but this reference to. the
Roman martyrdom of both Apostles is noteworthy,

5 Dooument No, 44,

§ Ath, Apol. de Fuga, § 17 (Op. i, 261 ; P, G. xxv, 665 0).

7 Ibid., § 22 (Op. i. 264 ; P, G, xxV, 672 8q.), and Document No, 44,

8 Clem. Al, Strom.1v, x (Op. i. 216; P, @. viii. 1285 sqq.), on Matt, x, 23,

9 Tert, De Fuga (a Montanistic treatise, written ¢, 212), He says flight
is wrong, § 4 (Op. i. 468, ed. Oehler), and treats Matt. x. 23 as a temporary
direction. His argument would prove it wrong to try to avoid any calamity :
see W. Bright, Aspects, &c., 195, n, 4.

10 Cyprian, De lapsis, § 3 (C’ S B, L, 11,1, 238)
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‘the principles that should guide the conduct of a bishop in such
a crisis.r  But the pamphlet of Athanasius de Fuga sua is a locus
classicus,? and was, at the time, the fullest discussion of the
subject that had yet appeared. His own principle was: (1) not
to forsake his church unfil persecution had actually approached.
‘him ; (2) then to use any chance of escape; and (8) to hold
himself ready for martyrdom, when concealment was no longer
possible. But rashness was to be avoided, lest it should end in -
apostasy 3; and it would be, in any case, presumptuous to fore-
stall the appointed time for our death by any act of ours.. On
the other hand, when the time comes, we must face it quietly.
It is therefore right to escape when we can, and not to follow the
exceptional course taken by certain martyrs in courting death.

Fourth in the series of anti-Arian works belonging to the third
exile comes the Historia Arianorum.t Like Xenophon's Hellenica
it begins abruptly : some would say because it hag lost its earlier
chapters 5 ; but, more probably, because, as Xenophon was the
continuator of Thucydides,® so the History of the Ariams was
intended to take up the Apology against the Arians. It continues
the narrative from the admission of Arius to communion at the
Synod of Jerusalem, 335,7 and carries it on to the fall of Liberius 8
in 358. Apparently it was begun while Leontius was still bishop
of Antioch.® He died in the autumn of 857. The Historia Ariano-
rum, therefore, was commenced soon after the Apologia de Fuga
sua, and completed when the fall of Liberius was known in Egypt.
It dates, in consequence, c¢. 358. In tone it contrasts painfully
with °the great Apology’, and even with the Apologia ad Con-
stantium. It continues, and even carries further, the Dbitter
denunciations of the conclusion® of the Apologia de Fuga sua ;
and, though neither its authorship nor its substantial trust-
worthiness can be fairly impugned,!* it is nevertheless a fierce -
and anonymous pamphlet against Constantius. But Athanasius

1 Aug, Ep. coxxviii, ut sup. % As such, quoted in Socr, H. ¥, 111, viii,

3 Ath, Apol. de Fuga, § 17 (Op. i. 262 ; P, G, xxv, 668 4A),

¢ Ath. Op.i. 272-312 (P. G. xxv. 695-796); W. Bright, Hist. Wr. St. Ath,’
184--244 ; tr. Robertson, Ath, 270-302.

5 So W, Bright, Hist, Wr, St. Ath, Ixxvi sq,

8 Xenophon, Hellenica, 5 (ed. G, E, Underhill), L

7 Ath, Apol, ¢, Ar,, § 84 (Op. i. 157 ; P, G, xxv, 397), . /

8 Ath, Hist, Ar., §41 (Op. i. 291 ; P, Q. xxv, 741 B). '

9 Tbid,, § 4 (Op. i. 274 ; P. G. xxv, 700 4).

10 Ath, Apol. de Fuga, §§ 26, 27 (Op. i. 265 sq. ; P. Q. xxv. 677 sqq.). -
1 W, Bright, Hist, Wr, St, Ath, 1xxvii sq. -
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was human. He had hoped the best, and was now experiencing
the worst, from that despicable tyrant. The Historia Arianorum
was intended for private circulation only; and so its author
lost the protection of that sense of responsibility which tends
to keep public utterance self-respecting. But, if he falls. below
himself, and to the level of his generation, when writing of
Constantius, there are passages enough in which the true Athana-
siug appears: e.g. the repeated protests against persecution as
alien to the mind of Christ,* and ¢ the generous estimate of Hosius 2
and Liberius3 in the hour of their infirmity ’4 It wag like him
also—though a less pleasing feature in him and his times—to
put into the mouth of Constantius and the Arians not so much
a report of their own words as ‘ a representation ad snvidiam of
what is assumed to haye been in their minds *.5 Closely associated
with the Historia Arianorum is the Epistola ad monachos,® usually
as 1ts prefatory epistle. . They had asked him for a short account
of the sufferings he had undergone, and for a refutation of the
Arian heresy. But the connexion is uncertain ; and it is doubtful
whether ‘the short account ’ that he says he has written,” has
come down to wus. The letter, however, is interesting for its
assertion that man’s knowledge of God is negative and imperfect 8
and for its quotation of the unwrltten saying of our Lord, ‘ Be ye
approved money-changers *.°

Fifth in the series follows the short Epistola ad Serapionem de
morte Arin.10- Serapion was the right-hand man of Athanagius
among the bishops of Egypt.  He had been on an important

1 Ath, Hist. Ar., §§ 29, 33, 67 (Op. i. 285, &e. ; P. G. xxv. 725 ¢, &o.).

2 Thid., § 456 (Op. i. 293 8q, ; P, G. xxv, 748 8q.).

3 Thid., § 41 (Op. i. 291 ; P. G. xxv. 741 ¢),

4 W, Bright, Hist, Wr. 8t Ath, Ixxix,

5 Tbid. Ixxvii.

8 Text in Ath, Op, 1. 271 sq, (P. G. xxv, 691-4); W. Bright, Hist, Wr.
St. Ath, 1824 ; tr, Robertson, Ath, 563 sq. (Ep. lii).

. 7 Ath. Ep. ad mon,, § 1 (Op. 1, 271 ; P. ¢ xxv,:692 4).

8 Ibid., § 2 (Op. 1. 272; P, G, xxv, 693 4), and Document No, 50. This
negative or limited oharacter of our knowledge, whether of the Father or
of the Son, is insisted on by other writers, e, g. Cyril, C’atecheszs, xi, § 11 (Op.
i. 153 ; P, G. xxxiii. 704 A) ; and Hilary, De Trinitate, iv, § 2 (Op, ii. 71 8q. ;
P, L, x, 97 5q.).  But Ath, would have been the first to acknowledge that,
though we.do but ‘ know in part ’, our knowledge of CGlod is real as far as it
goes, e, g, Orat, ¢, Ar, iii, § 63 (Op. ii. 485 ; P, @. xxvi, 456 B); for which,
see J, H, Newman, Select Tr, St, Ath.7 ii, 408 W, Bright, Hist, Wfr St, Ath,
Ixxv, 8q., and Sermons of St. Leo 2, 212,

9 Ath, E‘p lii, § 2 (Op i, 272 P G, xxv, 693 D),

10 Text in Ath, Op. i, 269-71 (P G xxv, 685-90); and W, Br1ght Hist,
We. St, Ath, 178-81 ; and tr. in Robertson, Ath, [Ep. liv], 564 sqq.
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embassy to Constantius in the spring of 858 ; and, perhaps,
because he too was a friend of the monks and a co-legatee with
Athanasius of Antony himself ! (who had died about three weeks
‘before ‘ the flight ’), he had escaped the persecution which fell
so heavily then on the orthodox bishops of Egypt. About this
_ time Athanasius addressed to him his four extant Epistolae ad.
Serapionem 2 on the doctrine of the Holy Spirit ; and he now
asked Athanasius for three things: for an account of his life and
times, for a refutation of Arianism, and for an answer to the
question (which, strange to say, had been debated in his presence)
whether Arius had died in Catholic communion. For the two
first questions Athanasius referred ® him to the Epistola ad mona-
chos. As to the third—the death of Arius—he had already said
enough about it in his Epistola ad episcopos -Aegypti®; but he
now tells the story in greater detail on the authority of the
presbyter Macarius who had been in Congtantinople at the time.
The event, of course, was natural enough; but equally natural
that, being so awestriking, Athanasius and the Catholies should
take it for a sign.® Athanasius concludes by begging Serapion
néither to give copies of this letter to any one nor to transeribe
it for himself ; and he had asked the monks to be equally careful
of his letter to them. Men were only too ready to misinterpret him.?
Of the five anti-Arian treatises above deseribed, none relates
directly to the doctrinal question. They are taken up, in the
main, with the personalities and the intrigues that had. hitherto
encumbered it. But within eighteen months of the Flight of
Athanasius, the true issues became apparent, by the publication,
in August 857, of the ‘ Blasphemy’ of Potamius.® The situation
was beginning to clear ;" and men like Basil, bishop of Ancyra,
who stumbled at the duoodoior but were in fundamental agree-
ment with Athanasius and not with Valens and Fudoxius, had
to think again and make their choice. Were they semi-Arians
or semi-Nicenes ? And if semi-Nicenes, could they not be won ?

1 Ath, Vita Ant., § 93 (Op. ii. 691 ; P, G@. xxvi. 972 B),

2 Ath, Op. ii, 517-71 (P, G, xxvi, 529-676), For a short account of them
see Robertson, Ath, I1xiii; Document No, 49,

3 Ath. Ep. liv, § 1 (Op. 1. 269; P, G. xxv, 685 A),

.4 Ath, Ep, ad ep, Aeg., §§ 18, 19 (Op. 1, 228 sq. ; P. G, xxv. 581),

5 Ath, Ep. liv, § 2, 3. - ¢ Ibid., § 4. 7 Ibid,, § 5. -

8 Given in its original Latin in Hilary, De synodis, § 11 (Op. ii, 464-6 ;
P, L. x., 487-9) ; and, in Greek, in Ath, De synodis, § 28 (Op, ii. 594 sq, ;
P, @. xxvi, 740 sq.); and Socr, H, B, 11. xxx, §§ 31-41; Hahn 3,§161; and
Document No, 25,
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Hence the sixth in the serles—the Orationes contra Arianos,!
the author’s most famous dogmatic work. It was written with
a conciliatory as well as with a controversial purpose, in view of
the developments taking place between 857-9. Athanasius
pointedly avoids the test-word dpoodoios,? and he even " adopts
‘like in essence’3 (though never the actual word duoiodsios) as
being true so far as it goes. After, i, §§ 1-4, some introductory
remarks which lead him, §§ 5-7, to reproduce the doctrine of
Arius- as stated in the Thalia, and so, §§ 8-10, to exhibit the
significance of the controversy, Athanasius embarks upon the
main subject of his ‘ tracts * or ‘ discourses ’, viz. the Sonship of
Christ. Tt is: (1) eternal, §§ 11-13; (2) though real, not like
earthly sonship, §§ 14-16 ; and (3) the only true Sonship, §§17-21.
Then, after, §§ 22-9, dealing with objections, he discusses (4)
the term ’Ayévnros (unoriginate %), §§ 80—4, and (5) the alleged
_ tpemrdrns or moral mutability of the Son, §§ 35-6. This brings
him- to' (6) the examination of the stock texts of Arianism,
i, § 87-iii, § 58, i.e. to the main body of the work ; and these are

discussed seriatim : (@) such as bear on the exaltation of the Son,
viz. Phal. ii. 9; Ps. xlv. 7, 8; Hebr.i. 4 in i, §§ 8764 ; (b) such
as had been taken to argue a ‘ creation’ of the Son, viz. Hebr.
iii. 2; Aetsii. 86 ; Prov. viil. 22.in ii, §§ 1-82; (¢) passages from
the Gospel of St. John on the relation of the Son to the Father
in iii, §§ 1-25; and (d) a fourth group bearing more directly on
the Incarnation, e.g. Mark xiii. 82 (His ignorance of the Day),
and Luke ii. 52 (His advance in wisdom as in stature) in iii, §§
26-58. The first three Orations then conclude with (7) an inquiry
"into the relation of the Sonship to the Father’s will, §§ 58-67.
There is, of course, a Fourth Oration; but it sbands by itself, and
is anti-Marcellian rather than anti-Arian. If, however, the
purpose of Athanasius was, at this time, mainly conciliatory, he
may well have been anxious not only to unite the semi-Arians
with himself upon the Seriptural sense of the éuoodeior but also

1 Text in Ath, Op i, 319-511 (P. G. xxvi, 11-526), and ed. 'W. Bright
(Clar, Press) ; tr, in Robertson, Ath, 306-447.

2 Tt only occurs once in the first three Orations, viz, in Orat, i, § 9 (Op, ii.
325; P, 4. xxw 29 A)

3 “Opotov kar’ ovmau in Orat, c¢. Ar. i, §20 (Op. ii. 334; P, @. xxvi,
53 A); and époias odoias in ibid. i, § 21 (Op. ii. 335 ; P. G. xxvi, 56 A).

4 On this translation, by preference to Newmans ‘ Ingenerate’, see
Robertson, Ath, 149, 324, n, 1, The ° Son is unongmate ’, for He
has not ‘ come into being *; but He is not ¢ Ingenerate ’, for He is ‘ Son?,
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to clear himself and his friends, once for all, of anything like
complicity with Sabellianism as revived by Marcellus. The
Fourth Oration may therefore be regarded as an appendlx to
-the first three!

The Orations, as a whole,? were written at a crisis when Athana-
sius felt -that the time had come to clear theissues by striking
a decisive blow. They do this, by their refutation of Arianism once -

“and for all ; showing up, as they do, its disloyalty to ¢ the sense ’ 3
of Seripture as interpreted by the Rule of Faith,* the shallowness
of its objectionsS its cheap evasions® its logic-chopping,” its
inconsistency,? and its irreverence.® ~ In spite of some arguménts
which no modern writer would admit,’® and of an exegesis which
he would find it difficult to adopt,™ the Orations are still the mine
from which all defenders of the Divinity of our Lord may seek
their best material. They are distinguished by a rich use of
Scripture; by a firm grasp on primary truths, such as the unity
of God? and the reality of our Lord’s Divine Sonship!3; by an-
equally clear insight into the way in which, bound up with the
theological eontroversy, the religious interests of the soul are at.
stake, viz. the reality of redemption and grace, of our knowledge
of God, of our fellowship with Him, and of our adoption as sons
of God. These things would not have been ours had not Christ

1 On the purpose, and the argnment, of the Fourth Oration, see Robert-
son, Ath, 431 sq. - .

2 For this estimate, in greater detail, see W. Bright, Ath. Orations
against the Arians, 1xviii sqq.

8 Ath. Orat. c. Ar. ii, § 1 (Op. ii. 370 ; P, @, xxvi, 148 B),

4 Ibld iii, § 28 (Op. ii, 458 sq. ; P. @. xxvi. 385 A),

e.g. the objection of the Anomoeans to the eternity of the Son that it
ma,kes Him the brother of the Father, ibid. i, § 14 (Op. ii, 330 ; P. G. xxvi.
40 ©).

8 o, g. they are afraid to spea,k out, ibid. i, § 10 (Op. ii. 326 ; P, G. xxvi,
32 B); or the ambiguity of ‘ there was once when the Son was not ’, ibid,
1,§11 (Op ii, 327 ; P, G, xxvi, 33 B).

7 Thid. i, § 21 (Op ii, 336 ; P, G. xxvi. 36 B),

8 e, g. Arianism leads to creature- -worship, ibid. i, § 8 (Op. ii, 325; P, G,
xxvi, 28 B).

® e, g. in the questions the Arians put to boys and women in the market-
place, ibid, 1,§22(0p ii, 336 8q.; P. ., xxvi, 57 B, 0), and Document No, 105,
The ‘passage is a locus classicus on Arian disputatiousness, and is to be
compared with Greg, Naz, Orat, xxvii, §2(0p. 11. 487 ; P. G, xxxiii, 13 A, B);
and Greg. Nyss, De deitate, &c. (Op. iii; P. G, xlvi. 557 B).

10 ¢, g. he attaches a literal sense to Gen, iin Orat, ¢, Av.ii, § 48 (Op. ii. 408;
P, @, xxvi, 249 B, 0).

11 e, g. of ‘firstborn of aH creation’ (Col, i.'15), ibid. ii, § 63 (Op. ii. 420;
P, @, xxvi, 280 c).

12 Thid. i, § 15 (Op.'ii. 330 sq, ; P G. xxvi, 44), ’

13 Tbid. i, § 61 and iii, § 62 (Op ii. 367, 484 ; P. G, xxvi. 140 a, 453).
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imparted* to us what was His own to give.? But the Orations have
by-interests of importance too. Such are the frequent rejection,
by anticipation, of later heresies—Macedonian,? Nestorian,®
Futychian 5; the refusal of worship to any but God ®; the stress
on the uniqueness of the immaculate conception of our Lord,”
and the balanced discussion of our Lord’s knowledge as man8 :
Last, and in some ways most striking, of the series comes.the
De synodis,® written towards the end of 859, the year of the
‘ Dated Creed ' and of the synods of Ariminum and Seleucia.
These twin-synods were thé means by which the Arianizers put
an end to the attempt of the semi-Arians (who, the year before,
had the ear of Constantius) to condemn Arianism without adopting
- the éuoobowor, conciliate the West, and so unite Christendom.®
The semi-Arians were out-manceuvred by this Court-party of
experienced intriguers: now known, from their newly adopted;
non-committal and comprehensive formula,1* as Homoeans. These
Athanasius sets himself, in the De synodis, to expose without
mercy ; by giving, in Part I, the history of their two Councils,
§§ 1-14, and, in Part II, of their shiftiness, §§ 15-82, as seen in
their endless synods and formularies.’* He then, §§ 38—40, shows
up the hollowness of their objections to the Nicene term dépoodoron,
that it gives offence,1® that it is not in Seripture,4 that its meaning

1 Ath. Oral. c. Ar. i, § 48 (Op. ii. 357 ; P. Q. xxvi, 112 4, B),

% Thid. ii, §§-68-70 (Op, ii. 424-6; P. G. xxvi, 292-6).

3 Ibid. i, § 48 (Op. ii. 357 ; P. G. xxvi, 112 B), iii, § 24 (Op, ii. 454 sq. ;
P, G xxvi. 373). < ;

¢ Thid. i, § 45, iii, § 31 (Op. ii. 354, 460 ; P, G, xxvi, 104 ¢, 388 sq.); for
the Communicatio idiomatum, and for Seordkos, ibid, iii, § 14 (Op, i, 446 ;
P, G, xxvi, 349 4), &ec.

¢ Ibid. i, § 10 (Op. ii. 378 ; P. ¢. xxvi, 168 ¢), » .

6, Ibid. 11, § 23 (Op. 1. 388 ; P. G. xxvi. 196 a4); cf. i, § 32,

7 Ibid, 111, § 33 (Op. ii. 461 P, @, xxvi. 363 B).

8 Ibid. iii, §§ 42 sqq. (Op. ii. 468 sqq.; P, G, xxvi. 412 sqq.).

9 Text in Ath, Op. ii. 572-614 (P. @ xxvi, 681- 794); W. Bnght Hist,
Wr, St. Ath, 245-306 ; ir, in Robertson, Ath, 451-80 ; summary in Gwatkin,
Arianism 2, 180-2, 10 W, Bright, Hist, Wr. 8t. Ath, Ixxxi sq,

11 “Ouowor, Ath, De syn., §8 (Op. ii, 577 ; P, G, xxvi, 693 c).

12 Part I is important as giving a long list of Arian, or Arianizing, state-
ments of doctrine from the letter of Arius to Alexander, § 16, to the Creed of
Nice of 10 October 359 in § 30-—twelvein all, For this list, and for character-
izations of its creeds, see W, Bright, Hist, Wr, St. Ath. Ixxxvii sqq. = The list,
however, is not exhaustlve (five more have to be added, ibid, x¢); and it does
not distinguish, with sufficient clearness, between the different schools of
Arianism, between Basil and Acacius, a,nd agaln between Acacius and Valens,

13 Answer Not to those who really believe in the divine Sonship, §§ 33-5.
and W, Bright, Hist, Wr. St. Ath, xe, xvi,

14 Answer, The objection (a) comes with a bad grace from: Arianizera,

2191 11 i

AN
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is obscure!; and finally, §§ 41-54, he turns to the semi-Arians °
to press it on their acceptance by direct appeal. It is the only
adequate expression, he urges, of what they really mean, and
the only bulwark. equal to keeping out Arianism. These last
sections contain the pith of the whole treatise. It was intended
to detach the semi-Arians from an allegiance to which they were
traditionally, and not by real convietion, committed : and they
seemed to be ‘ coming round’.? The appeal was not immediately .
successful ; and its author was too hopeful. The victory of the
‘Homoeans in the lagt year of Constantlus, the aseendancy of
Arianism under Valens, and the eventual consolidation of a semi-
Arian sect under the name of Macedonianism, were to prove him
to have been too sanguine. But for all that, Athanasius was
right. He was right in the charity 3 with which he hoped the
best from an appeal to ‘ old enemies ’ now ‘ returning to a better
mind’* He was right, too, in his diagnosis of the situation. -
Not only did many of the semi-Arians accept the dpoodoior,’
but from their ranks the men were rigsing who were to carry
the Nicene cause to victory in the Hast. DBasil, of Caesarea .
in Cappadocia, who went, as a young deacon, with his chief,
Bagsil, bishop of A,hcyra, from the council of Seleucia to the
council of Constantinople ® in 860, adopted, soon after, some words
of the De synodis? to justify his acceptance of the duoodaion.
* Ho that is essentially God ’, he wrote, ‘is co-essential with Him

and (b) is unreal ; it merely veils antipathy to the ideas expressed by the
phrase, §§ 36-9, W, B, op. cit, xci, xeii,

1 Answer, The anathemas of their contraries explain them, § 40, W, B,
op. cil, Xeii,

2 W, B, op. cit, xeii 8qq. Ath, here sets himself to resolye their objec-
tions to duoovaior (@) philosophical, as materializing, § 41, and (b) ecclesias-
tical, as repudiated at Antioch, 269, §§ 43-5; see W, Bright, Hist, W,
xciii 8q,, and Document No. 45, _ . '

% ¢ We are discussing the matter’, he says, * with them {the semi-Arians]
as brothers with brothers,” De Syn,, § 41 (Op. ii. 603 ; P, G, xxvi, 765 A);
for the ‘ good sense’ and ‘large sympathy’ of Ath,, see J, H, Newman,
Historical Sketches, iii. 39 : Hilary made a similar appeal to the semi-Arians
in his De Synodus, § 88 (Op. ii. 515 ; P, L, x, 541 a),

¢ Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 180,

- 5 e, g. The fifty-nine who accepted the Nicene Creed in a document pre-
sented to Pope leerlus in 365, q.v. in Socr, H, B, 1v, xii, §§ 9-20; Soz,
H, E, v1, xi,

¢ Soer, H., B, 1. xli; Soz H. E.1v, xxiv; Thdt. H, E. xxvii; Gwatkin, .
Arianism 2, 246 sq.

7 O;uuou yap kai auop.m.ml kata Tis wobTyras Néyerai, Basil, Ep v111,'
§3 (Op. iv, 82; P, @, xxxii, 249 ¢); from Ath, De syn,, § 53 (Op ii; 612
P, @, xxvi, 788 B).
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that is essentially God. . .. If I am to state my own opinion,
I accept *like in essence ” with the addition of * exactly ” as
identical in sense with ‘‘ co-essential ”’: but ‘‘ exactly like
[without ‘‘ essence ’] I suspect. . Accordingly, since * co-
esvential ” ig the term less open to abuse, on thig ground I, too,
adopt it

! Basil, Bp. ix, § 3 (Op. iv. 91 ; P. @. xxxii. 272 4, B).

L2



CHAPTER VI

- CONSTANTIUS SOLE EMPEROR, 851-161: (b) THE OUT-
WARD TRIUMPH, BUT INNER DISINTEGRATION, OF
ARTANISM, 356-61

-Tur attack on the church of 8t. Theonas, 8 Feb. 856, which led
to the third exile of Athanasius, from 856 to 862, is a landmark.
His banishment followed hard upon the exile of Hosius, Liberius,
and Hilary—the three Nicene leaders of the West. Two of them
presently yielded : Hosius, the most venerable in.years ; and the
highest in place, Liberius. Never had things looked so hopeless.”
But ‘¢ when the tale of bricks is doubled, then cometh Moses * 1
and deliverance came, not from any external help, but from within. -

'The disintegration of the Arian party, in spite of its outward
triumph, is the real feature of the third exile; for, if its com-
mencement saw the triumph, its conclusion saw the collapse, of
Arianism .2 The original Arianism, which denied the eternity of
the Son but assigned to him a super-angelic position, was now
held by nobody. It had been merged in the position of the
Fusebians or Arianizers, a party which found it more prudent
to drop the negations of Arianism proper and to multiply formulae,
which, while keeping out the duooveior, seemed to recognize the
divine dignity of the Son. It was a composite party, with at.
tractions, and room, for various shades of opinion. Some of its
members were really orthodox but suspected Homoousians of
Sabellianism ; and were justified, as they would say, by Marcellus
and Photinus, or by the confusion still prevalent between odola
and dmdoracs. Typical of such men was Cyril, bishop of
Jerasalem 850—186. In his Catecheses,® delivered as a preshyter
in 848, he warng the candidates for baptism against Sabelling4
and Marcellus5; contradicts Arius in set terms,® though without

1 ¢ Cum duplicantur lateres, Moses venit *~—an allusion to Exod. v, 9-19;
R, C. Trench, Proverbs and their lessons 10, 65, 2 Robertson, Ath, li,

8 Text in Cyril, Op. i, 1-332 (P. @. xxxiii, 331-1128); tr. N.and P.-N, I, ;
and see Bardenhewer, Patrology, 272 sq.

4 Cyril, Cat. xi, § 13 (Op. i. 155; P, G xxxiii, 708 a), )

5 Cat. xv, § 27 (Op. i, 239; P. (. xxxiii, 909 4),

8 Ibid, vi, § 6 (Op, i. 90; P, & xxxiii, 548 A): see also vii, § 5, xi, § 8.
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naming him ; while of the Nicenes we hear nothing directly, but
whereas ‘ formerly heretics came out into the open, now-a-days the
Church is filled with hidden heretics ’,* sc. the Nicenes. The Nicene
Creed he never mentions; but we cannot mistake the allusion
when he tells his catechumens that their own Creed of Jerusalem
was not put together by the will of man, and impresses on them
that every word of it can be maintained by Scripture.2 Cyuil, then,
in 848, represents a section who were orthodox but suspicious of
Nicene orthodoxy. Another section consisted of those who would
not renounce their view of the subordination of the Son ; but
cleared  themselves of Arianism by anathematizing it as in- the
creeds of its ‘stationary period’. Others, again, were mere
intriguers in the interests of Arianism, and they thought to win
by suppressing their sympathy with it. |
" § 1. The Arianizers had now swept the field. But their party
began to exhibit its internal divisions, hitherto concealed while
the common enemy survived. Three groups among them can be -
distinguished.

(1) The semi-Arians,® as the friends of Bagil, bishop of Ancyra
88660, came to be called, were a party of high motives and
conscientious scruples, very nearly orthodox. Vietims of the
original inconsistency of Arianism of giving at once too much and
too little to the Son, they gradually came to see that they must
take a step further, and ascend to the Catholic platform ; for
they were already semi-Nicenes., Thus Cyril went over, after the
Couneil of Alexandria, 862 ; and to this period of his career must
be assigned that revision, in the Nicene interest, of the local creed
of Jerusalem,* which is now recited in Catholic worship to the
exclusion of the Creed of Nicaea. Socrates puts the appearance
of the semi-Arian formula® ouotodowor in 860, three years too
late. It was current in 8357.¢ But the essence of the semi-Arian
position was older than the particular term which they adopted
to express it. The term was simply the assertion of what the
original Arians had, among other things, explicitly denied—that

1 Cyrll Cat, xv, § 9 (Op. 1, 228; P, ¢, xxxiii. 881 A}, :

2 Ibid. v, § 12 (Op. i. 78; P, G xxxiii, 521 B); Gwatkin, Arianism 2,
136, and Dooument No, 21.

3 J, H, Newman, Arians®, 297 sqq.

4 1. J. A, Hort, T'wo Dissertatrons, 108 sqq. ; (}watkm, Arianism 2, 212,

5 Socrates, H, I, 11. xlv, § 2,

8 Tt occurs in the * Blasphemy of Potamius, Ath. De syn., § 28 (Op. ii,
B595; P, G, xxvi, 741 B); Hahn 3, § 161; and Document No. 25.
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the Son is ¢ like ’ in ¢ essence ’ to the Father.! It made for rever-
ence; and it came in to save veligion from the extreme forms
of Arianism. Hence the sympathy of Athanasius 2 and Hilary 3
for the semi-Arians: for men like Basil, bishop of Ancyra,
Tustathius, bishop of Sebaste in Armenia I, and Eleusius, bishop
of Cyzicus.t They acknowledge their good will : men of “holylife ’;
and ‘not Arians’. And the same good will may be illustrated
by the way in which Cyril of Jerusalem came to be accorded the
title of ¢ Saint.’.% S : ’

'(2) The second group consisted of the Homoeans,® or Acaecians,
as. they came to be called after their leader Acacius, who, in
succession ? to Husebius the historian, was bishop of Caesarea
840-166 and metropolitan of Palestine I. His principles or,
rather, his tactics—for he was not a man of many prineiples—
were. to keep to Seriptural language, but with a motive different’
from that of his master and predecessor, Kusebius, and opposite
to that of his suffragan and victim, Cyril.8 The latter would have
kept to Soriptural language as sufficient for securing the truth ;
Acacius, rather, for obscuring it. The Nicene Fathers had done
their best to keep within the terms of Seripture ; but to preserve
its sense, in the face.of Arian evasions, they had to give up the
attempt and fall back on the duoodoror. - But 6powor, though
equally unseriptural, had the merit of indefiniteness, and so
commended- itself to Acacius. It occurs, though not conspicu-
ously, in the Macrostich,® as early as 844 ; but not as a test word

- 1 Arius, Thalia, ap, Ath, De Syn., § 15 (Op. ii, 582 ; P, G, xxvi, 705 p),
2 Ath, De syn., § 41 (Op. ii. 603 ; P, G, xxvi, 765), :
.3 Hilary, De syn., § 88 (Op. ii. 515; P. G. x, 511 a),

4 Hilary speaks of Eleusius and his friends as exceptions to the type of
bishop prevalent in ° Asia’, De syn., § 63 (Op. ii. 498 ; P, L. x, 522 ¢); and
of Basil, Eustathius and Kleusius as ‘ sanctissimi viri *, ibid., § 90 (Op. ii.
p16; P. L, x, 542 B), -

5 ¢ Hierosolymis 8, Cyrilli episcopi, qui ab Arianis multas fidei causa
perpessus iniurias ac ab. ecclesia sua saepe- pulsus, tandem, sanctitatis
gloria clarus, in pace quievit * [18 March], Marlyrologium Romanum, 39 (ed.
Romae, 1902). s o )

8 For this party see Newman, Arians 5, 275 sqq. ; and Roebertson, A4k, liv,

7 Socr. H, B, 11. iv; Soz. H. E, 1. ii, § 9, '

8 Acacius consecrated Cyril and, according to Nic. 22, claimed a right of
priority for Caesarea as metropolitan over Jerusalem, Cyril refused to
yield it because his was an Apostolic see, Then followed mutual recrimina-
tions for heresy, and, 358, Acacius succeeded in deposing Cyril (Socr, H. E.
1L x1, § 39). He was restored at Seleuicia, 359, but banished again at CP,,
360 : see Soz. H. E. 11, xxv, §§ 2-4 ; Thdt, H, K. 1. xxvi, xxvii,

. ® No. vi, ap. Ath, Desyn., §26 (Op.ii. 591; P.G. xxvi, 732 8); Socr, H. I,
11, XiX, § 1879 Harpl kara wdvra dpoor; Hahn 3, §159; and Document No.-20,
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until the Dated Creed! of 22 May 859. Thus it was probably
adopted as a rival to the duotodoroy, current two years before.2 It
wag a term with a respectable past 3 and a promising future ; for
it would include Arianism as effectually as the Nicene term would
excludeit. Henceitsattraction for the versatile and ablet Acacius—
* the tongue of the Arians ’, according to Gregory of Nazianzus,? as
.George of Cappadocia was ‘ their hand’. -But, for his shifty tongue,
‘he was an object of scorn to the ultra-Arians. Philostorgius,”
their historian, says that ¢ his thoughts went one way, his tongue
another ’ ¢ ; and Tillemont gives him a similar character,” with an
eye, perhaps, to some of the courtly ecclesiastics of Louis XIV,

" (8) The Anomoeans,® as the ultra-Ariang came to be called,
disowned all concealment ; and for that, by contrast with the
Homoeans, they are entitled to respect. They also represent
a protest in favour of original Arianism ; only where, out of respect
for Christian sentiment, it was evasive,® there the Anomoeans
were frank.20 In action they relied on the leadership of Valens and
Ursacius in the West and, in the Hast, of Eudoxius, bishop ef"
Germanicia (now Marash in the vilayet of Aleppo) 841-58, then
of Antioch 858-60, and finally of Constantinople 860170, But
they became a power with the rise, ¢. 850, of Aetius and his pupil
Tunomius—two logicians rather than fheologians, who reduced
the-ultra-Arian position to a system. A few words, then, on these
two leaders and their teaching. We have a fair knowledge of it,
thanks to what remains of their writings, and to the refuta,tlons
in Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, and Epiphaniug.! '

1 "Opotoy « « . katd Tas ypadds . . . Opotoy katd mwdvra s ai aytat ypacal
ke-youu-w——mtentlon&lly a,mbiguous, Ath, De syn., § 8 (Op. ii. 576 sq. ;
P. G, xxvi. 693 a, 0); Soor, H, ¥, 11, xxxvii, §§ 19, 24 ; Ha.hn § 163; and
Document No: D«.ﬁ

2 Tt is referred to in the ‘ Blasphemy * of 357 Ath, De sy Y., § 28 (Op. ii,
595 ; P, G. xxvi, 741 B); Socr, H, K, 11, xx%, § 353 Hahn?, § 161,

3 Tt was freely used by Ath, in his earlier anti- Arian writings, e. g, Omt
¢, Ar, 1, § 9 (Op. ii. 326 ; P. G. xxvi. 32), and by Cyril, Cat, xi, § 18 (Op.
158 ; P. @. xxxiii, 718 4); and Newman, Select Treatises of St. Ath." 11.

432 Sq 4 Soz, H, B, v, xxiii, §2
Greg. Naz, Orat. xxi, § 21 (Op. i. 399; P. @. xxxv, 1105 B).

o

¢ Philostorgius, H, E, iv, § 12 (P. G. lxv 528 B)

” Tillemont, Mém. vi, 306,

8 Gwatkin, Arianism?, 183 sq. ; Newman, Arians®, 337 sqq.

9 Ag in.the Creed of AI‘IIIS, Socr, H. E, 1. xxvi; Soz. H, K. 1. xxvii;
Hahn3, § 181, , 1® Socr. H, B, 11, xxxV, §2,

- The sources are: (1) The for ty seven propositions of Aetius in Epiph,
Haer Ixxvi, § 11 (Op. ii. 924-30; P, G, xlii. 533-46); (2) The "Exfecis
miorews . .of Junomius, presented to Theodosius, 383, and preserved
in the notes of Valesjus [Henri de Valois, 1603-176] on-Socr, H,-Z, v. x
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Aetius,! 1867, called by Athanasius ‘the godless’2 for ‘his
irveligious doctrine, might also be called the indomitable. - Born
at Antioch, and soon left an orphan, he started. life as the slave
‘of ‘a vinedresser ; and became in turn goldsmith ? or travelling
tinker, itinerant physician, and sophist—for he was a born dis-
putant and-loved dialectics.® Drifting from city to ciby and from
ong master to another, he is found first with Paulinus the Arian
bishop of Tyre, then with three pupils of Lucian in succession :
Athanasius, bishop of Anazarbus in Cilicia II, Antonius, & priest
‘of Tarsus, and Leontius, afterwards bishop of Antioch. At
Antioch- he found no welcome, .and returned to Cilicia. Bub
mortified by being beaten there in disputation with a Borborian
Gnostic, he betook himself to Alexandria, and there recovered
‘his reputation by defeating in argument a prominent Manichaean.
By this -time Leontius had become bishop of Antioch, 344-}5T7.
Aetius returned ; and by him was ordained deacon, 850, with
special permission to -teach in public.® - The ordination was
challenged. by Flavian and Diodore, two distinguished laymen of
Antioch, and Leontius had to inhibit him from the exercise of his -
ministry.? After a dispute with thesemi-Arian leader, Basil,8 bishop
of Ancyra, Aetius, whose rise to importance was thus signalized,
retired once more, ¢. 356, to Alexandria.® Here he lived in the train
of the intruding Gteorge, who allowed him to officiate as deacon.0 -
It was while so employed that he fell in with Eunomius.

Bunomius,' afterwards’ bishop of Cyzicus 361193, came

(ed. R, Hussey, iii, 375-82) ; (3) The Liber Apologeticus of Bunomius, pre-
served in Bagil, Op, ii. 691-703 (P, G. xxx, 835-68) ; (4) The Conira Euno-
mium of Ba,s1l Op. i. 207-322 (P, G, xxix, 497~ 774), (5) The Contra
Bunomium of Gregory of Nyssa, Op. il. 265-864 (P. G. xlv, 237-1122);
(6) Epiph. Haer, lxxvi (Op, ii. 912-94; P. L. xlii. 515»—640): see J,
Tixeront, History of Dogmas, ii, 49, n. 97. .

1 For Aetius see Socr, H, B, 11, xxxv; Soz.-H. E. 111, xv, §§ 7- 10
Philostorgius, H. E. iii, 15, 16, 17, 19, 27, v. 2 (P. G. 1xv. 591 s8qq.), who is
the fullest because, to hlm, an ultra-Arian, Aetius is the hero of Arianism :
see also Tillemont, Mém, vi. 403 sqq. ; Fleury, H. E. iii. 363 5qq. ; Newman,
Arians®, 337 sqq. ; Robertson, Ath, Tiv.

2 Ath, De syn., § 6 (Op, ii, 875 ; P, G, xxvi, 689 B),

3 Philostorgius, H, E. iii, § 15 (P. 4. Ixv. 504 a),

4 Soz, H, E. 11, xv, § 7,

5 Philostorgius, H, F. iii, § 15 (P. G. 1xv. 505-8),

. Thid., § 17 (P. @, 1xv. 508 sq.). " Thdt, H, B. 1. xxiv, §§ 6-8.
8 Phllostorglus, H, E, iii, § 16 (P. 4. 1xv, 508 ©).
.- % Ihid,, § 17 (P. G. Ixv, 509 4), T 10 Thdt, H, B. II xxvii, § 8.

i For Elll’lOIDlllS see Socr, H. I, 1v, vii; Soz, H, E., vI, xxvi, xxvii;
Phllostorglus, H. E. vi-x, § 6, passim (P, G. Ixv, 551 sqq) Tillemont, Mém,
vi. 501 sqq.; Newman, Amans5 339,
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originally from Cappadocia,! the home of so many ultra-Ariang:
Asterius, Gregory, George, Auxentius, Eudoxius, and Eunomius.?
In early life Eunomius was a jack-of-all-trades. In 856 he went
to-Alexandria, and became first pupil,® and then secretary,? to
Actius. They were kindred spirits, with a common love of dispu-
tation and a common disdain of compromise. But Eunomius was
the more learned and the abler of the two. ° Aetius’, says his
admirer, Philostorgius, ‘ could lay a foundation ; but he could
_ never have raised upon it such a fine building as Funomius did.’5
"Weé may compare the relation of Luther to Melanchthon, or of
Farel to Calvin. Aetius was great at negation ; Eunomius at
congtruction. - His materials and methods were those of the
Schools. TFor ‘he changed theology °,- says Theodoret, °into
technology ’ §; and, paying no respect. either to the Chulch orto
the Bible,? he erected his system by pure dialectics.
The system proceeded thus.® God is pure Being, essentially
simple and one. He is ingenerate and unoriginate.® As simple
and not complex, He is perfectly intelligible and comprehensible.
‘T know God’, said Eunomius, ¢ as well as He knows Himgelf ’.10
As God is essentially unoriginate, all that is generate or originate
is foreign to Gtod : neither éuoodotor nor éuoodoior 1 nor even
-guotoy in respect of Him, but necessarily of a different essence
(¢¢ érépas odolas) and unlike (dvdporov) Him. The Son as gene~
rate or begotten, i. e. according to Eunomius, a creature, has, it
may be, a moral resemblance 12 to the Father, but is essentially
unlike- Him. His prerogative consigts -in -being the immediate
work of the Father ; whereas all the other cleatures, including
“the Holy Spirit, are the work of the Son. So He is ‘a creature of

the Uncreate, not as one of the creatures ; a thing made by Him
who is not made, not as one of the thmcs made ’.3¥  The main
characteristic ofithis system was the elimination of all mystery ;

1 Soz, H, B, vi1, xvn, §1. 2 Gwatkm, Arianism 2, 245 sq.
3 Soz. H, K, v1. xxvu, § 1; Philostorgius, H, B, iii, § 20 (P. G. Ixv, 509 B),
4 Socr, H, E. 1v, vii, § 4. 5 Phl]ostolglus, H, E. viii, 568 B,

S Thdt, Haer., Fab. Compend iv, § 3 (Op. iv. 356 ; P. G, lxxxiii, 420 B),

" Socr, H, E, 1v, vii, § 6,

8 Gwa.tkm, Arwmsm2 134 ; J. Tlxeront Hist, Dogm, ii, 50,

® *Ayévvyrov, dvapyor, Eunomms, Apol., § 26 (P. G. xxx, 864 4A),

10 Epiph. Haer, ]xxv1,§4 (Op. il. 916 ; P, G, xlii, 521 ¢); cf. Thdt. Haer,
Fab, Compend, iv, § 3 (Op. iv. 358 ; P. G’ Ixxxiii, 421 o) ; and Socr, H, B, 1v,
vii, §§ 13, 14. :

11 Epiph, Haer. lxxv1, § 11 (Op. ii, 925 ; P, G, xlii, 536 o).

12 Bunomius, Apol., § 24 (P. G. xxx, 860 ¢); and "Exfesis wiorews;
§ 3 (P. G. Ixvii. 588 sq. ) 13 Eunomius, Apol., § 28 (P, G. xxx, 868 B),
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and here lay the difference between Anomoeanism and the original ..

Arianism. Arius, by way of emphasmmg the superiority of the
Father, had spoken of the Son as ‘ unlike ’ the Father, and there-
fore as ‘not fully understanding, the Father.! Aetius and
Eunomins professed to know God entirely. So Arianism ended
in rationalism ; and it was the discovery of this, its true character,
in-857, by the Christian world at large, that led to its ultimate
decline. But, for the present, so long as Constantius reigned,
Aria,nism, in one form or another, held the field.

~ The Arianizers pressed their advantage at the Councils of
Sirmium, 857, Ancyra; 858, Arlmlnum and Seleucm, 859, and
bonsta,ntmople, 360.

§ 2." The Anomoeans were the first to get a hearmg _

In the West they took advantage of a visit of Constantius: to-
Sirmium,? in August 867, to assemble the third Council of Sirmium.
Hefele calls it ‘ great ’ 3; but it ‘was not large. Only Westerns .
were there : Valens of Mursa, Ursacius of Singidunum, -Germiniug
of Sirmium, and Potamius of Lisbon. It was not so much a
Council as a cabal of Court bishops. They put out the second
Sirmian Creed, less of a ereed than of a theological declaration ;
and it was drawn up in Latin4 by Western bishops. In it they
acknowledge one God and His only Son: But two Gods cannot
and must not be preached. No mention shall be made henceforth
of odola and its compounds, ducodoior and Odpoiodoror. For
the word is not found in Seripture, and the subject beyond our -
understanding. So far the character of the formulary is Homoean ;
but then it drifts into Anomoeanism, without, however, making
actual use of the term drduowor. . For it goes on to place the
superiority of the Father not in ‘ the Monarchy * buf in ‘ honour,
rank, glory, majesty, and the very name’. True, ‘the Son is
born of the Father, God of God,” &ec.; but this is a confession of
Godhead only in the secondary and titular sense. There was no
mistaking language like this.- Hilary calls this episcopal declara-

1 The Thalia, as quoted in Ath, Orat, c. Ar. i, § 6 (Op. ii. 323 ; P. G. xxvi.
24 A, B).

2 Constantius was in Illyricum July to November 357 Tillemont, Mém.
vi, 418 ; Gwatkin, Arianism?, 300 ; Goyau, Chronologie, 470,
3 Hefele, C’onmles, 1, 1i, 899; E, Tr i1, 226,

4 It is given in Latin by Hllary, De syn,, § 11 (Op. ii, 464-6; P, L. x,
487-9), and in a Greek translation by Ath, De syn,, § 28 (Op. ii. 5% sq. ;
P. @Q. xxvi. 740- 4) and Socr. H, I, 11, xxx, §§ 31-41; Haln 3, § 161
Gwatkin, drianism?, 161 sq., and Document No, 25,
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tion ‘ the Blasphemy ’,* and says that Potamius was its author.?
Gwatkin speaks of it as ‘ the Sirmian Manifesto’ and ‘ the turning-
point of the whole contest ’ 3; for it unveiled the heresy as it had
never been unveiled before. Opposmon was certain ; but before
it could gather strength, Hosius, and, apparently, leeuus suc-
cumbed to the pressure of the Court- mtrlguers

As for Hosius, the tragical interest of the ¢ Blasphemy ’ is that
the aged Confessor, and Father of Councils, signed it. Hilary is
unfair to his memory in making him its joint-author.* He was
brought, though ‘ with difficulty ’,5 to communicate with Valens
and Ursacius. Yet he would not sign agamst Athanasius. ‘ He'
would have been honoured’, says Tillemont, ‘to the end of time,
- as one of the greatest saints of the Church if he had hved to be
only a hundred years old.” 8

Before a year was out his fall was followed by ‘the lapse of:
Pope Liberius.” There was much that is attractive about Liberius.
But .he was impulsive, and ‘lacking in endurance’.® Sometime
after the Council of Milan, 855, he had been exiled to Beroea in
Thrace.? While he was there Constantius came to Rome on his
way to Sirmium, and stayed for a month !0 in the spring of 357.
- The Roman ladies begged for the restoration of their bishop, and
were refused. But on learning that the assemblies of Felix were
ill-attended, the Emperor promised to grant the request if Liberius.
and Felix might rule conjointly. ¢ One God, one Christ, one
Bishop,’ ! was the answer of the indignant ¢hurch ; and, at length,
Constantius agreed to recall Liberius unconditionally.’®  The Pope
arrived 2 August 85813 But, in the interval, he had compromised
~ himself ; and the question is, To what extent ?

The answer turns on gome letters of leeuus, and on gome inde- .
pendent testimony. "

! Hilary, De syn.; § 11 (Op. ii. 464 ; P. L. x, 487 A).
> Ibid., § 3 (Op. ii, 460 ; P. L, x, 482 B),

3 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 162, 4 Hilary, De syn., § 3, ut sup.
5 Ath, H@st Ar., § 45 (Op. 1. 2945 P, G, xxv, 749 A); Socr, H, I, 1
xxxi, § 4. . - 6 Tillemont, Mem vii, 301.

7 Ibid. vi. 419 sqq.; Hefele, Congiles, 1, ii, 908-28; E. T, ii, 231 sqq,
483 8qq. ; Newman, Amans , 319 sqq. ; Gwatkin, z‘l'rmmsm2 1924,

8 Ath, Apol ¢c. Ar., § 89 (Op. i, 161; P, G. xxv, 409 4); Hist, Ar,, § 41
(Op. 1. 291 5 PGxxv74lB) "SozHE’va1§3

10 April 28 to May 29 ; Goyau, 469 ; Gwatkin, Armmsm , XXVi,

11 For other cases of 1n31stence on thls rule of ‘one bishop in a Catholic
church * see vol, 11, ¢, ii, § 8.

12 Theodoret, H. ¥, 11, xvii, and Document No, 219,

18 (Gwatkin, Arianism 2, xxvi,
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Three letters of Liberius are preserved, and commented upon, .
by Hilary.l The first, beginning Pro deifico timore, is addressed
“to the Basterns ; the second, Quia scio vos; to Ursacius, Valens,
~and Germinius ; the third, Non doceo sed admoneo, to Vincent of
Capua. The first is the most criminating, for in it Liberius
confesses to having, while in exile, approved, willingly and without
making any opposition, a Creed made by Rasterns at Sirmium.
The difficulty, however, is to identify this Creed which Hilary
calls a * perfidia Ariana ’2 Four views are, or have been, held
about it. (a) The Creed is stated to have been ‘ made * and not only
‘et forth and received ’ at Sirmium by the Basterns.3 Is it,
therefore, the ‘ Long’ Sirmian of 851,% 1. e. the réchauffé of the
Fourth Antiochene,® with the addition of twenty-seven anathemas 2
~But this is the Creed which Hilary himself defended in the De
synodis ® : he could not now call it a * perfidia’. (b) Was it the
‘ Blasphemy’?  This was certainly a ‘perfidia’, as not only .
Hilary but another Gallic bishop, Phoebadius of Agennum (now
Agen in Guyenne), 850-793, calls it?; but its authors were
Westerns. (c) Some, therefore, suppose that it was a lost Sirmian
Creed, of which no further trace remains.8 (d) Others, following
Sozomen, suppose that Liberius signed at Sirmium in 858 ‘ a com-
pilation in one document of the decrees against Paul of Samosata
and Photinus; bishop of Sirmium, to which was subjoined the
formulary of faith drawn up at Antioch at the Dedication’ ? ;
and this was done i the presence of Constantius and ‘at the
ingtigation of Basil, Bustathius, and Eleusius, who possessed great
influence over the Emperor’.1® But this digest of the semi-Arian
leaders would not be in character such as to arouse the antipathies
of Hilary. He was conciliatory towards the semi-Arians. Hefele
cuts the knot by rejecting as spurious both the letters ascribed
to Liberius, and also the comments of the Fragmentist ; and, in -

1 Hilary, Fragment, vi, §§ 6-11 (Op. ii, 677-83 ; P. L. ii. 680-95) ; Jafié,
Nos; 217-19. 2 Thid. vi, § 6 (Op, ii. 678; P, G. x. 690 B),

3 Ibid, ¢ Hahn?, § 160. 5 Ibid., § 156.

S Hilary, De syn., §§ 39-63 (Op. ii. 488-99; P, L. x. 512-23),

? Phoebadius, Contra Arianos, § 4 (P, L. xx. 15 D),

8 So R. Hussey, in his notes to Sozomen, H, E., vol. iii, 122,

‘9 This would naturally mean the Dedication Creed, i, e. the Lucianic
Creed, of 341 [Hahn 3, § 1564} ; but Hefele prefers to interpret of the Fourth
Antiochene [ibid.?, § 156] as having been repeated at Philippopolis, 343
[ibid.3, § 158], and Sirmium, 351 [ibid., § 160] : see Conciles, 1. ii, 913, n, 4 ;
E. Tr. ii, 234, n. 6. o

Lo Soz, H, . 1v, xv, §§ 1, 2.
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the main, he accepts Sozomen’s account.! Tt is certainly difficult
to fit in the Letters and the Comments with any Sirmian formulary-
of which we know. But to reject them is a bold stroke; and hev
¢ does not make out any strong case against them ’.2

. The case, however, does not rest only upon them. ‘Even if they -
were spurious, there is independent testimony: not, indeed,
as is sometimes alleged, of Athanasius, who only says that Liberius
‘under fear of death subseribed ’3 against Athanasius, but of
other authorities. Thus, first, there is an implicit statement by
Hilary. ¢ Constantius’;he says, ‘ was not guilty of a greater impiety
when he banished Liberius than when he sent him back.”¢ Second,
Faustinus and Marcellinus, two presbyters of the party of Ursinus,
who was elected by the friénds of Liberius to suceeed him; in 883 pre-
sented a memorandum to the Emperors Valentinian IT, Theodosius,
and Arcadius, in which they agree with the Fragments so far as o
affirm that what Liberius signed was a ‘ perfidia ’.5 Third, Jerome,
in his Chronicle, says that ‘ Liberius, wearied of exile’, signed an
* heretical * creed ®; but adds, in his De viris wllustribus, that it
was under pressure from Fortunatian, bishop of Aquileia.” Fourth,
Philostorgius records that ‘ Liberius signed against the éuoodoior
- and also against Athanasius’.8- And, finally, Sozomen states that
- Liberius signed a composite creed, i.e. that, in any case, he
deserted the Nicene. His lapse was not that of a private doctor,
but of the bishop of Rome. At the same time, by signing a com-
promising ereed under pressure and in exile, he did not technically
do anything inconsistent with the Vatican doctrine of Papal
Infallibility.?

" So serious then were the defections of the Nlcene leaders of the
West at the end of 857. Early in 858 Leontius, the crypto-Arian
hishop of Antioch, having died in the previous summer, Eudoxius

1 According to Hefele, Liberius signed a third Sirmian formulary which
was & compilation of three semi-Arian creeds, and the twelve of the eighteen
anathemas brought from Ancyra to Sirmium and commented on by Hilary,
De syn,, §§ 12-26 (Op. ii, 466-76; P, L, x. 489-500) ; Conciles, 1. ii, 927 ;
E. Tr, i, 245,

2 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 193,

3 Ath, Hist, Ar,, § 41 (Op i. 291; P, G. xxv. 741 B).

¢ Hilary, Contra Const, Imp., §11 (Op. i, 571 ; P. L. x. 589 £). '

5 Faust, et Marc, Libellus Precum, Praef,, § 3 (P L, xiii, 81 B}; Tillemont,
Mém. viii, 395,

8 Jerome, Chronicon ad ann, 352 (Op. viii; P. L. xxvii, 685-6.)

? Ibid., De viris dll., § 97 (Op. i, 931; P, L, xxiii, 697 ¢), -

8 Phllostorgms, H. E iv, § 3 (P. G. lxv 517 o),

® q.v. in' H, Denzinger, Enchiridion?, No, 1682, p. 400,
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obtained the see.! He had been bishop of Germanicia some
seventeen years, 340-57 ; was an Arian pure and simple ; ‘a friend
- of Aetius, and afterwards leader of the Anomoeans. His translation
* to the patriarchal throne of ‘ The East ’ was, of course, a triumph
for the ultra-Arians ; and they gained another point when Acacius,
metropolitan of Caesarea, managed, about this time, to gratify his' -
long-standing displeasure with his suffragan, Cyril of Jerusalem,
by deposing him.?  Acacius and Kudoxius then joined forces to -
carry their triumphs further.
" In the BEast the Anomoeans and their friends gathered at the
Council of Antioch,® 858. Eudoxius presided.. They rejected
both éuoodoor and duowodoior ; and issued a letter of thanks to
Valens, Ursacius, and Germinius for having brought the Westerns
" back, sc. by ‘ the Blasphemy ’, to the true faith.4” But the Westerns
themselves-were of a different mind. The reaction against ‘ the
Sirmian Manifesto ’8 was already astir in Gaul, where it could
gather force, without fear of the Court-bishops of Constantius,
owing to the protection afforded by the strong position of Julian
“after his vietory at Strasbourg,® August 357. In the absence of
Hilary, Phoebadius, bishop of Agennum, took the lead. A Gaulish
synod condemned the ‘ Blasphemy ' 7 about the same time that it
was approved at Antioch ; and Phoebadius followed up the con-
demnation with a pamphlet, written towards the end of 858,
which ends with a reference to Hosius. °‘ They use his name
against us like a battering-ram.” But ‘if he has been wrong for
ninety years, he is not likely to be right now’!8
§8. The semi-Arians next took up the challenge, and showed
no less zeal against the new phase of Anomoeanism. George, one
of the original Arians, and among the ablest % and most learned 10

' Soz, H, E 1. xxkvii, § 10; Soz, H, E. 1v. xn, §§ 3, 4; Philostorgius,
H. 1. iv, §4 (P. G Ixv, 520); Tlllemont Mém, vi. 422 sqq. Philostorgius
says that he was fond of pleasure; hence we may trust the acecount of his
‘impieties given in Hilary, Contra Const, Imp., § 13 (Op. ii. 573; P. L, x,
591 B), and in Socr., H, B. u, xliii, § 12, and Soz. H. K. 1v, xxvi, § 1,

2 Socr, H, B, 11, x], §39 Soz. H. E. 1v, xxv, §§ 1-4 ; Thdt, H, K. 11, xxVi,
§7 Tillemont, Mem vi. 424 sq,

3 Mansi, iii. 265 Hefele, O’O'mnles 1, ii, 903 ; K. Tr, ii. 228,

Soz, H, E, 1v. xii, §§ 5-7.

. The phrase is that of Gwatkin, Arianism?, 161,

Amm, Marc, Res gestae, XV1, xii,

Hilary, De syn., §§ 2, 8 (Op. ii. 459, 463 ; P. L. x, 481 4, 485 c),.
Phoebadius, OOntm Armnos, § 23 (P, L, xx. 30 B, ¢).

% Tor his ability, Ath, De Syn., § 17. (Op ii, 584 ; P G. xxvi, 712 ¢, D).
10 For his learning, Phllosborglus, H, B, viii, § 17 (P G, lxv, 568 o), ¢

<o e
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of them, was now bishop of Laodicea in Syria, 885-tafter 361.
He was temporarily in alliance with the semi-Arians, having
quarrelled with Eudoxius over the election to Antioch, on the
ground that his rights as an elector had been ignored. He there-
fore wrote to bishops with whom, for the nonce, he found himself
in agreement (for he reverted to Anomoeanism before his death 1),
bidding them take advantage of the consecration of a new church
at Ancyra in Galatia, in order to act together.?

They met at the Council of Ancyra,® April 858, under the
presidency of Basil, its bishop. Only twelve bishops were present.
But Basil and Eustathius, bishop of Sebaste in Armenia I, were
men of distinetion ; and the Synod carried weight far beyond its
numbers, because it represented the mind of the majority in the
Tast. In this respect, as well as in its rejection of ultra-Arianism,
it stands theologically on the same platform as the more celebrated
Dedication Council of Antioch, 841.

Tés proceedings include a formulary, anathemas, and a mission
to Court.

The formulary was a Synodal Letter ¢ in whlch they say that,
§ 2, for the sake of peace, they must add to the former confessions
of Antioch, 841, Sardica [i. e. Philippopolis), 848, and Sirmium, 851,
tuller and ‘more precise definitions about the Trinity. The very
expression, § 8, ‘ Tather ’, shows that He is ‘ the cause of an essence
like Himself '—alrior Spolas adred odolas. But this excludes the
idea of the Son’s createdness ; for the relation.of Father and Son
is quite different from that of Creator and creature. Rationalizing
and materializing senses of ‘ Father ’ and ‘ Son ’ are then noticed,
and set aside. Christ, § 5, is called ¢ Son ’ in a sense quite other
than those who are called sons by adoption. We must not, § 6,
apply mere ‘human wisdom’ to- such a mystery as the Divine
Sonship ; but it is not to be rejected on the ground of mysterious-
ness any more than the Cross because of the ‘ scandal ° connected
with it. The teaching of the Apostles, § 8, about this Sonship
is best represented by the term dumoiotoiov, certainly not, § 9,
by 6éuooifoior, for that identifies, after the manner of Sabellius,

! Thdt. H. K. 1. xxxi, § 7; Gwa.tkm, Ariamism?, 187,
2 Soz. H, E. 1v, xiii,
3 Mansi, iii, 265-90 ; Hefele, Gonczles,l i, 903-8; K, Tr.ii. 228-31; Tllle
mont, Mém, vi, 430~ 6 Fleury, iii. 513-18; Gwa.tkm, Arianism 2, 164—7
4 Fplphamus Haer, 1xxiii, §§ 2-9 (Op. ii. 846-56 ; P. G, xlii, 403~20);
and summary in Gwatkin, drianism?®, 165 sq., and J. TlxerWsttom of
Dogmas, ii, 52,
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the Son’s personality with the Father’s® The interest of this long
dogmatic exposition is that its authors appear to be still confident
of the tenableness of their position.

They then go on to fortify it by nineteen anathemas,? aimed

alternately at Aetius and Marcellus. Thus the first is directed
~ against those who deny the duowdaoor and regard the Son as
a creature of the Father®; the second, against those who deny
the original personality of the Son4 - .
- Some condemn maintainers of the dvduowor®; some, those
who interpret the uowor as if it meant a mere likeness in action,
not in essence.® The last denounces. spoodoor as if it were the
same as radrootoior "—necessarily and simply Sabellian.

The Council then sent Basil and Fustathius, who took with
them Eleusius, to the Court at Sirmium, with instructions to
demand that Constantius should come to their aid against the
ultra-Arians. They arrived in the nick of time. For the Emperor
had just been induced to sign the ¢ Blasphemy ’; and a priest of
Antioch, Asphalius by name, had just managed to get from him
lotters for the promotion of Eudoxius to that see. Constantius
allowed himself to be won over by the three semi-Arian envoys.
. Asphalius was made to give back his letters,® and received
instead a missive denouncing Aetius and the Anomoeans.®

Not content with this, the Emperor organized a new synod,
commonly reckoned the third, but really the fourth Counecil of
- Sirmium,!0 in the spring or early summer of 858, in which the three
semi-Arian deputies and the bishops at Court took part. The
former pursued their advantage, and secured their tnumph by
two steps.

First, they abbreviated the anathemas they had brought with
them from Ancyra, striking out, in particular, the last, con-
-demnatory of the épootoior.’t This done, they proceeded to draw

"1 Document No, 27,

.. Epiph, Haer. Ixxiii, §§ 10, 11 (Op i, 856-9; P, G xlii, 419——26) of
these, twelve, viz, Nos, 6-17, are taken, and 1nterpteted in an. orthodox
sense, by Hllary, De syn., §§ 12-26 (Op ii, 466-500), "The nineteen are
‘given in Hahn 3, § 162, .

3 Epiph, Haer Ixxiii, § 10 (Op ii, 856; P 6. xlii, 421 A),

¢ Ihid, 421 =, 5 Nos. 5,7, 9

% Nos. 11, 12; ibid,, § 11 (Op. ii. 857 sq P. Q. x111 424 A, B).

7 No. 19, ibid., §11 (Op. 1i, 858; P. G. xlii, 424 sq.).

8 Sozomen, H, E Tv, xiii, §§ 5, 6. $ Ibid. 1v. xiv,

1o Mansn, iii, 289; Hefele, C'onc@les, 1. ii, 908 ; E. Tr. ii. 231; Soz, H B,

IV, XV ; Phllostorglus H EB.iv,§3(P. G, Ixv, 517 sq.).”

u Hllary, De syn., § 90 (Op. ii. 516 ; P, L, x, 542 B) ; Tillemont, Mém,
- vi, 431.
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up the digest from the decisions against Paul of Samosata, the
Dedication  Creed of Antioch, and the Long Sirmian which,
according to Sozomen, Liberius, now recalled from Beroea to
Sirmium, was induced to sign with the rest present.! This digest
they commented upon in a - letter ‘from Hastern bishops of
the semi-Arian party,” asserting the semi-Arian prineciple and
rejecting the. dpoovoior (a) as involving materializing notions,
(b) as having been réjected by the Council of Antioch in 269
because of its Sabellian 1mphcat10ns and (¢} as notb found in
Seripture.?

They next followed up their success by procurlng the bamsh-
ment of the ‘leading: Anomoeans3: Kudoxius to his native
Armenia ; Aetius and Funemius, lately ordained deacon atb
Antioch, to Phrygia ; and Theophilus the Indian4—a native of
Ceylon and an indefatigable Arian missionary who had lately
~ effected a wonderful cure of the Empress Eusebia—to Heraclea in

Pontus. The semi-Arians were thus, unfortunately, pergecutors ;
the Nicenes were not. '
_ Thus éncouraged, they ventured to hope that. they might get
rid at once both of Anomoean impieties and of Nicere embarrass-
ments. They pressed for a really General Council.

§ 4. But it issued in the Homoean twin-synods of Arlmlnum
and Seleucia, 859.8 :

(1) Constantius agreed to the proposal of the semi-Arians perhaps
because, in view of a renewal of the war with Persia 7 in the summer
of 858, he desired to restore peace® among the endless Arianizing
parties. He first thought of Nicaea as the place of meeting. But

" Basil declined it, because of its associations with the époodaior, and
suggested Nicomedia. The Emperor agreed ; but 24 August 858

"1 Soz H. E.1v.xv,§2, .
2 Hlla,ry, De syn., § 81 (Op. ii. 508 sq.; P. L. x. 534), and Document

No,'8, 2.0 8 Philostorgius, H. k. iv, § 8 (P. @. 1xv. 522 B, 0),
% Wor his story see ibid. iii, §§ 4-6 ; iv, §§ 1,7, 8, v, § 4, vii, § 6, viii, §2,
andix, §§ 1, 3, 18, Gwatkln, A'M,anwm2 167 n, 2,

& Mansi, iii. 293-326 ;. Hefele, Conciles, 1, ii. 929-55; B, T'r..ii, 246- 71 v
Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 170 9 ; Tillemont, Mem vi, 446 87

” Rarly in 358 Sapor II sent an embassy to claim Armenia and Meso-
potamia for Persia, Amm, Marc, Res gestae, xvii, v, He arrived at CP,,
23 February, had an interview with Constantius at Sirmium a little later.
and after 24 August the ambassadors of Constantius to-Persia returned
without having accomplished anything, ibid. xvir, xiv, § 2. Next year,
Sapor crossed the Tigris and captured Amida, now Diarbekr, Ammlanus
himself being one of the garrison, ibid. xvur, vii-x, xIx, i-viii. :

8 Socr, H. E. 11, xxxvii, § 1,

2191 11 ™M
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Nicomedia was destroyed by an earthquake.! Thereupon Basil:
himself advised Nicaea, and the meetmg was appointed for the
following summer.2 ~ ’

Before it could assemble Basil and his friends were outw1tted
on two points.

Tirst, as to the Synod. Valens and the Arianizers.at Sirmium
feared that, if a General Council should meet, it might end in
a coalition of semi-Arians and Nicenes against the Anomoeans.
The chamberlain Eusebius was one of this party. Secure in his
" support, they persuaded the Emperor that it would be both more
convenient and less expensive3 if the Western bishops were to
meet at Ariminum (now Rimini) and the Easterns at Seleucia in
Isauria. And so it was settled.* The Homoeans could now pursue -
the well-known policy of Divide et impera ; while the semi-Arians,
who had thus lost the ear of Constantius, as suddenly as they
had gained it, were obliged to draw closer to the Nicenes.

- It was at this juncture, toward the end of 858, and to promote
‘the alliance that Hilary, bishop of Poitiers, since 856 an exile in
Phrygia, composed his De synodis.> The occasion of it was a letter,
§§ 1, 2, from his friends in Gaul, who said that the only reason why
they had not written to him lately was that they did not know
his address. He would, however, be glad to hear that they had
refused to have anything to do with Saturninus, bishop of Arles,
and had also condemned the ‘ Blasphemy’. Hilary, of course,
§§ 8, 4, is pleased to hear that; and, §§ 5-9, he then refers to a
request that he has received from his correspondents in Gaul for
information about ‘ what the Easterns have said in their con-
fessions of faith’. Thig leads him to the first, or historical part,
§§ 10-68, of his treatise, on the Creeds drawn up, since the Counecil
of Nicaea, in four divisions : (a) first among them are, §§ 10, 11, .
the ‘ Blagphemy’® and, §§ 12-28, twelve of the anathemas of
Ancyra, on which he comments. But, § 28, these were the work
of a few bishops only. His friends will therefore get a better idea
of Kastern opinion from other formularies, viz. §§ 29-88 ; (b) the
Dedication Creed of Antioch.” This, they will feel, is somewhat
inadequate, specially in regard to the exact likeness of the Father

1SozHEIVXVl,§§15 2 Ibid,, § 16,

3 Thid. 1v, xvii, § 1. 4 Tbid. 1v, xvi, §§ 19-22.

5 Text in Hilary, Op. ii. 467~ 520 (P L, x, 479-546) ; tr,in-N. & P.-N. F,

ix, 4 summary in ibid. 1-3, and Gwatkln, Ammwm2 168-70,
6 Hahn ° , § 161, 7 Ibid., § 154, .
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and the Son. The Synod, however, was held not to-contradict
Anomoean teaching, but teaching of a Sabellian tendency.  Any-
how, the similarity of the Son’s essence to that of the  Father
appears to him to be sufficiently guarded, § 83, by * Deum de Deo,
totum ex toto’. Thirdly, (c) the Creed of Philippopolis,® §§ 84~7,
is an emphatic condemnation of genuine Arianism, for it asserts
that the Son is ¢ Deus ex Deo ;5 while (d) the Long Sirmian,? with
its twenty-seven anathemas, separately considered, §§ 88-61, is
. quite to be commended. If, §§ 62-8, the Westerns wonder at this
multitude of definitions, they should remember that the Hasterns
are more troubled with heresies, and have no choice. * Asia’
presents a piteous contrast to the fidelity of the West. And so
ends the first part of the De synodis. The second part, §§ 64-92,
is theological, and begins, §§ 64-5, with a confession of his own
belief. Hilary then passes, § 66, to a discussion of terms. And,
first, §§ 67-71, of the duoovoww. Three wrong meanings may be
attached to it; for it may be taken to imply (a) that there are no
personal distinctions in the Trinity, (8) that the Divine Essence
is capable of division, (y) that the Father and the Son partake of
a ‘ prior substance ’. There are, of course, risks such as thege ;
but there is no risk if we understand the term to mean that. the
Father is unbegotten and that the Son derives His being from the
Father, and is like Him in power and honour and nature. The
term then may be rightly used, and as rightly forborne. But,
secondly, §§ 72-5, is not the éuowodeior equally open to a wrong,
-and a right use ? ‘ Really like ’ means ‘ really equal ’ ; and, § 76,.
the Western bishops should not forget that. But if so, § 77, it is
for the Easterns, as well, to drop their suspicions. The semi-
Arians, § 78, spoke out bravely at Ancyra. Let them, § 79, beware
of Valens and Ursacius ; but also, § 81, let them withdraw the
letter they wrote at Ancyra, rejecting the duoovoiov. There are
but three grounds for such rejection : - (a) that it implies & ‘ prior
substance ’, (8) that it involves the teaching of Paul of Samosata,
and (y) that it is not in Seripture. But the first two grounds are
mere illusions, and the third is as fatal to duowdoon.? W, § 82,
mean the same: why, then, §§ 88—4, decline the term which the
Council of Nicaea. adopted for an end admittedly good ? Of
course, § 85, duoodoor is capable of misconstruction: so are

1 Hahn 3, § 158, 2 Thid,, § 160, 3 Document No, 26,
' M 2
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several interesting passages in Scripture. If, § 86, the eighty
bishops at Antioch condemned the Samosatene abuse of the term,
it was still open to the three hundred and eighteen at Nicaea to
_sanction its use in a true sense. Further, § 88, the Creed of Nicaea
introduced no novelty ; but only confirmed the faith I had -
before I heard of it, and what was not, § 91, till -after I was
baptized and consecrated bishop, and was just going into exile.
- Moreover, § 89, duowodoior is not without its dangers, and it is
both ambiguous and defective besides. I make no objection, § 90,
to your having dropped certain of the Ancyran anathemas on
your way to Sirmium—you, I mean, my friends Basil, Bustathius,
and Eleusius ; only, do not bring them up again. For, after all,
§ 91, you are not Arians, excuse my saying it : why .not then
adopt the one unequivocal term, and stand side by side with us
in defence of the common faith ? To this, § 92, you, my friends
in Gaul, will also be true.

Basil and his friends, it may be supposed were a,nmously con-’
sidering these advances when they were outwitted again. '
Secondly, as to a Creed.! Tearing that the coming Synod or
Synods would draw up a Creed, Valens and his party planned an
ambiguous formulary which should do no harm to the Anomoeans
and yet satisfy the Emperor and the semi-Arians. Tt would be
better, they said, to have something prepared beforehand for the
Synod. The semi-Arians fell into the trap ; and Mark, bishop of
Arethusa in Syria, who belonged to the ‘left’ wing? of their
following, was chosen to draw it up.® Thus was produced the
formulary incorrectly called the third, but better the fourth,
Sirmian Creed ; but better known still as the Dated Creed,?
because of its preamble, ‘ The Catholic Faith was published in the
presence of our Master, the most religious and gloriously vietorious
Emperor, Constantius Augustus, the eternal and august . . . in
Sirmium A.p. xi kal. Tun., i.e. on Whitsun-Eve, 22 May 859.
It was, then, the work of a sort of preliminary committee for the
Council of Ariminum ; and it is remarkable for the following

1 Tillemont, Mém. vi. 444-5, : 2 Robertson, Ath, lv,

3 So the letter of Germinius, bishop of Sirmium, in Hilary, Fragm. xv, § 3
(Op. i, 708 ; P. L, x, 721 sq.).

¢ It was drawn up in Latin (ibid, Socr, H, B, 11, xx%Vii, § 17; Soz. H, E.
v, xvii, § 3), but the original 18 lost : for the Greek, see Ath, De syn., § 8
(Op. ii, B76; P, G, xxvi, 692 8q.), and Socr, H, E, 11, xxxvii, §§ 18-24, and

Hahn 3, § 163 For its cha,ra,cter see Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 170 sq.;
Document No. 28,
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expressions descriptive of.‘ the Only-begotten Son '—* who before
all ages and before all beginning . . . was begotten impassibly from
God ’; ‘like (Suowor) to the Father which begat Him, according
to the Scriptures (xara rds ypagds)’; ‘ who descended-into the
parts beneath the earth, and regulated the things there, whom
the gate-keepers of Hades saw and shuddered .1 The Creed con-
cludes with a note in respect of the term ‘ essende * (odoia). * We
- have thought good to remove it . . . because the divine Scriptures
nowhere use it of the Father and the Son ’; and yet * We say that
~ the Son is like the Father in all things (§uotov . . . kard mdvra),
as also the Holy Scriptures say and teach.” This last clause was
a concession by the Arianizing members of the conference to the
semi-Arians. But, on the whole, the Creed is Homoean. ' The
semi-Arian assertion that ¢ the Son is . . . before all beginning’
is balanced by the Homoean protest against the term  essence ’
and the concession seemingly involved in xara wdvra, as if a
likeness in ‘ essence ’ were thereby included, is limited, or, in fact,
taken back by the qualifications of kard rés ypagds and * bs ai
dyar ypapal Aéyovor, which, as the note to the Creed asserts,
make no mention of essence ’. The mention of the descent into
Hades may point like the Latin in which it was written,? to the
Western origin of the Creed.

On the whole, then, though much of its language is conselvatlve,
the semi-Arians found, on reflection, that they had lost by the
acceptance of this formulary. There were plenty of loopholes in
it for Anomoeans. Basil, therefore, in signing it, added a note
50 the effect that by ‘ like ’ he meant ‘ in all-things, not only in
~ will but in person and in existence and in essence’3; and he
followed up his signature by a minute, in his own name and in that
of George, bishop of Laodicea, intended to remove all ambiguity.
It is preserved by Epiphanius 4 ; and by the Nicenes in exile would -
be ¢ hailed as a surrender at discretion’.? Valens, on the contrary,
wanted to sign to dmoior without kard wdvra ; but the Emperor
compelled him to add these words. His reason, of course, was
that Suowr by itself-—strange as it may seem—would have left
room for his friends the Anomoeans; for it might always be

t Job xxxviil, 17 (LXX).

2 Socr, H I, 11, xxxvu, §17; Soz. H. E. 1v. xvn, §3

3 Kara 'n-av'ra 86, ob pévoy kard Tiy BotAnaw, AAX& kara Ty ImboTagw kal KaTd THY
trapfw kal kard 1o eva, Eplph Haer. Ixxiii, § 22 (Op ii. 869; P. G. xlii. 444 B).

4 Tbid., §§ 12-22 (Op. ii. 859-70; P. @, xlii, 425-44) ; summary in Gwatkin,
Armmsm 2, 172 8q. 5 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 173.
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interpreted merely of that moral similitude which all granted.
Indeed, 8uowor by itself, as Gregory Nagianzen .observes of
Buotoy kard Tas ypapds, was ‘ a bait for simple minds’, among
“them Ulphilas, bishop of the Goths 841481, and ‘a boot that
would fit either foot’.r Constantiug himself was alive to this,
He fancied himself as a- theologian ; and, at any rate, was never
an Anomoean. 8o he forced Valens to put his hand to ‘ like in all
things *.2  Nevertheless, a . substantial victory remained with
Valens and his friends’;; for, under their management, the Emperor'
had drifted away from the semi-Arian side.? :

* (2) Things were now well in train for the Council of Arimi-
num.? It began well. In the summer of 859, ¢ over four hundred ’
bishops assembled,® including three from Britain, who were so
poor that, rather than burden their brethren, they accepted the
Emperor’s offer of maintenance at the public cost—an offer which
the others declined so as not to be beholden. to him.® TFor, in spite
of the persecutions of 8355-6, a large majority were attached to the
Nicena Faith : chief among them, Restitutus, bishop of Carthage,
Phoebadius of Agen, and Servatius of Tongres. The Roman
church was not represented ; for there were, just now, two popes,
and it would have -been awkward to choose between them. The
Arianizers mustered about eighty, Valéns, Ursacius, Grerminius,
and- Auxentius, bishop of Milan 355-174, being the chief. Taurus,
the Praetorian Prefect of Italy, represented the HEmperor; and
he wag under orders not to let the bishops depart until they had
agreed.” After completing the draft of the Creed, 22 May, Valens
and his associates left -the Court with an imperial missive, pre-
served by Hilary,® and addressed, under date of 27 May, to the
prelates at Ariminum. It directs them, § 1, ‘ fo treat,” before all
things, * on faith and unity ’; and then, § 2, to send ten deputies
to Court who might confer with ten from Seleucia (whither similar

1 Greg. NaA Orat, xxi, §22 (Op. i, 400; P. Q. xxxv, 1108 4),

2 Epiph. Haer, 1xxiii, § 22 (Op. ii. 869; P. G. xlii, 444 a).

3 Newman, Arians 5, 343 sq.

4 The authorities are : (1) Narrative: Socr, H. K. 11, xxxvii ; Soz. H. If.

1v, xvii-xix ; Thdt, H, E. 11. vii ; Sulpicius Severus, H, 8. ii, §§ 41-5 (P, L,
xx, 152-b); Jerome, Adv. Lumferw'nos, §§ 17, 18 (Op ii, 188-91; P, L.
xxiii, 170-2) ; (2) Documents in Hilary, qum vii-ix (Op. ii, 683 ()3 P. L,
x0 695— 700), and Ath, De syn., §§ 8-11 (Op. ii. 5'76 80; P. @, xxvi, 691-
702), :
5'So Ath, De syn., §8 but the number is ploba,bly exaggerated ; Gwatkin,
Anamsmz 174, n, 3. ¢ Sulp, Sev. Hist. Sacr, ii, § 41 (P, L. xx, 152 B),

? Ibid, 8 Hlla,ry, Fragm, vii, §§ 1, 2 (Op. ii. 683 sq. ; P. L. x, 695 sq.).
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instructions had been dispatched?!) in the imperial presence.
* It is not fitting’, wrote the Emperor, in this model of Caesaro-
papism, ‘ that you’, as Westerns, ‘ should take any decision
whatever regarding Basterns ; if you do, it will be of no effect.’
The letter thus takes advantage of the growing separation between
the Latin- speaking and the Greek-speaking portions of the
Empire. It is evidence of the fatal cleavage to come. Strictly
conﬁned then, within these limits, the Council, on 21 July, opened
its proceedings : the majority in the church, the Arianizers in
a separate building.? Valens and his friends proposed the adoption
of the Dated Creed; recommending it as quiﬁe simple, as ex-
clusively Seriptural in its terminology, and as already approved
by the Emperor.* The majority replied by proposing an anathema
against Arianism, and declaring any new formulary in place of the
Nicene unnocessary. This was refused.? They therefore decided
* (a) to approve the Nicene Creed and the use of the word ‘essence’®;
and proceeded (b) to depose and excommunicate Ursacius, Valens,
Germinius, -and Gaius of Illyria as ‘disturbers of the Church’,®
and (¢) to anathematize -the errors of Arians, Sabellians, and
Photinians,” These decisions they communicated to Constantius
in a letter,® important for its ingistence on ‘ No innovations ’.
For it marks the principle on which this, and every other Catholic
Council, proceeded ; and is a cardinal instance of the fact that the
demand for Couneil after Council and for definition after definition
emanated from Arians and not from Catholies. The minority,
on this oceasion, true to its traditions, gave in its adherence to the
imperial formulary. Each side then sent its deputation to the
" Emperor.? The Arianizers arrived:first, and were better led.1®
He had left Sirmium, 18 June*; a,nd they found him preoccupied

¥ Soz, H, E. 1V, xvn,§1

2 Sulp. Sev, Hist, Sacr. ii, § 41 (P. L. xx, 1562 c) '

8 Soz, H. E, 1v. xvii, §§ 3-5; Thdt. H, K. 11. xviii, § 2 Hllaly, lfmgm
viii, § 2 (Op. ii. 688; P. L, x. 700 B).

4 Ath, De syn., §9 (Op. ii. 8775 P, G. xxvi. 693 s8q.).

5 ¢ Placet ergo nihil novum fieri : substantiae quoque nomen et rem , , .
obtinere debere sui firmitatem,’ says their Definitio Catholica, ap. Hilary,
Fr. vii, § 3 (Op. ii, 684 8q.; P. L, x. 697 B),

6 Hlla,ly, Fr, vii, § 4 (Op ii. 685; P. L. x. 697 sq.).

? Ibid., § 4 (Op. i, 686; PLx698]3 ). ' _

8 leen, in Latin, by Hllary, Fr, viii, §§ 1-3 (Op ii. 687-9; P. L. x. 699—
701); and, in Greek, by Ath. De syn., § 10 (Op, ii. 577-9 ; P Q. xxvi, 695-
700) ; Socr, H, E. 11, xxxvu, §§ 5474 ; Soz. H, E. v, XViii.

® Hilary, Fragm, viii, § 4 (Op ii. 689 P, L. x, 701 ¢);

10 Qulp, Sev. Hist, Sacr, ii, § 41 (P, L. xx. 162 D).

11 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 301,
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by the renewal of hostilities with Persia, and in a mood of irritation
against- the Council,® which had presumed to prefer its own to the
imperial creed. Constantius detained the orthodox deputies,?
and sent a cold letter to the bishops at Ariminum, explaining that
he_had: directed them to await his return at Adrianople for, at:
present, he was too busy to attend to them3 But the Council
replied that they would stand to their resolution ; let the Emperor
therefore give them leave to go home before the winter set in.t
And so ended the Catholic phase of the Council of Ariminum—
the only phase known to Athanasius when he wrote his De synodis
before 10 October 859. _
(8) Meanwhile, the Council of Seleucia ® assembled 27 September
—1 October 859, at the metropolis of Isauria. There were about a ‘
~ hundred and sixty bishops present € ; of whom a hundred and ten
to twenty “were semi-Arians, including Basil of Anecyra, absent
from the first session, George of Laodicea, Eleusius of Cyzicus,
Sophroniug of Pompeiopolis in Paphlagonia, Silvanus of Tarsus,
and Cyril of Jerusalem ; about forty were Arianizers, headed by
the two intruded patriarchs, George of Alexandria and Eudoxius
.of Antioch, and led by Acacius of Caesarea with Uranius of Tyre
in his following ; finally, a few were Nicenes, including Hilary of
Poitiers (who, though an exile, was summoned thither), and some
Egyptians who were friends of Athanasius, but, for this reason,
helpless. The Arianizers were but a handful; yet they had the
.advantage of a clear policy and of the Court being in their favour,
and they were skilfully led by Acacius. Their adversaries, though
in a ‘majority, were under chiefs who had compromised themselves
by signing the Dated Creed ; and the lead fell into the hands of
men of the second rank—=8ilvanus, George, Eleusius, and Sophro-
nius, instead of Basil. But Hilary; who says that he found at
Seleucia ‘as many blasphemers as it pleased Constantiug to

1 Soor. H, B. 11, xxxvil, § 76.

2 Tbid., § 77 ; Soz. H, E. 1v, xix, §§ 1, 2; Thdt, 11, xix, § 14.

3 Ath, De syn., § 55 (Op. ii. 613 ; P; G. xxvi, 792 A, B); Socr. H, I, 11.
xxxvii, §§ 78-81.

4 Ath, De syn., § 55 (Op. ii, 613-14 ; P, G, xxvi, 792 8q.); Socr, H B, 1,
xxxvii, §§ 83-7; Thdt. H. ¥, 11, xx, .

8 Ath, De syn., §12 (Op. i, 580 ; P. @. xxvi, 761); Hilary, Contra Const,
Imp., §§ 12-15 (01) ii. 671-5; P. L x. 590-3) ; Sulp. Sev. Hist, Sacy, ii, § 42
(P. L xx, 182-3); Socr. H. E. 11, xxxix, x1; Soz. H. E. 1v, xxii; Thdt.
H. E. 11. xxvi, §§ 4-11 ; Mansi, iii, 315-16; Hefele, Conciles, 1, ii, 946-55 ;
E. Tr, ii, 261-71 ; Tillemont, Mém. vi. 466-79 ; Fleury, iii. 544-53 ; New-
man, Arians®, 345 sq, ; Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 176-9, )

¢ Tbid.%, note &, pp. 1946,
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assemble ’,! was a host in himself ; and he made the most of his
opportunity to cement the union of the majority with the Nicenes.
They accepted his assurances that Gaul was not Sabellian,? and
received him into communion on Sunday, 26 September 859.

Next morning the Council opened for its first session, 27 Sep-
tember, under the eyo of the Quaestor Leonas, as moderator in
the interest of the Government, and under the protection of the
military commander Lauricius. It was convenient, so the Court
party would think, t6 have troops at hand for other work than that
of suppressing the Isaurian marauders.® At the outset, the question
arose whether they should treat first of the Faith or of personal
grievances : those, for instance, against Macedonius for his
cruelties,® or of Cyril against his metropolitan Acacius. Leonas
wished to begin with the Faith, and it was decided to take '
doctrine first. Two parties at once manifested themselves. The
minority wanted the rejection of the word edoia, and a Homoean
formulary like that which Mark had drawn up at Sirmium and
Basil had signed. But the semi-Arians demanded the Dedication
Creed, or even the Nicene Creed itself minus the duoodaion.
To this they objected no longer on the ground that it was not to
be found in Seripture, but only that ‘ it was obscure and so open
to suspicion ’5; and they seem to have accepted é& 77s obolas
708- Iarpds without scruple. The dispute continued till late in
the evening, till at last it was brought to a close by Silvanus
declaring, in loud and peremptory tones, * for no new confession
but only the Creed of Antioch’. It was read, and the Acacians
withdrew.

At a second session, 28 September, the majority met again and
adopted the Luecianic Creed, with closed doors—a proceeding
which drew a tart remark from Acacius that ‘ what was done in
a corner was 'of no validity ’. He and his friends protested in
private to Leonas, who shared their view.

At the third session, 29 September, they presented themselves
again. They refused to take their seats till certain aceused bishops
of the majority had withdrawn ; and, when they had thus thinned
the ranks of their opponents by the exclusion of their leaders,

1 Hxlary, Contra Const. Imp., § 12 (Op. i, B72; P, L, x, 590 A).
2 Sulp. Sev. Hist, Sacr. ii, § 42 (P. L. xx. 1563 B)
3 Gwatkin, drianism %, 176, n, 2.

4 Socr, H, E, 11, xxxviii.
§ Ath, De syn., § 12 (Op. ii. 580 ; P. G. xxvi. 761 ¢).
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Leonas produced and read the document which Acacius had handed .-
‘in by way of protest, the night before. It turned out to beanew

‘ Creed, with a preface .t ‘ We have no objection’, said their
preface in effect, ‘ to the Lucianic formulary ; but the time has
come when we ought to reject both duoovoior and dpotodoior as
not found in Seripture. As for the newly coined dvduowr, we
utterly reject it. But we clearly confess the likeness—rd 8uotoy
—of the Son to the Father according to the Apostles’ words :

“ Who is the image of the invisible God ”.”. Then follows their
Creed, ‘the ‘ Dated Creed,” revised for Easteln acceptance ’.2
The purpmt of this documeént lay, no doubt, in the ambiguity
latent in dporov.

For, next day, at the fourth segsion, 30 September, the semi-
Arians wanted to know what * likeness > meant, since here lay the
dividingline between themselves and the Homoeans. Wasitamoral
or a substantial likeness ? A likeness of will, or of essence as well ?
The Acacians meant, if they did not say, ¢ of will only * ; and this
is what Hilary rightly denounces in them as ‘ dishonest *.2 * What
then’, Acacius was asked, ‘ did he mean by his former &uoiov
katd wavra. A whole day was spent over this altercation, and
Leonas dissolved the Couneil.

Next day, 1 October 859, as the Quaestor refused to go near the
Council again, and the Homoeans. were satisfied with having
prevented it from coming to a decision against them, the majority
met by themselves. They went into the case of Cyril of Jerusalem
against his metropolitan Acacius, and restored him. Acacius they
deposed, with others of his party, including the two intruders,
George of Alexandria and Fudoxius of Antioch. They even -
attempted to set Anianus on the throne of Eudoxius, but he was
exiled by Count Leonas. So ended the last of the three notable
semi-Arian synods (Antioch, 841 ; Ancyra, 858 ; and Seleucia,
359) ; and, by October 859, semi-Arianism had triumphed in the
Rast, while orthodoxy was, so far, victorious in the West. '

The scene now changes to the Court of Constantius; and its
interest centres in the intrigues which ended in, 81 December 859,
the breakdown of Western orthodoxy and Eastern semi- Arianism ;
January, 860, the Council of Constantinople, and the triumph of

1 Soz. H., E.1v. xxii, § 14 ; preface and Creed are in Ath, De syn., § 29 (Op.
i, 596 ; P, @, xxvi, 744 sq.), and in Hahn % § 165,

2 Gwatkin, Arianism?2, 178.

3 Hilary, Contra Const, I'mp., § 20 (Op. il. 577; P. Q. xxvi, 596 4),
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the Homoeans ; before the last year and the death, 8 November
861, of Constantius.

(4) The breakdown of opposition to the Court theology took
place both in West and Kast.

(a) It began with an assault on Western orthodoxy. Restitutus
and the orthodox deputies of Ariminum had been kept waiting
some time at Adrianople, when they received orders to meet the
Arianizing deputation, under Valens and Ursacius, at the small
town of Nieé in Thrace. . It had been chosen in hope of confusion
with Nicaea.! Here, on 10 October 859,2 the orthodox envoys of
Ariminum were induced. ¢ through weariness of long delay ’,3 to
sacrifice the decisions of their own Synod, and to sign a revision
of the Dated Creed which was now put forth as ‘ Nicene’.t It
rejects both oloie and dwdordois, and adopts uotor but without
xata-wdvra ; and the offensive heading, which had conceded the
title “ eternal ’ to the Emperor, while its authors denied it to the
Son, was, with the.date, omitted. The envoys then received
permission’ to return, but the bishops at once disowned and ex-
communicated them. Meanwhile, the Prefect Taurus had received
fresh orders to detain the members of the Council till those who
declined the new ‘ Nicene’ Creed should be reduced to fifteen.
They were then to be sent into exile. With the Court thus at
their back, and the Catholic bishops under pressure, the Arianizers
plied them with misrepresentations and suggestions. *The
Hagterns ’, they said,  would never aceept the term odofa.” * Was
it right to stand out so stiffly for it, when, the moment they gave
it up, divisions would be at an end ? All that was wanted was
" to say simply that the Son is like the Father.”®  After all, is it
Christianity you want, or only a formula 2 Which do you worship
~—Christ or the époovoior 2’7 In this way the greater number
were deceived 8 without . understanding the mastter,® hali-
frightened and half-wearied into compliance.1® But twenty bishops,

1 Socr, H. E. 11. xxxvii, § 96 ; Soz. H. E. 1v. xix, §§ 7, 8; Thdt. H. E, 11,
xxi, § 1. * Hilary, Fmgm viii, § 5 (Op. ii. 690; P, L, x, 702 4),

3 Ibid., §4(0p ii, 689; P. L. x, 701 ©). .

* Given in Ath. De syn., § 30 (Op. il. 596 8q. ; P, G, xxvi, 745 8qq.); Socr,

H, I, 11, xli, §§ 8-16; Thdt. . K. 11, xxi, §§ 3-7; Hahn 3, § 164,
6 Sulp Sev. Hist, ;S’am i, § 43 (P. L. xx. 1'5‘30 D).

% Soz. H. K. 1v, xix, § 9. 7 Ruﬁnus, H. E.i,§21 (P, L xxi. 494 A),
8 Augustine, Conira Maximinum, 1. xiv, § 3 (Op, viil. 704 ®; P, L. xlii.
772). 9 Sulp. Sev. Hist. Sacr, ii, § 43,

% See their piteous letter to the Kmperor, asking him to let them go,
Hilary, Fragm, ix (Op. ii. 691-2; P, L, x. 703-5).
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headed by Phoebadius of Agen and Servatius of Tongres, all Gallic, -
still held out. The Prefect exerted fresh pressure, and urged them
to consider the sufferings of their colleagues, who had already been
shut up for more than six months in the town, and could now only
look forward to winter and poverty. Then Valens and Ursacius
tried to undermine their resolution with milder insinuations.:
~ Is the Creed so heretical as you think ? Satisfy the Emperor’s
orders by signing it, and you can then add cach what he likes.
The twenty stalwarts began to consider, and then took the bait.
Phoebadius and Servatius, representing the rest, set to work to
draw up a series of ‘ professmns , aided by the intriguers. Valens
threw in one himself. ‘ Anathema to those who say that the Son
is a creature like other creatures.’* And they all signed it without
detecting the quibble. Thus the ¢ Nicene’ Creed became the
Creed of Ariminum, for the rest succumbed and aceepted both
Creed and anathemas, as they were read aloud in the church.?
Valens and Ursacius headed a deputation, for the second time, to -
carry the news to the Emperor; and then, to quote Jerome’s .-
famous account of ¢ the shameful close of what had begun so well °,3
‘ the whole world groaned in astonishment to find itself Arian’.4
Nor was this mere Hieronymian rhetorie. -
(b) For before their arrival, BEastorn semi-Arianism had been
broken down too. The majority at Seleucia returned to their sees,
atter having sent 3 the deputation of ten to report to the Emperor
at Constantinople—Basil, Fustathius, Fleusgius, Silvanus, and
others.® They were accompanied by Hilary 7 who took advantage
of his presence in Constantinople to write, and present in person;
his second book Ad Constantium3—a request to be heard in
defence both, § 8, of himself and, §§ 8-11, of the Faith. But the
Acacian deputies from Seleucia had got to the capital first, and
- were already in possession of the ear of Constantius. It was for
the semi-Arians to try to detach him from their rivals ; and they
1 Sulp. Sev, Hist. Sacr. ii, § 44 (P, L, xx, 154 B, 0). ‘
2 Jerome, Dial, adv, Luczf § 18 (Op. ii. 190; P, L, xxiii. 172 A), and
Document No. 137.
3 Sulp. Sev. Hist Sacr, ii, § 44 (P, L. xx, 154 »); )
¢ Jerome, Dial. adv. Lucif,, § 19 (Op, ii. 191; P, L, xxiii. 172 ©), and
Document No, 187,
5 Soz. H. H. 1v. xxifi, § 1.
8 Thdt, H. B. 1. xxvii, § 4,
? Sulp. Sev. Hist. Sacr, ii, § 45 (P, L. xx. 154 »),

® Hilary, Op. ii, 543-50 (P, L. x. 563 -72): for an a,na,lysw of it see N d
P,-N, F, 1%, xxi-xxiii,
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did so by drawing his attention to the blasphemies of Fudoxius.
Basil, indeed, was told to hold his tongue; but Fustathius pro-
duced an exposition of faith which he attributed to Eudoxius, and
which wag frankly Anomoean. This roused Constantius. He was
quite unprepared for it and, turning to Eudoxius, asked what
it meant. Budoxius disowned it, and said that its author was
Aetius. The Emperor sent for Aetius, who, knowing nothing of
what had passed, immediately confessed to it. A sentence of
banishment was prepared against him, and he was ¢ cast out of the
palace’.2 Thereupon Eustathius, having got rid of Aetius, was
minded to finish off Budoxius ; and, pressing home his advantage,
persisted that he was practically at one with his protégé Aetius.
Eudoxius was at once commanded to disavow the paper which
he had put off upon Aetius. To escape exile he did so, verbally
and formally repudiating Anomoeanism.> But, quick to revenge |
himself, he demanded that the semi-Arians should give up the
Spowodoioy a8 unseriptural. They had the courage to defend it.
But the Emperor, angry at their persistence, drove them into
exile.t  He would now say that he had rebuked both extremes.
But the net result was that the Homoeans were left masters of the
field ; and that, both in Bast and West alike. -
For now arrived the second deputation from Ariminum, headed
by Valens and Ursacius, with the creed of Nicé as accepted in the
West.5 The semi-Arians urged them to have nothing to do with
the virtual patrons of the Anomoeans, and let them know what
had recently happened. Of course Valens ignored the advice,
and made common cause with Acacius. The Homoean alliance
at once retaliated by calling upon the semi-Arians to accept the
Creed of Ariminum?®; and the question was, Could they be
deceived or browbeaten, as the Westerns had been, into so doing ?
At first they refused, objecting to the removal of ‘ essence . But -
when Acacius assured them that he and his friends were na
Anomoeans ; when the Emperor insisted that, whereas dpowdaior
was unseriptural, Suowor was to be found in the Scriptures, and
was really just as good 7 ; when he went on to demand with threats
that they also, like the followers of Valens and of Acacius, should

1 Soz, H. E. 1v, xxiii, §§ 4-8 ; and, specially, Thdt. H, E. 11, xxvii, §§ 4-23.
For the syllogism, constructed by Eudoxius, in favour of the dvéuotor, see
Thdt, H. E. 11. xxvii, § 6, -

2 Thid., § 13. 3 Ibid., § 16, (4 Ihbid,, § 21,

5 Sulp. Sev. Hist, Sacr, ii, § 45 (P, L. x, 154 D). S :

8 Soz., H, E. 1v, xxiii, § 5. ? Ibid, § 7.
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put their hand to this ‘ Niceno * Creed—their constancy atlast gave -
way. On 81 December 859 Constantius, having discussed the
_matter far into the night, extorted their signatures *; he could now
-begin the new year, and the year of his tenth consulate, with the
.religion of his Empire at peace: It wasa much-desired, but, when
achieved under such pressure, a useless victory. Tor the time,
till the Emperor’s death, it seemed the triumph of the Homoeans.
Tt did not bring about the peace of the Church.

§ 5. The Homoeans, at the Council of Constantinople,? Je anuary
860, stayed to follow up theirsuccess. The pretext was the approach-
ing dedication, 15 February, of Constantine’s great ¢hurch,? after-
wards rebuilt 4 by Justinian 527-165. It was dedicated to our Lord
as St.Sophia. Thesemi-Arians of the Hellespont prudently declined
to attend ; with the result that the synod, of seventy-two 3 bishops

" in all, was completely dominated by the Homoeans, largely from
Bithynia.® Among those present, besides Acacius and Eudoxius,
were George of Laodicea, who had now changed over to the winning
side, Maris of Chaleedon, and Ulphilas, bishop of the Goths. Hilary, -
who was still in the capital, wanted to dispute with them?; but the
Emperor sent him back; as the cause of all disturbance in the East.®

The proceedings of the Couneil covered four points. ‘

PBirgt, they ratified the Creed of Nicé ®; of course, without the
anathemas of Phoebadius and his companions, which had now
served their turn.  Thus Suowor alone became the official standard
of the religion of the Empire. Strictly, it excluded only Catholics
and semi-Arians; not, necessarily, Anomoeans. But as the

 Emperor abhorred the Anomoeans, prudence required the bishops
to risk a schism in their ranks® by condemning the representative
of these ultra-Arians.

Second, therefore, the Council made a scapegoat of Aetius.lt

1 Soz, H, E.1v, xxiii, § 8.

2 Soer, H. E. 11 xli; Soz, H. E.1v, xxiv; Thdt, 11, xxviii ; Mansi, iii, 325~
36 ; Hefele, OOnc@les, 1, ii. 956-9; E, Tr, ii. 271 ; Tillemont, Mém, vi.
487 8qq. ; Fleury, iii, 562 sqq. ; Gwa,tkln, Armnwm2 184 sq. ,

3 Socr, H, E, 1, xliii, §11.

4 Paulus Diaconus [? 720-21790], Historia Langobardorum, i; § 25, ap.
Scriptores rerum Langobardorum, saec, vi-ix, ed, G, Waitz (Hannoveme :
1878). 5 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 184, n, 2, 8 Soz. H. E. 1v. xxiv, § 1,

7 Hilary, Ad Const, i, § 3 (Op. ii. 544 ; P. L. x. 565 B),

8 Sulp, Sev, H, E.1ii, §45 (P, L. xx, 155A)

% Soz. H, E. 1v, xxxv,§1 )

10 Thdt. H. E, 11, xxviii, § 6 ; Soz. H. E. 1v, XXV, §5 .

11 The synodal letter deposmg him is addressed to George, bishop ‘of
Alexa.ndma, whose deacon he was, It is given in Thdt, H, . 11, xxviii,
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Consistency also required this; and he was banished first to
Mopsuestia ! in Cilicia and afterwards to Amblada? in Pisidia.

Third, the Council put down the semi-Arians by charges not
against their faith (for this was impossible, as they had signed the
Creed of Nicé) bubt against their conduct. Irregularities of one.
kind or another were imputed—in some cases not unjustly—to
‘Macedonius 3 of Congtantinople, Basil, Blousius, Eustathius, Cyril,
Sophronius ; and they were deposed and banished.2 The vacancies
were then filled by Homoeans, and even by Anomoeans—a clear
indication of the veiled sympathies of the Council, nine of whose:
members had not been afraid to vote against the sentence on
Aetiug. Thus Fudoxius, in spite of his profanities,® became

bishop of Constantinople 360~T70 and Funomius® bishop of
Cyzicus 360-193.

The fourth and last measure was, true to the Arian trad1t10n\
of making and enforcing new formularies,” to send the Creed of
Nieé to all the bishops of Christendom with an imperial letter,
commanding them to sign or suffer for it.8 The greater number
signed ? : among them Gregory,'® bishop of Nazianzus 880—174, the
‘aged father of St. Gregory Nagzianzene ; and Dianius, bishop of
Caesarea in Cappadocia 841-162, the friend and patron of St. Basgil,

§ 6. The Triumph of the Homoeans was now, to all appearance,
agsured. The cause of the Nicene Faith had been, humanly
speaking, desperate again and again ; but never had the outlook
been so dark as in the year 360. Yet the triumph was not for long.
In the West the Homoean asecendancy could only be maintained
by foree ; and force was out of the question when Julian was

" compelled to agsume a position of independence by the mutiny
at Paris in May 860. A reaction set in, beginning from Gaul.

Y Philostorgius, H. E. v, § 1 (P. Q. 1xv. 528 B, ¢). ~ ® Ibid., § 2 (529 B),

3 For his violence, see Socr, H, I, 11, xxxviil, Probably it was this which, -
as it provoked the wrath of Constantius (ibid, 1. xlii, § 3),1ost the semi-Arians,
as a whole, his favour at this juncture, The Homoeans made good use of
their chance, 4 Socr, H, E, 11, xlii, xliii ; Soz, H, E, II, xxiv, XXV,

5 Socr, H, B, 1, xliii, § 12, ’

% Soz, H. E. 1v, xxv, § 6 ; Philostorgius, H, E. v, § 3 (P. G, Ixv, 529 B),

7 ¢ Annuas atque menstruas de Deo fides decernimus, decretis poenitemus,’
Hilary, Ad Const. ii, § 5 (Op. ii. 546 ; P, L. x, 567 B),

8 Socr, H, K, 11, xliii, § 9; Soz. H B, 1v; xxv:, §2,

% Omnes paene toto orbe ecclesiae, sub nomine pacis et regls, Am&norum
%%nsortlo polluuntur,” Jerome, Chron. sub anno 363 (Op, viii ;. P, L. xxvii,

1-2).

1% Greg, Naz, Orat, xviii, § 18 (O]J i. 341 ; P, G, xxxv. 1005 c)

11 Basil, Ep, 1, § 2 (Op, iv. 144 ; P, G, xxxii, 389 ©),
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In the Bast the ascendancy lasted longer—indeed for twenty years.
It was interrupted, it is true, by the reigns of Julian, 86113, and
Jovian, 368-f4 ; but it was maintained by the bishops of Con-
stantinople, Eudoxius, 860-{70, and Demophilus 870-80, and-
supported by the whole influence of the Court under the last
Arian Emperor, Valens, 364—178. But in the Hast, too, there were
symptoms of revolt against the Homoeans. The Eunomians
broke loose from Homoean leading strings ; and the Macedonians
began to form a pa,rty of their own.

(1). In the West, in spite of the pressure put upon bishops to
subscribe, Liberius and Vincent of Capua were eminent among
those who stood firm.! The popé recovered his former stedfastness, -
and refused to sign. The bishops of Gaul met in Council at Paris,?
probably on Hilary’s return ; and, as one may say, under the
protection of Julian’s now independent army, November 860.
They addressed a Synodal Letter 3 to the semi-Arians. * Init they
complain, § 1, specially of ¢ the tricks of the devil * which had led
to the division of the Council, and had falsely made use of the -
authority of the Fasterns to secure the rejection of odaia by the
majority at, and by the deputies of, Ariminum ; and, § 2, they
justify the use of odoia and its derivatives dueodoior and dpoteiaio,
It is this movement that Sulpiciug Severus associates with the
return of Hilary4; while Jerome characteristically exults in Gaul,
at his instigation, ‘condemning the tricks of the Ariminian
perfidy .5 A monument to Hilary’s zeal at this erisis still exists
in his Contra Constantium.® There is a marked change of tone
between it and the two earlier pamphlets, Ad Constantium,” of
855 and 360 respectively ; not unlike the contrast observable, in
the case of Athanasius, between the respectful remonstrances of
his Apologia ad Constantium® and the fierce denunciations of his
Historia Ariamorum.® . But, just at this crisis, Hilary had seen
enough to drive him to despair ; and ¢ if we drive men to despair ’,

1 Damasus, Bp, i (P, L, xiii, 349 A); Jaflé, No. 232 : see Soz, H. E. vI1.
xxii, § 12, and Thdt. H. E, 11, xx11, §9. For the pressure put upon them see
Greg, Naz. Orat. xxi, § 24 (Op. ii. 400 ; P. G, xxxv, 1109 A),

2 Mansi, iii, 357-62; Hefele, 00nczles 1. ii, 959 sq.; E. Tr. ii. 275.

3 Hilary, Fragm, xi (0p. ii, 697-700; P. L, x, 710—13),

1 Sulp. Sev. Hist. Sacr. ii, § 45 (P. L. xx. 154),

5 Jerome, Chron, ad ann, 364 (Op, viii ; P, L, xxvii, 691-2),

¢ Hilary, Op. ii. 561-86 (P. L, x, 577-606) ; analysis in N, & P, -N, F.1x;
XXV-XXViil, ? Ibid. Op. ii. 535-50 (P. L, x. 557-—72)

8 Ath, Op. 1. 234-53 (P. G, xxv, 595-642),

9 Ath, Op, i, 271-312 (P. G. xxv. 691-796).
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we ought to be prepared to hear them speak the language of
despair .1 The pamphlet- is addressed to the bishops of Gaul,
and is a bitter invective against Constantius, who has become,
in Hilary’s eyes, § 8, an anti-Christ. There is, § 4, much to be
said for the days of open-persecution. They nerve men to resist;
and, if need be, to die for the truth. But now, § 5, the truth is
perishing not under torture, but under the blandishment of bribes,
good dinners, and invitations to Court. Hilary was, perhaps, too
busy relieving his feelings to notice that the reaction against the
Homoean ascendancy was really making head not only at home,
but in the Kast as well. )

(2) In the East two movements contributed to its progress. -

First, the revolt of Eunomius? from Homoean tutelage. He
had just been put in, by the Homoeans, as bishop of Cyzicus,
860-198 ; and Kudoxius, their leader, advised him to be reserved.?
It was against his nature, and he soon got tired of it. No sooner
did he let his real sentiments appear than the people of Cyzicus
raised a riot. They denounced him to Fudoxius, but he put
them off. Then they went to the Emperor in person, who told
Fudoxius to investigate the matter at once, or else he would
banish them both.4 Fudoxius, therefore, sent him a formal citation
to appear, but gave him a hint in private to make himself scarce ;
and Funomius was condemned in absence. Thus free, Funomius
avenged himself by breaking loose altogether from the Court
party, and forming a sect of his own.8 They were frankly Ano-
moean and ultra-Arian. TFor, whereas Arius had asserted of the
Son that He does not fully understand the Father, who is thus
“ineffable and incomprehensible,® Eunomius, starting from the
premiss of the absolute simplicity of the Divine Being, maintained
not only that the Son is not ignorant of the Father, but that neither
are we. In fact, there is no mystery at all about the Godhead.
Yet, in spite of this difference between Anomoeanism and original
Arianism, in that the latter clung to an apprehension of God by
taith, while Eunomius and his followers taught a comprehension
of God by science, there is, nevertheless, a development and
a kinship between them. The rationalism that was latent in
Arianism ? from the first was openly taught by the ultra-Arians

1 D, O, B. iii, 63, 2 Thdt, H. E, 11, xxix, 3 Ibid,, § 2.

4 Thid., §§ 7, 9. 5 Thid,, §§ 11, 12,

¢ So Arius in the Thalia, ap. Ath, De syn., § 15 (Op, ii. 682; P. G. xxvi,
708 B). 7 W. Bright, Sermons of St. Leo?, 139,

2191 11 N
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in the end.” In answer to the question, ‘ Can man know God ? .

they said, ¢ Yes, absolutely ’; and they put a countor-questlon Y

* to Catholics, by way of pouring contempt on their Creed, ‘ Do
* you worship that which you know, or that which you know not 2’
Basil met the dilemma by pointing to the ambiguity latent in the
word ¢ know ’ ; and he distinguished between that comprehension
of (God’s essence which is unattainable, and the salutary knowledge
of His moral attributes and of His operations which is open to all
“men.! In so replying, Basil did a service not only to Christianity -
but to theism ; for it was by raising such questions that Arianism
‘'spread itself out beyond the Christian, into the general, doctrine
of God. Theism suffered at the hands of Eunomius ; for, by him -
and his sehool, the nature of God was reduced to something which
the human mind could grasp. But, on looking at his Hxpositio
Fidei,? 888, one would not, at first, think so. Tt begins: ‘Our
God and Saviour Jesus Christ.”® Soon, however, it becomes clear
how little he meant by * God ’. For not only does it go on, almost
in"the language of the Koran, ¢ There is no companionship in the
Godhead . , . God is one and alone? . . . and God has no Son’,5
but ‘the Son is before all creation, Himself not uncreate’,t
* begotten of the goodness of the Father,’ ? not of His essence,
and ‘ created in order to create’.® 'And so we get back to
another offence of the original Arianism in the eyes of a theist—
ity doctrine of & gradation of Gods. As if to mark its denial of
a Trinity and completely cut itself off from all who confessed
to the Trinitarian creed, whether Homoeans or others, Euno-
mianism adopted a baptism, by single immersion, into the death
of Christ.? .
Secondly, and about the same time, the other party, which had
been roughly handled by the Homoeans at the Council of Con-
stantinople, 860, began to.manifest its independence of them ;
for Mac‘edonianism 10 wag a development of semi-Arianism which

1 Ba,sﬂ Ep. cexxxiv, § 1 (Op. iv. 357; P. G. xxxii, 868 ¢); W, Bright,
Sermons of 8t. Leo 2, 212, and Document "No. 63.

2. (fiven in the note of ValeqlusonSocr H. E v, *{(111 375-8, ed. R. Hussey;
~or P. G. Ixvii. 587-90).

3 P, @, Ixvii, 587 ¢, . ¢ Thid, 587 o, 5-1bid, 588 B.

s Ibld 588 c. 7 Ibid. 588 c. 8 Tbid, 588 o;

® Socr, H, £, v. xxiv, § 6; and ‘the seventh canon’ of CP,, 381; W,
Bright, Canons 2, xxiv and 121

10 W, Bright, Sermons of 8t. Leo?, 213, and Later T'reatises of St, Ath. 5
noten (L, F. xlvi); H, B. Swete, The early history of the doctrine of the H, S

51 (ed. 1873); and J, Tixeront, History of dogmas, ii, 58 sq.
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took shape at this date. Athanasius, duringhis third exile, 856-62,
wrote the four extant Letters to Serapion on the doctrine of the
Holy Spirit ; being moved to do so because he had lately ‘ heard
with pain that some, who had left the Arians on account of their
blasphemy against the Son of God, were beginning to entertain
false notions against the Holy Spirit, and were saying that He
was not only a creature but one of * the ministering spirits ”’,!
differing, indeed, from the angels only in degree .2 The theory
had been anticipatorily’ excluded by S8t. Cyril of Jerusalem 3;
and- we may reserve the consideration of it till it comes up in
connexion with the revision of the ¢ Nicene’ Creed, associated
with the Council of Constantinople in 881. That its first appear-
ance should be noted now, and its first -adherents Macedonius and
“other! semi-Arian victims of the Homoeans at Constantinople in
860, most of them prelates near the Hellespont —these are
indications of its historical, as distinguished from its subsequent
theological, importance. - We do not know how far Macedonius,
after whom the Macedonians were called, professed the doctrine ; -
but the appearance of the sect is a second symptom of growing
opposition, even in the Kast and under the very eyes of Con-
stantiug, to the Homoean domination. -

- § 7. At last this dominance came to an end with the last year

and the death of Constantius, 861.

While Julian was spending Epiphany 5 at Vienne, and taking
part there, for the last time, in Christian worship, Constantius was
watching the business of the Persian War from Antioch,$ $ill he
set out, early in May, for the Persian frontier. The see of Antioch
‘was now vacant, owing to the translation of Hudoxius to the
capital. It was a difficult place to fill, for the FEustathians, ever
since 881, had steadily maintained the Nicene Faith and ignored
the erypto-Arian bishops; while the majority of the Catholies,
under a sense of the primary, obligation of unity, had kept in com-

! Heb, i. 14,

2 Ath. Ep. ad Serapionem, i, § 1 (Op ii, 517 sq.; P. G. xxvi, 529 8qq.),
and Document No, 49,

3 Cyril, Cat. viii, § 5 (Op. 123 ; P. @. xxxiii, 629 B),

4 Soer, H, E. 11, xlv; Soz, H, 'B. 1, xxvii; Thdt, H. E. 11, vi,

5 Amm, Marc. Res Gestae XXI, ii, § 5. Tor the history and meaning of
Epiphany, see J. Wordsworth, The Ministry of Grace,? 401 sqq,

¢ Amm, Mare, xx. xi, § 32. He was at Edessa (Urfa) in the summer (ibid.
XXI, vii, § 7); thence to Hierapolis (Mabug) in Euphratensis (ibid. xxi,

xiii, § 8), returning in the late autumn to Antioch, and so by Tarsus to
Mopsucrenae, at the foot of the Taurus (ibid. xx1, xv, § 2).

N2
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munion with them. The Emperor therefore summoned a Counecil,t-
' 860-1, to make the appointment. The Homoeans were in the
ascendant, and the choicé fell on Meletiug 2~—a man of beautiful
character and of intellectual gifts—in every way likely to heal
the digsensions ® among the Christians of Antioch. Meletius had
- originally been bishop of Sebaste in Armenia I. He was now
translated from Beroea (now Aleppo) in Syria.¢ But the Arianizers
only remembered that he had filled the place of the semi-Arian
Tustathius of Sebaste, and had signed their creed at Seleucia.
That was enough. On reaching Antioch, he was escorted to the
Cathedral, and bidden to preach (in succession to George of
Laodicea, who had riow gone over to the Court. party and to its
leader Acacius) on the crucial text, from Proverbs viii. 22.  The
sermon of Meletius is extant.® He practically confessed the
Spoovaioy, though he did not use the term. The archdeacon
rushed forward and clapped his hand over the bishop’s mouth.
But Meletius was equal to the occasion ; and, by extending first
three fingers and then one, repeated his digcourse in dumb show.%"
Hig patrons, of course, were wholly unprepared for this develop-
ment. They avenged themselves by procuring his banishment ;
and appointing in his place Euzoius,” an intimate of Ariug,
whom Alexander had deposed from the diaconate.® An important
advantage resulted to the orthodox from the elevation of Euzoius.
Catholic and heretic were no longer united in one communion ;
the Ariang being thrown into the position of schismaties who had
rejected their own bishop. Yet even so the Eustathians would
not unite with the Meletiang, i. e. the minority of the Catholics
with the majority : they repudiated Meletius because he had been .
appointed by Arians, and they regarded the baptism of some of
his adherents as invalid because it had been bestowed by Arians.®
The Meletians accordingly continued to worship in the church

1 Mangi, iii. 335 sq.; Hefele, Conciles, 1. ii. 960; E. Tr ii, 275; Tille-
mont, Mém, vi, 517 ; I‘leury, iii, 592-9,

2 Tillemont, Mem viii, 341-78.

3 Soz. H. E. 1v, xxviii, §§ 3 4; Thdt, H, B, 11, xxxi, §§ 14,

4 Socr. H, E. 11. xliv, §§ 1, -

5 Preserved in Epiphanius, Haer Ixxiii, §§ 29-33 (Op, ii, 876-82; P. G.
xlii, 458-66).

¢ Soz, H, K, 1v, xxviil, §§ 5-7; Thdt, H. E, 11, xxxi, § 8, and Document
No, 221.

7 Soz, H, E, 1v, xxviil, § 10; Thdt. H, E. 11. xxxi, § 12; Philostorgius,
H. E. v, §3(P. G 1xv. 531 a), and Document No. 222}

8 Depositio Arii, § 23 Ath, De syn,, § 31 (Op, ii. 597; P, G, xxvi, 749 a),

9 Tillemont, Mém, viii. 349 sqq. ; Fleury, iii, 596-7. :
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of the Old Town,! and Fuzoius kept the sore open among his
opponents by allowing the Eustathians to meet in a little church
of their own [in the New Town], ostensibly out of regard for the
high personal character of their leader, the priest Paulinus.?
“<Huzoius, now bishop of Antioch, 86178, next held a synod,® 361;
which promulgated one more Arian creed.* It was the last and the
worst. It frankly called the Son a creature, ¢ made out of nothing ’,
and ¢ altogether unlike (4vduowor) the Father’; but yet went on
to say that He is ‘ God of God ’. Then, to justify this, they fell
back on the wretched quibble invented by George of Laodicea that
‘all things are of God’. But it covered them with such shame.
and reproach that they had to withdraw their creed, and content
themselves with reaffirming the ‘ Nicene’ version of the Dated
Creed adopted at Constantinople the year before.

No sooner was this done, than Euzoius was sent for to the
death-bed of Constantius.. He baptized him as he lay in extremus ®;
and on 8 November 861 the Emperor died, at the early age
of forty-four, at Mopsuerenae in Cilicia.® His death was a momen-
tous event, not only for its overthrow of the ascendancy of the
Homoeans, but for its reversal of the relations of the Empire to
Christianity. Tor a generation Tertullian’s long-hoped-for marvel ?
had been attained, and the Caesars had been Christians. With
what feelings, then, would the Christian world receive the startling
tidings of the accession of Julian? They could not have foreseen
that, after a reign of two brief years, paganism would be found
wanting, and the triumph assured not of Christianity only but
of the Nicene Faith.

1 Thdt. H. K. 11, xxxi, § 11. 2 Socr, H. ¥, 111, ix, § 4.

3 Mansi, iii, 337-8; Socr, H, X, 11, xlv, §§ 10-14, and Document No, 201 ;
Soz, H, E. 1v, xxix ; Ath, De syn,, § 31 (Op. ii, 597 ; P. G, xxvi, 748 sq.) ;
Tillemont, Mém. vi, 519 ; Fleury, iii, 597, ' ‘

¢ For a list of the Arian creeds see Ath, De syn., §§ 15-32 (Op, ii, 582-98 ;
P, G, xxvi, 705-50), Tillemont reckons eighteen in all, and gives his list in
Mém, vi, 521 sq.; W. Bright reckons twenty, see Hist, Wr, of St. Ath.
lxxxvii-xec, )

5 Ath, De syn., § 31 (Op, ii, 597; P, G, xxvi, 749 A),

¢ Soor, H, K. 11, xlvii; Soz, H. K. v.i, § 6; Amm, Marc, XXI, xv, §§ 2, 3,

7 Tert, Apol., § xxi,



CHAPTER VIT
JULIAN, 361—’[‘3

ConsTaNTIUS Was succeeded, as ho had intended * and at the
invitation of his army,? by his first cousin, Julian,® the youngest
son of Constantine’s half-brother, Julius Constantius and his wife
Basilina.* We may consider, first, the life and policy of Julian :
and, next, the internal affairs of the Church during his reign.

1

§1. Julian was only thnty when he becare Empuol, and
his early life falls naturally into three periods—his youth as
a Christian, 881-51, his conversion to heathenism,; 351 5, and his
carcer as Caesar, 855-61.

(1) Julian was born at Constantinople, 6 November 331
and while he would have no memory. of his mother who died the.
next year, his earliest recollections would be of horror at the
murder of his relatives on the accession of Constantius. - His
father and his eldest brother, his father’s brother, and his cousins,
the Caesars Dalmatius and Hannibalian, with a sixth prince of
the House of Constantine whose identity is uncertain, fell in the
massacre, 887. Only Gallus and Julian escaped ® : Gallus because
he was ill, and Julian because of his youth.” They were but
thirteen and six years old respectively ; and they owed their
safety to Mark, bishop of Arethusa.® Julian had a loveless child-
hood, with the martinet Mardonius, a family eunuch of his

1 Amm, Mare, Res Gestae, XXV, xV, § 2. 2 Thid. XXrI. xVvi,

3 Qur authorities are (1) Julian’s own works, including eight Orations,
Letters (veckoning therewith Ad Themistium, Ad- Athenienses—the most
valuable for his autobiography-—and the Fragment), and Books, viz, The
Caesars, The Beard-hater, and Against the Christians; all, save the last, in
Tuliani quae supersunt, ed, I, C, Hertlein (Teubner, 1875-6) ; and text and
tr. in W, C. Wright, Julian (Loeb Library, Heinemann, 2 vols, 1913),
His laws are in Cod. Theod, ; (2) Contemporaries ;: the heathen Ammianus
Marcellinus and Libanius to be set oft against Greg, Naz. Orat. ¢. Tul. i and i
(=Orat.ivand v; Op.i. 78-176; P, @, xxxv. 531~720), For modern books, .
see Tillemont, Histoire des Empereurs, iv. 483-576 ; Gibbon, cc, xxii-xxiv;
J. Wordsworth in D, C. B, iii. 484-525 ; G, H. Rendall, The Emperor Julian
(1879); Alice Gardner, Julian (1895), an a,pology for him; T. R. Glover,
I/zfe and Letters in the Fourth Century, e, iii (1901); Gwatkm, Artanism 2 :

¢, vi, 4 Tor a genealogical table see Rendall, 280,
5 Misopogon, 352 B (ii. 454, ed. Hertlein).
8 Ep. ad Athen. 270 ¢, D (ii. 348 sq.). 7 Soz, H. B, v,ii, §9.

8 Greg, Naz, Orat, iv, § 91 (Op. i, 125; P, Q. 621 o),
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mother’s, for a tutor?!; and for an instructor in religion the
unlovely Eugebius, bishop of Nicomedia, with whom, on his
mother’s side, he was distantly connected.? After six. years of
this dull routine, Julian and his half-brother Gallus were removed
from Constantinople, owing to the SuSplGlOHS of Constantius, and
sent,? 844, to the castle of Macellum in Cappadoma 4 Here they
were kept under surveillance ; and great pains were taken to
make them Christians, so far as tutors and outward observance
could do it. But it was a poor sort of Christianity, forced npon
its vietims by ‘the fear of Constantius’,5 whom Julian always
shunned ¢ and hated as ‘ the butcher of his family’, and com-
mended to them by slaves and. bishops of the imperial Court.
Gallus and. Julian were not trained but drilled into it.. Soon,
however, Gallus escaped. For in 851 Constantius, finding his
hands full with the revolt of Magnentius in the West, wanted
‘a defender of the East. He made Gallus Caesar, 15 March 851 ;
gave him to wife his sister Constantina the widow of the Caesar
Hannibalian ; placed him in authority at Antioch where he proved
himself ‘ incapable of reigning * 7 ; and then, as soon as the Civil
War was over, had him put to death,® December 354. Julian,
meanwhile, had been recalled to Constantmople, 850, whele he
studied under Hecebolius, who was, at that time, a zealous Chris-
tian:® But Constantius, fearing his popularity, removed him to -
Nicomedia, 851. Here the distinguished heathen orator, Libanius,
814—tc. 895, was lecturing ; and Julian, forbidden to attend his
lectures,'® was, of course, the more busy with his books,!
(2) Under these influences began Julian’s conversion to
" heathenism, 851-5, though it was not completed there. For the
fame of an aged Neoplatonist, Aedesius, {855, a disciple of Iam-
blichus, 1880, attracted him to Pergamus ; and, through two of
his disciples and what looks like a plot on their part to capture
the young prince, Julian became acquainted with Maximus the
Ephesian 12__g combination of philesopher, magician,'® and political
1 Misopogon, 362 A-o (ii. 464). But M. blought him up on Homer, whom
he always loved. 2 Amm, Marc. xXx11. ix, § 4. 3 Ibid. xv, ii, § 7.
. A Ep. ad Athen, 271 B (i, 349). . 5 Thdt. H. Z. 111, ii,
8 He speaks of the Avkogpehia between them, Fp, Ixviii (ii. 591).
? Gibbon, ¢. xix (ii. 248, ed, Bury) 8 Amm, Mare, X1V, x1, § 23,
9 Socr, H, £, 111, 1, § 10. 10 Ibid., § 13.
1 Libanius, Orat, xviii, §13 (Op. ii. 242, ed. R. Forster : Teunbner, 1904),
12 Socr, . B. 111, 1, § 16, The story is given by Eunapius, Bio. ¢uhoodpwr,

85 (Antwerpiae, 1568), and tr. in C, Bigg, Neoplatonism, 311. .
13 Thdt, H, ‘E. 1t xxviii, § 2; T. R. Glover, Life and Leiters, 58, on magic.
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schemer, who exercised at once a great faseination over him.*
His * sacrilegious curiosity ’,* as Augustine calls it, got the better .
of him. What then, we may ask, were tle attractions of paganlsm
to a mind like that of Julian ?
(a) He confessed himself to a bias in favour of it,? a bias due -
it would seem, to two tendencies in his nature. ,
- The one was his vein of unhealthy mysticism ; for ‘he was
a weak man, by nature inclined to a sentimentalism ’,2 to which:
the supernaturalism of the Gospel appeared too reserved and-
‘too grand. He wanted something more enthralling, something;
to minister to ‘ superstition’5 and to satisfy curiosity. Chris-
tianity was silent on the very points on which Julian was impatient;;
and he turned away from it to magic and theosophy, as Augustine:
turned, for a while, to Manichaeism, on just the same grounds.®-
Christianity made demands on Faith,” and was 80 reserved that
it would give no answer. Instead, he found in Neoplatonism,
decadent and corrupt, as it left the hands of Iambhchus, just
the response that he was looking for. '
The other tendency that gave Julian a bias in favour of
paganism was his intensely Hellenic temperament.® Ie hated
Latin 19 and loved Homer ; and, like the men of the Renaissance,
he found in the graceful fictions of Greece a charm which Chris-
tianity, and, least of all, conventional Christianity, could not-supply.
Further, there was its severe side. Paganism appealed to beauty
and art in a way which Christianity, as yet, had not been able to
do. As yet,in fact; it was too cold ; there was nothing picturesque
and no glow about it. Oerbainly, ceremonial splendour in the

1 Ammijanus was much &11noyed by Julian’s public attentions to this
quack ; they were, in his v1ew, an ostenta,tlo intempestiva ’, Amm, Ma,rc
XXII, vii, § 3.

% Aug. De Civ. Dei, v, c xxi (Op. vii. 138 7 ; P. L, xli, 168),

3 Omt iv, 130 ¢, » (i, 68) ; Amm, Marc, xxX1I, v, § 1 ; with the remarks in
Rendall, 41 sqq., and Glover, Life and Letters, 56 sq.

4 (zlover, sze and Letters, &c., 56.

® Julian was ‘ superstitiosus magis quam sacrorum legitimus observator ’ ’
Amm Marc, xxv, iv, § 17, and Document No,. 93,

The inost attractive offer of these rival cults was, ¢ We can explaln to
you “ unde malum ? " * Aug, C’mqf iii, § 12 (Op. 1. 92 p ; P. L. xxxii, 688) ;
W. Bright, Lessons, &c., 143, n,

7 Aug, Conf, v, § 12 (O_p i, 112D P, L, xxxii, 711),

8 C. Bigg, Neoplatonism, 305, o
- ® Yet, though Greek in sympathies, Julian was in many wa,ys more

Roman than Greek: see J, B. Bury, The later Roman Bmpire, i. 127,
n, 4,

10 Glover, 50, n. 3.
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services of the Church was growing, and at this very time ; but
it attained full expression only by ‘the end of the fifth centuly
and among Syrlac speaking Christians of the far Bast.! Natures,
like Julian’s, are a justification of it. But, in the main, Christian
feeling was still puritanical in its attitude to art,? for art was still
pagan and therefore vicious 3 ; and generations had to pass before -
the Church first redeemed the arts and then, by making them her
servants, carried them to their perfection.
(b) But, apart from these impulses to paganism from within,
Julian was driven to it by an aversion to Christianity only too
“easy to understand, in his case. e had been drilled into Chris-
tianity but had never assimilated it ; and the very name of Christ
was bound up, to Julian, with that of Constantius.? As a child,
Julian had been brought up without the gentle influences of home ;
and as a boy without the free discipline of school. Then, as a
youth, he spent his days in seclusion and under suspicion ; -and
what he did see of Christianity—plenty of which was thrust
upon him—was the Christianity of the Court of Constantius whom
he looked upon not only as his jailor but as the murderer of his
nearest relatives. The Emperor himself, the palace favourites,
the sycophant Arian prelates, the alternate timidity and cruelty
of the administration, the tutors and governors put over him—
all these contributed to make him loathe the Faith of Christ.
Instead of coming to regard it as ‘ truth and grace ’5 sufficient
to sustain the whole man, he came to look upon it as a set of rules
and formulae with no influence upon character except, perhaps,
a bad one, for no one was ever more morally in earnest than
Julian. -
We cannot be surprised then that he succumbed to the attrac-
tions of paganism ; but he had, for some years, to dissemble his
inclination. In December 854 Gallus came into collision with

i Dom R. H. Connolly, T'he liturgical Homilies of Narsas [1502], app. 88,
by E. Bishop,

% e, g, ¢ Placuit picturas in ecclesia esse non debere, ne quod colitur et

. adoratur in pariétibus depingatur,” Conc, [ilib,, ¢, 36 (Hefele, i, 131); the

letter of Kusebius to Constantia, theé sister of Constantine and wife of
Licinius (Ep ii [Op. ii; P. G. xx, 1548 B]), and Epiphanius’s destruction
of a curtain ‘ bearing & fanciful image of Christ or some sainf ’, Epiph, Ep.
ad loann. Hier., § 9 (Op, iii, 263 ; P, G. xliii, 393 ¢).

« B, T, Westcott The & L’]nstleé of St. John, 339, q.v. for ‘ The relation of
Chnstlamty to art’,

4 Whence the Antiochene joke about the X and the K (Christ and Con-
stantius) never having done their city any harm, Misopogon, 357 A (il 460) ;
Glover, 56, 5 John i, 17.
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the jealousy of Constantius and perished ; and, owing to the
Emperor’s suspicions, Julian was confined first to Como * and then
to the neighbourhood of Milan,> December 854-June. 355, just
- at the time when Constantius and his episcopal intriguers—how
he must have scorned them !—were holding the Council there. -
At last, by the.intercession of the beautiful and gentle Dmpless
Tusebia, 852-160, he was released,® and received permission to
return to his studies, this time at the University of Athens,?
July—~November 855. Here he became, not avowedly but secretly,
the hope of the pagan party. He visited with devotion the
Eleusinian sanctuary.> Basil and Gregory Nazianzen were his
fellow-students ; and Gregory assures us that he already detected
in Julian, at that early period, ¢ an air of wildness and unsteadiness,
a wandermg eye, an uneven gait, a nervous agitation of the features,
an unreasoning and disdainful laugh, an abrupt and irregular
way of talking which betrayed a mind ill-at-ease with itself .6 “We
might doubt these as ez post facto and hostile impressions, but
that they are confirmed by the description of Julian given by -
Ammianus Marcellinus.? All his contemporaries noticed his.
agitation and his restlessness, his intensely Greek character so
wholly unlike the conventional Roman Emperor, his disputatious-
ness, excitability, and curiosity. But there were reasons for. his
uneasiness ; and he had not been at Athens six months when
an imperial summons reached him to return to Milan.8

(8) He started, a prey to grief ® and fear 19 ; and, on his arrival,
he received the insignia of Caesar,’t 6 November 855-8 November
861, and the Emperor’s sister, Helena, to wife, with a commission
to undertake control of the Praefecture of Gaul and the defence
of the frontier of the Rhine. On 1 December he set out for his
new duties,’? surrounded by Christians and with all his personal
friends removed from his retinue save two, the slave Eﬁhemems,

1. Amm, Marc, xv, ii, § 8. 2 Ep. ad Athen, 274 A (i, 353).
3 Ibid. 272 p-273 A (i. 351 8q.} ; Glover, 59 sq.
4 Amm, Mare, xv. ii, § 8; for a sketch of Unlvelslty life thele in Juh&n 8
da,y, see W, W, Capes, Um'uerszty life 1n ancient Athens,
5 Tor initiation see Greg, Naz, Orat. iv, §§ 55, 66 (Op. i, 102; P, Q. xxxv.
877 0) ;3 Gibbon, e, xxiii (i1, 440 8q.), and Document No, 78, -

6 Ib1d Orat, v, § 23 (Op. i. 161 sq.; P. Q. xxxv, 692 B) ; quoted in Socr,
H. E. 1, xxiii, § 23, Gregory’s plcture has been called * a coarse caricature °,
but there is truth in it : see Glover, 53 ; Document No, 80.

7 Amm, Mare. xxv. iv, § 17. 8 Ibid, xv. viii; § 1.
9 Ep, ad Athen, 275 A (Op. i, 354), 10 Amm, Mare, XV, viii, § 17,
B Thid, xv, viii, §§ 3 sqq. 12 Thid,, § 18.
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his confidant in religious matters and keeper of the library?!
which his benefactress Busebia had just given him,?and Oribasius,?
his physician. So Constantius took the step that proved fatal to
“his throne and his life. Julian’s Gallic administration - brought
out his highest abilities. The scholar and devotee became not
only a popular ruler but also a strenuous and successful general.
His great victory at Argentoratum (now Strasbourg),* August 857,
checked the inroads of the Germans for many years to ‘come ;
and Paris first appears in history as Julian’s ‘dear Lutetia ’?
or the mud-town of the borderers, his head-quarters and favourite
abode. But, at last, the crisis came which embroiled him with
Constanting.- On 6 October 859 the Persians captured Amida ®
[now Diarbekr]; and early in 860 the Augustus sent to -demand
the flower of Julian’s troops for service against them.?” They
mutinied -at. Paris, May 860, and forced their commander to
assume the title of Augustus.® Negotiations ensued.® Oun
6 January 861 Julian attended Christian worship -for the last
time .at Vienne 10 ; and then, as he marched eastward, to meet
Constantiug whoso humiliating terms he had no choice but to
rofuse, he threw off the mask. He was at Sirmium ! in October ;
and on arriving at Naissus 12 (now Nish, in Serbia), he wrote his
Epstola ad  Athenienses,’® which is so important- for his auto-
biography. Here he ‘offered his first public sacrifice’,'t as. he
wrote to Maximus with ‘ a pervert’s excess of devotion’. And-here
he received the news of the death of Constantms,“‘ 3 November.
Then he pushed on, and, 11 Decembel enbered Constantmople 16 a3
Emperor.

§ 2. Julian was the reigning Augustus from 8 "November

1 Ep. ad Athen. 277 B (Op. i. 3567). ? Orat, ik, 128 sq. (Op. i, 169),

8 Bp, ad Athen. 277 ¢ (Op. i. 357). ¢ Amm. Mare, XvI, xii, .

5 Misopogon, 340 » (Op, ii, 438) ; for 2 description of it in Julian’s time,
see Gibbon, c. xix (ii. 287), 6 Amm, Mare, X1x, viii,

7 Ibid, xx.iv, §2. Juliansays he sent rérrapas dpipods rov xparioren = éfov,
p. ad Ath, 280 p (Op. i. 361). The numeri of the Roman army in the

second ‘century were regiments of_tribal levies, of 200.to 300 apiece,
outside the regular guxiliz: see G, L, Cheesma.n, The  auzilia- of ‘the
Imperial Roman Army, 85-90, Hence. numerus is. suitably applied to
‘the Christian prophets’, as to irregulars, in Cyprian, De mortalitate, § 26
(C. 8. E. L 11, 313 sq.), and in the Te Deum, verses 7-9. .

8 Amm, Mare. XX, iv, §§ 14-18; Julian, Bp. .ad Athen. 284 B (Op i. 366),

9 Amm, Mare. XX. ix, § 6. . 10 Thid. xx1. 1ii, § 5

11 Thid. xxI. ix, § 6. 12 Thid. xx1. X, § 5.

13 Op. 268-87, and Document No. 29 (i. 346-70, ed. Hertlein). ‘

U Fp, xxxviil, 415 ¢ (Op, ii. 536), . .. 1% Amm, Mare, xxi1, ii, §1, -

16 Jbid., § 4.
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361-126 June 863. He remained at Oonsta,nhmople for the .
winter, till 1 May 862. During June he was travelling through
Asia.? Trom July 862 to 5 March 863 he was at Antioch.> Then

-he started 4 for the Persian War, and was killed in batitles on the
Tigris, 26 June 363, This is the setting of his policy, as Emperor,
in the matter of religion. '

(1) Julian did both formally and sincerely adopt the principles
of toleration. In a letter to the Christians of Bostra he contrasts
his own treatment of Christians with that meted out to them by
his Christian predecessors, as witness to his leniency ®; and he
then goes on to ‘ charge all votaries of the true worship to do no
wrong to the Galilaean masses. . . , Those who go.wrong in matters -
of the highest import deserve. pity, not hatred ; for religion is
verily the chiefest of goods, and irreligion the worst of evils’.”
And toleration on principle would commend itself to him.® e
was neither cruel ? nor vindictive.l® His theology repudiated the
notion that the gods were intolerant.!* His familiarity with former
persecutions 12 taught him that ‘ the hand which sacrifices under
compulsion is often belied by the thought and will ’,”® and that
‘the blood of the martyrs is the seed of the Church’4 Bus,
if it was his sincere belief that only tolerance was right, it was no
impartial toleration that he meant to practise. He would be just
towards his Christian subjects—just, but no more. And he quoted
the Odyssey, in support of his practice : '

No law requires that they my care should prove
Or pity, hated by the-gods above.t

Further, he was not always loyal to this policy of a niggard
toleration. e may, therefore, be called a persecutor in a lax
sense, as Socrates and Sozomen ¢ designate him. But the best
summary of his system is that of St. Jerome, who says that ‘he

1" Amm, Mare, XXII, ix, § 2. 2 Ibid., §§ 3 sqq.
3 Ibid., §§ 14 sqq.; for the date, see Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 226 sq,, note K,
¢ Amm, Mare, xx11, ii, § 6. 5 Ibid. xxv, iii.

8 Julian, Ep. lii, 436 (Op.-ii. 559), and Document No. 32,
7 Julian, Ep, lii, 438 B (Op, ii. 562).

8 He gives his view of it in Ep, vii, 376 ¢, D (012 ii, 485), and Document
No, 33. 9 Amm, Mare, xxv, iv, § 8.-
10 Socr, H, E. 111, xii, §§ 1- 5 . n Rendall, 100 ; Glover, 59 sqq.

12 Qocr, H, K. 111, xii, § 6; Soz, H, B. v, iv, § 6, xv, § 8.
18 Libanius, Orat, xviii, § 122 (Op, ii. 287) ; and Soz. H, E. v, xv, § 8.
14 Tert, Apol. c. 1. :
18 0d, x,73, quoted in Julian, Ep, xlix, 432 A (Op, ii. 155), and Document
No, 34. 18 Socr, H, B, 11, xii, § 6 ; Soz, H, K. v.v, §6,
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employed a gentle violence which strove to win and not to drive *.
A difference is noticeable between the early days of his-reign
when he was ‘ indulgent to all alike ’, and the later period when he
‘began to display partialities .2 It is probable that Julian was
spoilt by power 3; but he was also embittered by misunderstanding
and failure, and was persecuted himself by his own subjects.
Nor was the misunderstanding and opposition from Christians
only. The heathen themselves were quite out of sympathy with
the project that lay nearest to his heart.

(2) This project of his was the reformation of paganism.2 Two
long reigns had almost killed it ; though, in the West, it retained
the advantage of numbers in the country districts and of social
prestige in Rome. But paganism was inherently weak. It was
an affair of custom5; and had no creed, no code of conduct,
no hierarchy, no catechumenate. Julian tried to build up
a Holy Catholic Church® of Hellenism ?—his new name for
paganism—after the manner of Maximin Daza. To provide it
with a body of divinity was the object of his homilies, knocked off
in a night or two, from time to time, ‘ as the Muses can testify ’.8
Then, in his character of Pontifex Maximus—a title which gave
him more pleasure than to be called Emperor %—he set himself
to organize a hierarchy and to infuse into it a high moral tone.0
Priests must not frequent theatres or taverns, nor read erotic
novels or infidel books like those of Epicurus.’* Their wives and
families must go to the temples with them ; and not, as he hears
they do, to church instead. Gravity in conduct, purity in life, and,
above all, active benevolence, like that which the (alilaeans show
to the poor and the wayfarer, should distinguish: the votaries of
the gods as well. All this is splendid testimony both to the average
level of the Christian priesthood and to the pure lives and good
works of ordinary Christians : testimony the more valuable when

1 ¢ Tuliano ad idolorum cultum converso, blanda persecutio fuit, illiciens
magis quam impellens ad sacrificandum,” Jerome, Chron, ad ann, 365 (Op.
viii ; P. L. xxvii. 691 sq.).

2 Socr, H, B. 111, xi, § 1.

3 Glover, 75, n. 1. He contrasts Constantme truly ¢ the Great ’, because
he was improved by it. 4 Rendall, 250 sqq.

5 Julian, Orat. vi. 196 » (Op. 1. 255), 6 Rendall, 251. 7 Thid. 243,

8 Julian, Orat. vi. 203 c (Op, i, 263),

9 Libanius, Orat, xii, § 80 (Op. ii. 37, ed. Forster),

10 Cf, his ‘ pastoral letter’ to “ Arsacius, high-priest of Galatia’, Ep, xlix.
429 ¢ (Op. ii, 552), quoted in Soz. H, E. v, xvi, §§ 5-15, and Document
No. 34, and a Fragment on: the requirements of priestly conduct, Ep, 1xii.
450 B (Op. ii, 583), and Document No, 36.

11 Pragm, Bp. 301 c (Op. i, 386).
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- the history of the Fourth Century is so largely taken up with
Court-bishops, theological controversy, and a lowermg of Christian
standards whether of worship or of morals. It was a 11v1ng
Christianity that Julian wanted to import into his pagan Church—
the order, the discipline, the régularly graduated hierarchy,
_ sermons, instructions, daily ‘services, monasteries, hospitals, the
penitential system, the lettérs of commendation, above all the
splendid and systematic charity of the Christian Church.! But
Julian was an enthusiagt. He spent his days in bending over
o corpse and trying t0 breathe new life into it. His own co-
religionists observed his zeal, but could not understand it.2 The
attempt was a pathetic failure ; the more pathetic in that Julian,
like other fanatics, must have been entirely lacking in a sense
of humour if he imagined that he could uplift paganism and intro-
duce into it his own practice of personal purity 8 and his own moral
earnestness. Asifreformation could ever be expected of paganism :
at its best so merry, self-contented, and frivolous,? and, at. its
worst, so sensual and foul.? Julian was a pedant and a visionary.
If he misconceived Christisnity, he misconceived paganism too.
The most that the ordinary pagan would do was to come to stare
at an Emperor officiating in person at a sacrifice.’ '

(8) Closely connected with his desire to resuseitate one declining
rival of Christianity was his attitude to another. He gave his
patronage to the Jews. He had a liking for thein because their
God, according to him, is, like the gods of the nations, ‘in charge
of a race’,” and because they once had a system of material
sacrifices.® By restoring it Julian eould increase the number
of the gods whose favour he could claim: So ‘ Why do you Jews
not sacrifice?’? was a favourite question with him. Moreover,

1 Soz, H. E. v, xvi, §§ 1-3; Greg. Naz. Orat. iv, § 111 (Op, i. 138 sq. ;
P, @. xxxv, 648 ¢), and Document No, 79.

2 o, g. Amm, Mare, xxi1. i, § 1, xii. 6 sqq., XXV, iv, § 17,

3 Ibid: xxv. iv, § 2. -

4 e, g, the pictures of life in Rome given by ibid. x1v. vi, § 26 ; xxvIII, iv,
§ 28, and Document No, 89,

5 o, g. the Ma,luma, festival at Antioch; the essence of which, according
to Libanius, was ‘not to abstain from any abomination’, Renclall 256,
See, too, Julian, Ep, lviii. 443 (Op. ii. 567); Amm, Mare, xxr1, xii, § 6,
xiv, § 3.

¢ Libanius, Orat, xii, § 82 (Op. ii. 38).

7 Julian, Contra Christianos, 185 (ed. C. J. Neumann : Teubner, prsme,
1880)=Cyril Al, Contra Iulianum, iv (Op. ix. 143 o ; P, G. 1xxvi, 720 B),

8 Julian, Contra Christianos, 207 sq.= Cyril, Op, ix,‘ 238 B (P. Q. 1xxvi.
864 =), % Socr, H, £, 111, XX, § 3,
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he hoped to use the Jews against the. Christians.! Henee his
celebrated attempt to rebuild the Temple at Jerusalem,? 862-8.
He committed the task to Alypius of Antioch. 8 Tt cameto nothing;
for, from whatever cause, fire broke out from beneath the founda-~
tions, and rendered the undertaking impossible. ~Such is the
simplest account, and it is beyond dispute. Afterwards, it was
much improved upon.® The coincidence, at any rate, not un-
naturally suggested the Divine Hand. : ,

(4) We have now to consider his attitude toward the Chr1st1an‘
Church. He employed two weapons against it, administrative
and literary. First (a) he set himself officially to discourage the
profession of Christianity. Then (b) he entered upon an. exprese
polemic against it.

(@) Julian’s two predecessors had set themselves to encourage
Christianity.  Not without a genuine delight in pulling down what

" Constantius had set up, Julian, just as he had his cousin’s minions,
Fusebius ¢ and Paul Catena,” put to death and cleared out the
minor menials of the palace® set himself from the first and
steadily to make it difficult to be a Christian. Some of his sub-
ordinates, of course, bettered his policy ; and a few Christians
suffered death at their hands. But among these were Christian
zealots who rushed upon their fate, and were not martyrs. Julian
usually confined himself to minor expedients, some of them
mean and petty, but none the less characteristic for that.

Thus, from Constantinople, early in_'862, he issued a series of
edicts, directly, or indirectly, affecting Christians.

The first, of 9 February, was a religious amnesty.® Bishops

“were recalled from banishment, and heretics of al_l shades were
summoned back from exile. His objects were, it has been said,
to gain credit for liberality,10 and to damage the Church by giving

1 Greg. Naz. Orat. v, § 3 (Op i. 149 ; P. G. xxxv. 668 A); Socr. H. E. I,
xx, § 5; Soz. H. K. v. xx, § 2.

2 Juhan Epp. xxv, 396 D, Ixiii, 452 (Op. ii. 512, 585).

3 Amm, Mare. XXIIL. i, § 2. 4 Tbid., § 3, and Document No. 92.

& Greg. Naz, Orat. v, §§ 4-7 (0p i, 149-51; P. G. xxxv. 667-721); Socr,
H. K. un xx; Soz. H, K. v. xxii ; Thdt. H. E. 111. xx.
’ 8 Julian, Ep. ad Athen 272 p (Op. i. 351); Socr H. E 1 i, §49; Soz.
H. E.v.v, § 8; Rendall, 153. 7 Amm, Mare. XXII. iii, § 11, .
8 Tbid. xx11. iv; Socr. H. E. 1. i, § 50. He filled their places with

sophists and quacks, ib., § 56, and 111, Xiii, § 11.

% Amm.-Mare. XX11. v, § 3; Socr. H. E. 111. i, §48; Soz. H. . v, v, §6:

Thdt. H. E. 111. iv, § 1; Rufinus, H. E. i, § 27 (P. L. xxi. 498 4) ; Rendall,

171, and Document No. 202,
1 Socr, H, F, 1L i, § 48,
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fresh scope to bickerings and controversy.l But it is hardly '
fair to impute these sinister motives to one who was a believer in
toleration, and who invited both Aetius 2 and St. Basil 3 to Court.
Julian’s political sagacity mayhave anticipated a gain to his own
cause from Christian divisions. But if so, he was disappointed,
save in the case of the Donatists, who returned and chased the
Catholics {from the churches. Elsewhere Christians moderated
their anlmosﬂsles, and closed their ranks against the common
foe : specially under the leadership of Athanasius, who returned,’
21 February, from his third exile.

- The second, of 22 February, was Quomam cursum publwu'm,,
which restrained the free use, by *prefects, magistrates, and
consulars ’, of the public postal service. Bishops had been the
worst offenders, under Constantius,” in thus burdening the public -
purse. But there is no mention of their misdoings ; and it was
only an incident of this wise reform, not its purpose,-that they
should be the chief losers under it. o ,

Third, a direct attack was made by, 18 March, Decuriones qui -
ut Christiant,® ordering that all who, as Christians [sc. cleries],
claimed exemption from public burdens should be restored to the
tax-roll. In no other edict of the Theodosian Code are the
Christians mentioned by name. Tere they are singled out. But
it was not persecution. Privileges which the State gave, such as
immunity from taxation and exemption from serving on the
Curia, or Town Couneil, the State had a right to take away. And
if Julian took the gilt off his credit for impartiality, by bestowing
on the pagan priesthood immunities ® for themselves and allow-
ances 10 to be administered by them in charity to their flocks, it
was no more than his predecessors had done for their side, in the
way of preferential dealing.?

1 Amm. Mare. XX11, v, § 4. 2 Julian, Ep. xxxi. 404 B (Op. ii. 522).

3 Julian, Hp. xii. 381 A (Op. ii. 492).

4 Aug, Contra Liit. Petdl. ii, §§ 184, 205 (Op. ix. 269 4, 278 ¥; P. L. xliii,
316, 326) ; Optatus, De sch. Don. ii, § 16 (Op. 41 ; P. L. xi. 968 A).

5 Hist, Aceph., § 10 ; Festal Index, § 34; for others who returned—
Meletius of Antioch, Eusebius of Vercellae, Lucifer of Cagliari, Cyril of
Jerusalem, and the semi-Arians who, as soon as they got home, became
Macedonians: see Tillemont, Mém. vi. 526, and Fleury, iv. 9.

8 Cod. Theod. virt. v. 12 ; Rendall, 161 sq.

7 Amm. Mare. XXI. xvi, § 18. ) '

8 Cod. Theod. x11. i, 50 ; Rendall, 159, and Document No. 30.

% Soz. H. K. v, iii, § 2.

10 Julian, Ep. xlix. 430 ¢ (Op. ii. 553 8q.), and Document No. 34.
1 Julian, Ep. vii. 376 ¢ (Op. ii. 485), and Document No. 33.
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Nor can it be said that, fourth, ? 18 March, Possessiones publicas,!
ordering municipal property which had passed into private hands
to be restored, was in itself other than equitable. But it was an
enactment impossible to execute without involving many hard-
ships - and exciting fierce resentment. Much of this property
consisted of temples turned into churches.2 It was one thing to
order that the original owners should be compensated : that may
have been fair enough. But it was quite another to require the
existing owner to pay the compensation. . He may have come by
his property quite legitimately. Cases in point are those of
Thepdulus, a Christian gentleman of Antioch, who lost all—site
and improvements ; and Basiliscus, only saved from bankruptey
under thig edict by the forbearance of his creditors.? When,
however, it came to the forced restitution by one religious body
of property alienated to it from another, a sense of injustice was
kindled ; and when bishops had not only to give back what they
had. so acquired but to rebuild thereon what they had destroyed,
the passions of the heathen populace were quickly aroused, if
they refused. Churches in Africa were handed over to the Dona-
tists, and Eleusius, bishop of Cyzicus, had to rebuild the church of
the Novatianists which had been destroyed either by Euzoius 4 or
by Eleusius himself.5 There was no great ado about these pro-
ceedings. But Mark, bishop of Arethusa, refused to rebuild
a temple which he had destroyed. He was nearly murdered by
the pagan mob ; and, at last, smeared with treacle and hung up
in a net for bees and wasps to sting. But not one penny, he cried,
should a Christian bishop contribute to the cost of a heathen
" ghrine. Julian. connived at the outrage, though Mark had saved
his life as a child.8 At the same time, it was probably for fear of
Julian’s wrath that the mob had stopped short of putting Mark
to death. Similar outbreaks of the pagan populace Julian
overlooked at Heliopolis,” Ashkelon, and Gaza,® though he
vigsited his wrath on Christians concerned in party outbreaks—

! Cod. Theod. x. iii. 1; Rendall, 165 sqq.

2 leamus, Orat. xviii, § 126 (Op 564 ; ii. 290, ed. Forster) ; Soz. H., E.
v. v, § 5, and Document No. 101 3 Rendall 166.

4 Socr, H. E. . xi, § 3. 5 Soz. H. E. v. v, § 10.

8 Soz. H. E. v. x, §§ 8-14 ; Thdt. H. K. 1. vii, §§ 6-10 ; Greg. Naz. Orat,
iv, §§ 88-91 (Op. i. 122-5; P. G xxxv. 616-22),

7 Soz. H. E.v.x,§6,7; Thdt. H. E. 11, vii, §§ 2, 3; Rendall, 177.

8 Thdt. H. K. 1. vii, § 1. -

% Soz, H. E. v. ix, Sozomeén was himself of Gaza, H. B. v, xv, §14.
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on Titus, bishop of Bostra, whom he embroﬂed with hlq fellow-
citizens merely on a trumped-up charge?; on the wealthy Arians
of Edessa, whose church he confiscated for their attacks vipon the
Valentinians 2 ; and on Caesarea in Cappadocia, whose citizens
he fined and otherwise penalized -for taking advantage of his
edict of toleration in order to destroy the last remaining heathen
shrine.? * But the most notable example of Julian’s indulgence
towards pagan mobs occurred at Alexandria. - George,® the
intruding Arian bishop, oppressed pagans and Christians alike ;
“and was well hated by both. Carrying the habits of a successful
_pork-contractor > into the administration of his bishopric,,  he
showed himself in the light of a keen grasping man of business,
enriching himself by vexatious and ignoble monopolies, ‘ buying
up the nitre works, the marshes of papyrus and reed, and the
salt-lakes, and even keeping in his own hands . , . the management
of funerals, so that it was not safe even to bury a corpse without
employing ‘those who let out biers under his direction”’.6 At
the same time, he had his merits. He was a lover of books, and
collected a splendid library. Julian had had the use of it in
Cappadocia ; and he showed himself less anxious, after George’s
death, to avenge his murder than to have his library sent to him.?
After a brief exile,® 2 October 358, at the end of the reign:of
Constantius, George was reinsfated ? 26 November 361. He
resuined his career of insolence. ‘How long is this sepulchre
to stand 2’10 he shouted, in the hearing of a pagan crowd, and
pointing to the temple of the Genius of Alexandria, as he passed
by. They nursed their wrath; and, no sooner had George
committed his last outrage by exhibiting skulls and grotesque
paraphernalia taken from a temple of Mithra ~which he was
converting into a church, than news reached Alexandria, 30 Novem-
ber, of the accession of an Emperor who worshipped the gods.

1 Soz. H. E. v, xv, §§ 11-13; Julian, Ep. lii. 436-8 (Op il. 559~ 62)
Rendall, 189. 2 Juhan, Ep. xliii. 424 p (Op. ii. 547).

3 Soz. H. E..v. iv, §§ 1-5. It is interesting to notice that, while some
towns, such as Caesarea in Capp&doma and Edessa, were distinctively
Christian, others, like Heliopolis, Ashkelon, and (laza, were as distinctively
heathen.

¢ For ¢ George see W. Bnght in D C. B, ii, 638- 40 “and for the end of
,Greg Naz Orat. xx1, §§ 21, 26 (0p i. 398~403 P G XXXV, 1105 14)

5 Ath., Hist, Ar., §§ 51, 75 (Op. 1. 296, 307 ; PG xxv. 753 ¢, 784 ¢).-

¢ Epiph. Haer. 1xxv1,§l (Op. ii. 913 ; P, G xlii, 517 B); D. C. B. ii. 639.

? Julian, Ep. ix. 378 (Op. ii. 487 sq.). C o :

8 Hist. Aceph., § 6. 9 Thid., § 7. 10 Amm, Mare. xxI1. xi, § 7.
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They- seized him, and, on Christmas Eve, they lynched .him.!
Julian was apprised of the outrage, but he contented- himgelf
with a mild reprimand.2 To these cases, in which the Emperor
lent a sort of indirect and ex post facto patronage to popular fury;
must be added others in which provincial governors allowed
themselves to outrun his mind, whether to gain his favour or to
win popularity—at Dorostolus (now Silistria on the lower Danube)
in Thrace,? at Merus in Phrygia, and at Ancyra,® June 862.
The magistrates displayed a savage zeal ; but the action they
took may be classed as punishment for destroying property or
disturbing public order.® So far Julian, though hardly impartial,
had not descended to the level of a persecutor.

But at Antioch, where he was soured and mortlﬁed he con-
descended to meaner expedients.? :

His treatment of Christians in the army is a case in point.
Many soldiers, no doubt, conformed as soon as he began to exert
pressure, for the Hmperor was a commander both successful
and beloved. Julian took advantage of this to remove the
monogram of Christ from the Labarwm and substitute the old
8.P.Q.R.,8 and to set up images of the gods near his own image
and the standards 9 Bo, since * with the Romans the whole religion
of the camp was a worshipping of the standards’2%it became
difficult for the troops to pay the Emperor the usual respect
without appearing to salute an idol. Similar difficulties arose in
the camp of the Praetorians at Constantinople, in connexion
with the offering of incense usual at the distribution of the Tmperial
bounty. Some who complied were jeered at by their comrades,
" and threw down their money. -Julian, therefore, dismissed all
Christians from his bodyguard.®® Three officers—Jovian, Valen-

Y Hist. Aceph., § 8; Epiph. Haer. Ixxvi, § 1 (Op. ii. 912; P. @. xlii.
516 o).

2 Julian, Ep, x. 378 sq. (Op. ii. 488 sqq.), ap. Socr. H, E. 111, iii, §§ 5—25

3 Aemilian: Thdt. H. E. 111. vii, § 5 ;. Rendall, 180.

4 Macedonius, Theodulus, and. Ta,tlan Soor. H, B. 11, xv; Soz. H. E. v.
xi, §§ 1-3; Rendall, 181. 5 Bagsil: Soz, H. E. v. xi, §§ 10-12.
"7 ¢here is no recorded instance of official persecution of the Christians
on the score of religion, without aggressive provocation on their part,’
Rendall, 182, n. 3. 7 Thdt H. E. m xv, § 1,

8 Soz. H. E.v. xvii, § 2; Greg. Naz. Orat. iv, § 66 (Op. i. 107 ; P G. xxxV,
588 B).

9 Soz. H. E. v. xvii, §§ 3, 4; Greg. Naz, Orat iv, §§ 80, 81 (Op. i. 116 sq 3
P. @. xxxv. 605 sqq.). 10 Tertullian, Apol., c. xvi.

1 Soz, H. B. v. xvii, §§ 8~12 ; Thdt, 111, xvi, §§ 6'9q. and xvii ; Greg, Naz.
%mt. iv, §§ 83 8q. (Op. i. 118 sqq.; P. G. xxxv. 608 8qq.), and Document
No. 158. .
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tinian, and Valens, the future Kmperors—preferred disgrace to '
conformity 1; and two legionaries who were Christians—Juven- -
tinus and Maximin by name—suffered death  for mutinous
language.2 It is difficult to be sure that Julian’s new regulations
were traps to catch his soldiers. If so, they were abiout on a-level
with his exclusion of civilians at Antioch, who were * Galilaeans °,
from government offices 3; with his causging meat in the markets
there to be sprinkled with lustral water 4 ;" and with his imposition
of a tax on those who declined the worship of the gods.> Possibly,
the soldiers resented. what they thought was trickery ; - though
the Emperor was, of course, within his rights in regulating the
religious ceremonial  of hig army. At any rate, they avenged
themselves by electing Jovian to succeed him. , :

There is less doubt about the qducatlona,l oppressmn which
was most characteristic of Julian. It was the cleverest of those
expedients by which he proposed ‘ to obtain the effects, withoust
incurring the guilt or reproach, of persecution’.’ On-17 June
862, from some place between Constantinople and Antioch, he
issued an edict Magistros studtorum requiring all professors and
schoolmasters, before teaching, to obtain a certificate of approval
from the municipal authorities, countersigned by himself.® It
says nothing about Christians ; unless, perhaps, the requirement
that teachers should be of sound morals covered an attack upon
thoir religion. And there is nothing about dismissal of Christian
teachers already in office. But Julian was nervously impatient.
He could only wait six months or so, as it would seem ; and then,
perhaps ? early in 868, he eclipsed this ediet by a reseript in Greek
(not an Imperial Law promulgated in Latin for the whole empire,

and not embodied therefore in the Theodosian Code) which struck

openly at.the Church. Socrates says that it forbade Christian
youths to be taught heathen literature.l® But this is inaccurate.

'J erome says that it forbade Christians to be teachers of the liberal .

.1 Socr H. E. 111, xiii, §§ 1-5; Soz H L' V1. vi, §§ 4-6 ; Thdt. H. E. 111.
xvi, §§-1-5; Rufinus, H. E. ii, § 27.
¥ Thdt. A.B. 1. xv ; Chrysostom, In Tuv. et Maxim. Mart. Homilia (Op
i, 578-83 ; P. G. L. 571-8)., , 3 Soz. H. E. v. xviii, § 1.
© 4 Thdt. H E. 1. xv, § 2. 5 Socr. H. E. 11, xm, §9.
8 Gibbon, c. xxiii (ii. 461 sqq., ed Bury) D. C. B. iii. 504 ; Rendall
208 sq. ; Glover, 68.
-7 Glbbon, ¢, xxiii (ii. 476) .
. '8 (Ood. Theod. 11, iii. 5, and Documents No 3] 0 Rendall, 207,‘ n. 1.
10 Qocer, H. E. 111, xvi, § 1. S
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arts,! and Augustine that they were prohibited from giving lectures
in literature and rhetoric.2 Ammianus condemns it, and says
that Julian' hindered - Christians - from teaching grammar and
rhetorie.? The rescript is preserved among Julian’s letters ¢;. and -
.its motive is obvious, to deprive Christians of the prestige attaching
to University distinetion.® But it effects more than this ; for it
forbids any Christian, whether holding such a Government lecture-
ship or not, to teach the classics. Julian’s: prmclple i8 that. the
teacher must believe what he teaches: for ¢ whosoover thinks
one thing but teaches his scholars another, falls short from an
educational, no less than from a moral, point of view. . . . Now
that the gods have granted us liberty, it is monstrous for men
any longer to teach what they do not believe to be sound. If they
acknowledge the wisdom of those whose writings they interpret,
let them first of all imitate their [sc. Homer, Hesiod, &¢.] piety-
towards the gods. Bub if they feel that- these have gone astray
concerning the gods . . . then let them go to the churchis of the
Galilasans to expound Matthew and Luke. . . . None that desire
to attend lectures are debarred from so doing. . ..” The Emperor
is thus careful to maintain a distinction between teachers and
learners. How is it then, we may ask, that Socrates and other
Christian writers® have exaggerated the terms of his rescript .as
if it forbade Christian students to attend lectures on the classics ?
The exaggeration is only apparent. -Christians considered the
decree practically to exclude them from the schools. For Julian
exprossly orders all teachers to ingist on the religious side of their
authors.  Grammar schools, under his rescript, were - to
become seminaries of paganism. ‘ The Christians ’, says Gibbon,
“were directly forbid to teach: they were indirectly forbid to
learn ; since they would not frequent the schools of the pagans.’”
Thus the law was unwise for its own purpoeses. For, if it resulted
in driving Christian lads away from the centres of education, they
were deprived of the one possible cure, from its author’s point of
v1ew, of their infatuation. And, further, it was short-sighted.
1 Jerome, C'hron ad ann. 366 (Op. viti; P. L. xxvii. 691 sq) .
2 Aug. Conf. viii, § 10 (Op. i. 148 ¥ ; P. L. xxxii. 7563).
3 Amm, Mare, XXI1I. X, § 7; cf. xxv. iv, § 20,
. % Julian, Ep. xlii. 422 sq. (Op. ii. 544); tr. Rendall, 207 sq. and Docu-
ment No. 35. 5 G1bb0n, c. xxii1 {ii. 461),
¢ Socr, H. E. mt. xvi, § 1 ; Soz. H. E. v. xviii, §1; Thdt. H. E. 111, viii 3

Rufinus, H. . 1,§32 Greg. Naz. Orat, iv, § 5 (Op. i. 79 P, G xxXv.-536 A).
7 Gibbon, c. xxiii, n. 91 (ii. 462).
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Had Julian lived- to enforce it, the dlsplacement of Christian -
teachers would have been the signal for the setting up of unnum-
bered Church schools, which would have wrested from heathenism
‘its one weapon of offence. As it was, the attempt to combine
Christian teaching with a training in litferae humaniorés was
quickly made. The two Apollinares, of Laodicea in Syria, both
zoalous Athanagians, composed works on the model of the classical
authors. The father prepared a Christian grammar, turned the
Pentateuch into an epic and the * Former Prophets ’ into tragedies :
while his no less versatile son elaborated Gospels, Acts, and
Epistles into a collection of Platonic' Dialogues!! Apropos of
these wonderful achievements, Socrates has an interesting dis-
cussion of the relation of Christians to the clagsics.2 And the educa-
tional oppression by Julian is rendered memorable, also, by its
challenge to distinguished Christian teachers. It required tests of
teachers ; and they chose to surrender their profession rather than
their Faith. Gaius Marius Victorinus gave up his office at Rome ?;
while Julian’s former. tutor, Proaeresius, the doyen of the profes-
soriate at Athens, resigned his chair there.t But, after all, Christian
professors did not attack the religion of the classical authors. It
was so futile that they could safely let it alone, and concentrate
attention on their writings as models of style or eloquence.

(b) It was this attitude of indifference, on their part, to Julian’s
religion that was-so annoying to him ; and hence, it may be, his
express polemic against Christianity.®

We know of it, partly, from his Orations and Letters; but,
chieﬂy\, from the fragments of his Contra Christianos,® in seven
books, of which three survive embedded in their refutation by
St. Cyril,” archbishop of Alexandria 412-744. The work was
written at Antioch, in the winter of 862-3 ; and, as Socrates, in’
his criticism of it, observes, it was mainly destructive.® Three
lines of assault are discernible in his general attack upon Chris-
tianity. -

L Socr, H, E. 111, xvi, §§ 1-5; Soz, H. BE. v. xviil,

2 Socr, H, E, 111, xVvi, §§ 8—27 8 Aug. Conf. viii, § 10, uf .s'up

4 Jerome, Chron, ad ann. 366 ut sup,
745SJohn Wordsworth in D, C. B. iii, 521-3 ; Rendall, 228 sqq.; Glover,

¢ Pleced together in C. J. Neumann, Tuliani contra Christianos (Teubner :
Llpsme, 1880). He gives references to the pages of Cyril,
© 7 Qyril. AL, Contra Tulianum (Op. ix, 1-362; P, G. Ixxvi, 503-1064),

was written in 433, and dedicated to ’l‘heodosms 11,
8 Socr, A, B, 11, xxiii, § 7.
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Iirgt, an assault upon the monotheism of the Old. Testament.
Starting with the Platonic theory of creation by intermediate
agents, Julian finds that it makes the conception of Creation
easier!; and contrasts the Creation-doctrine of the Timaeus? with
the abrupt ‘ God said * % of Genesis. Oné might almost suppose,
he-urges,* that God created nothing incorporeal, neither angel
nor spirit, no intermediaries at all, but Himself directly organized
matter. Julian also, as a Neoplatonist, accepted the Manichaean
belief in the eternity of matter and so of evil ; and that would
lead him to reject the Biblical docttine both of Creation and of
the Fall.®- Moreover, he objected to pure monotheism, i.e. to
the conception of God as’ not merely Supreme but Only. Such
a God is exclusive of other gods, and His exclusive choice of
Israel ig absurd.® The more so as the Jews are an inferior race ;
they have always been in slavery,” and have invented nothing.8
"And as in.arts, so in morals. The worst.-of our generals never
treated subject nations so cruelly as Moses treated the Canaanites.?
They may boast of their Decalogue, but their doctrine of a
‘jealous God’ is as offensive? as their own jealous and exelusive
behaviour towards other nations; and, after all, there are but
two commandments which other nations do not accept—the
gsecond and the fourth-—and these -ate both ceremonial, not
moral. The true view, according to Julian, is that the God of the
Hebrews is a secondary, or national, god As such, He is
a legitimate object of worship. He has a sacrificial system,!? like.
other gods ; and, while that entitles the Jews to the Emperor’s
~ respect and even to his favour,!® the ‘ Galilaeans’, who had
~ abandoned it, only come in for his reproaches. But there remain
the Jewish Scriptures. Julian seized on their anthropomorphisms.
‘ God ’, for instance, ‘ is represented by them as meanly envious :
He forbade man to-take of the tree of wisdom, and yet more
reprehensibly tried to deny him the knowledge of good and evil.’ 14
Then, he held up the Christians to scorn for their superstitious
literalism too! And he makes various rationalistic objections to
the credibility of the Hebrew Scriptures, as ‘ In what language,

1 Neumann, 170 (49 ). 2 N. 173 (58 B). 3 N. 172 (57 =, 58 A).
4 N. 171 (49 p, ®). 5 Rendall, 232, S N. 177 (106 4).

7 N. 200 (209 »), 8 N. 193 (176 4, B). 9 N, 194 (184 B, ¢.).
10 N. 190 sq. (160 E, 161 A) with reference to Phinehas in Num, xxv, 11,
N, 184 sq. (141 o). 12 N. 207 sq. (238 B, C).

1% N, 185 (143 a). 14 N, 168 (93 B). ) )
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I should like to know, did the serpent talk to Eve 2! not to.
mention their literary inferiotity to the.masterpieces of the Greeks.?
Julian’s second assault was directed against Christianity as.
a novel .and revolutionary religion. The ‘ (Galilasans ’y of whom
he never can speak without bitterness, whether of Jewish or of
Gentile origin, had deserted the ancestral customs of their respec-
tive peoples. In.particular, they had abandoned what was worthy
of respect in Hebraism. °As it is, you are like the leeches : you
suck all the worst blood out of Hebraism and leave the purer
behind !’® Naturally, from this point of view, St. Paul is the
special object of Julian’s detestation. ‘He surpasses all the
impostors and charlatans who have ever existed.”? Moses declared
the Law. to be eternal® ; and even Jesus declared that He came to
fulfil the Law. St. Paul is the real author of the Chrigtian creed,
for he taught that ‘ Christ is the end of the Taw .7 Elsewhere
Julian evinces his dislike for. the appeal of Christianity to all
classes.? He thought that this ministered to anarchy. ~ And
whereas, like a pagan, he imagined that religion is for the few,
like a philosopher he regarded it as only for the educated. We
mark his aristocratic hauteur. ,
The third, and greatest, object of his assault is the worship of
Jesus as God and the adoration of the Martyrs. Thus Moses,
he says, never speaks of ‘ the only-begotten . . . Son of God’,
though he does speak of ‘the sons of God’, i.e. the angels.?
Even if the prophecy of Isa. vii. 14 refers to Jesus, it gives you
Christians no right to call his mother ®cordros as you so con-
stantly do; for how could she bear God who was but a human -
creature like ourselves.l® The exaltation of humility offended him,
and the idea of religious subrnission to a Divine teacher who had
come in the flesh. He could not understand the Incarnation, nor-
could he tolerate the thought of the humiliation of God Himself.
So he commended Photinus for not bringing his God into the
‘womb ! : and that, barely a generation before Niceta, bishop of
Remesiana 1414, in the T'¢ Dewm, ranks this among the most
glorious of the Divine condescensions that God ‘ did not abhor
the Virgin’s womb ’. Julian prefers to look upon Jesus as a mere

(229 ¢-230 4). 3 N, 198 8q. (202 a).
4 N. 176 (100 4). N.221 (319%®).  °© N. 229 (351 B, c).

7 N. 221 (320 4). . p Ixxix (Op, i, 606).

% N, 215 (290 b). 10 N, 214 (276 &), U Ep, Ixxix (Op, il 606)

|
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1 N.168 (864). 2 N. 204
5
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man, or rather, to look down upon Him as a -Galilaean peasant
and one of the subjects of his predecessor Augustust So.he would
call Jesus only, ‘ the dead man ’. No wonder then that Christians
honour other * dead men’, 1. e. the martyrs. It was John who
began this worship of a ‘ dead man’, * Neither Matthew, Luke
. nor Mark called Jesus God, but this excellent John . . . first dared
to assert it.’ 2 Here Julian anticipates one of the extreme positions
of those who to-day exaggerate the contrast between the Gospel
of 8t. John and the Synoptic Gospels, He knew his Bible well,
as many unbelievers have done since. Then he proceeds, with an
eye to incipient extravagances of Christian worship in his own day,
‘ John then began this evil. You have gone on, and added the.
worship of other ““ dead men ” to that of the first ““ Dead Man ™.
You have filled all things with tombs and sepulchres.’ 2 Finally,
he turns to picking holes, in the style of vulgar rather than
‘ scientific * eriticism. ‘It .is hardly three hundred years ago since
Jesus began to be talked about. During the whole of His life,
He did nothing worth recording—just a few cures in a few Syrian
towns.”4 Julian, it will be noticed, ‘ takes no exception to the
records of miracles in Scripture ’, as we might to-day. His line,
and that of his contemporaries, was rather that miracles are
‘ hardly worth notice, much less evidence of divine agency’.5
The Emperor also mocked at Christians for taking as their

spiritual guides a lot of fishermen.® He took the maxims of the
~ Sermon on the Mount in their naked literalism, and argued, after
the manner of modern opponents of Christian ethics who would
substitute for Christianity the religion of Valour, that they made
- men effeminate, incapable, and servile.” He fastened on Scriptural
difficulties, e. g. the two genealogies of our Lord.2 He carped at
Christian customs : baptism, for instance, which ‘cannot cure
leprosy, gout or dropsy, but which is said to remove all the
transgressions of the soul’.? Nor does he forget to make melan-
choly use of the all too destructive argument drawn from the
inconsistent lives of Christians. - * They imitate’, he said, ‘ the
Jews in their *“ atheism ” and the Gentiles in their low lives.’ 10

1 N. 201 (213 a). 2 N. 223 (327 a).

3 N. 225 (335 B). ¢ N. 199 (191 =),

5 Rendall, 237. Hence the difference between the task of the Christian
apologist of the fourth century and his task to-day, for which see J. B,
Mozley, Miracles, Lect, 1, note 3, p. 195, 8 By, Ixxix (Op. ii, 606),

7 Bp, xlii, 424 » (ii. 547) 3 Socr. H, B, 111, xiv, §8
"~ 8 N. 212 (253 ®), ? N. 209 sq. (245 ¢, D). 0 N, 164 (43 B).
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Constantins was his stumbling-block here : the more so as Con- -
stantius had showered favours on Christians till they had reached
a distinction for which they were never intended. °* Jesus and
~Paul never taught you this. They never expected that Christians

would fill so important a place, and were satisfied with converting .
a few servant girls and slaves, so as by their means to get hold of
their mistresses and of men like Cornelius and Sergius.’! '

On the whole, it was a moral defect rather than any intellectual
preconception that evoked this bitter polemic. Julian had no
sense of sin. It was a moral impossibility, therefore, for him to
appreciate the need of redemption, or the contrast between.
Christian and heathen life. Moreover, this contrast was getting
obscured in his day. The exaggerated devotions of men, just
emerging from heathenism, to martyrs as to demi-gods, made
Christianity offensive to men of intelligence. The depravity or
the frivolity of heathenism which still clung to converts scarcely
lifted out of contact with it, made Christianity no less obnoxious.
to men of moral earnestness. Julian was both intellectual and -
austere : and hence, in the absence of compassion and of a fellow-
feeling for human sinfulness, his tone of contempt. But whether
this contempt sprang from his superior enlightenment, his personal
piety, or his aristocratic pride, Julian’s language indicates that it
was largely that sort of contempt which is allied to fear. “His
primary misconception of Christianity was in regarding it as
a sheer contrivance,? a kind of mutual benefit society set up solely
in the interest of the managers. He had found so much hypocrisy
among Christians that he assumed .it of them all.’® Thus,
St. John’s attribution of Divinity to our Lord was a clever fraud 4 ;
the whole fabric of sacerdotalism was so much ingenious mechanism;
the - clergy were ambitious schemers®; the -monks no better ;
their self-renunciation was a sham.® And, as for Christian alms—.
giving and charities—to which, by his own confession, the Church
owed her ever-increasing hold,” and which he paid her the tribute
of adopting for hig reconstituted Hellenism—these were really
but devices for supporting the ascendency of a ruling caste.®

1 N. 199 (206 A). ' " % N.163 (39 a, B).

3 Rendall, 230, ¢ N, 224 (333 ¢).

5 Ep, lii, 436, 437 A (Op. ii, 560 sq.), and Document No, 32,

6 Fragm. Ep. 288 B (Op. i. 371).

“ #p, xlix, 429 » (Op. ii, 553) ; ap. Soz, H, E, v. xvi, § 6, and Document

No. 34.
3 Fragm, Ep, 305 ¢ (Op, i. 391), and Document No, 36.
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When sinister motives are discovered or imputed on so large a scale,
it means, as a rule, that the critic’s judgement is really inspired
not by the evidence but by fear. But much may also be accounted
for by the place and the circumstances under which Julian wrote-
his Conira Christianos. They are eloquent not only of the memory.
of Constantius but of misunderstandings with the Antiochenes.

(6) Julian’s relations with the city of Antioch lasted from J uly
362 to 5 March 3683.

In June! 862 he left the capital for the birth-place of the
. Christian name. ‘His eight months there left him much more
bitter against the Church—in fact, countenancing persecution
even to the death, though, in word, still forbidding it and pro-
claiming toleration.’2 A gradual growth of disappointment with
his subjects at Antioch is enough to account for this. He was
much too serious, much too morally elevated for the frivolous and
voluptuous, though Christian, capital of the East. Like Chrysos-
- tom,® he complains that its citizens had a passion for the circus
and the theatre4: they were wanting in self-control.5 He was
disappointed to find so much resistance on the part of the Chris-
tians, and.so little enthusiasm on the part of the heathen.
Both sides disliked him, and regretted the previous reign. Neither
Christ nor Constantius, ‘neither the X nor the K’, they said,
‘ did- our city any harm’.® It became a saying about town :
mortifying, indeed, to Julian, but poor testimony to the level of
Christianity to which Antioch had attained after three centuries
of it. Pagans could not understand the Emperor’s cynical
asceticism, and his dislike of the theatre ; and they laughed when
‘they saw this untidy, diminutive, and long-bearded fellow march-
ing pompously in procession on the tips of his toes, swaying his
shoulders from side to side, and surrounded by a mob of abandoned
characters.” All this, and particularly his beard, they thought
mcompatible with Imperial Majesty. Julian not only bore with

1 Goyau, 492 ; Gwatkin, Arianism %, 301, 2 D, C, B, iii, 506.

3 Chrysostom similarly complains of the people of Constantinople that
they spent Good Friday at thé circus and Easter Even in the theatre, Hom.
contra ludos et theatra, § 1 (Op. vi. 272 sq.; P. G. lvi. 264 sq.): for the
licentious character of the theatre, see ibid., § 2 (Op vi, 274 8q. 3 P, G, 1vi,
266 sq.) ; and In 1 Thess, c. iy, Hom. v, § 4 (Op xi, 464 ¥) ; P, Q. Ixii. 428).

4 Misopogon, 345 sq. (Op, ii. 445); Gibbon, ¢. xxi (ii. 482)

5 Misopogon, 342 D, 343 A (Op. i1, 441 sq.).

% Ibid. 357 a (Op. ii. 460).

7 Amm, Mare, XX11, xiv, § 3, and Document No, 91: see, too, Greg, Naz.
Orat, v, § 22 (Op. 1, 161; P, G. xxxv, 692 4); and Chrysostom, De 8, Babyla,
§ 14 (Op. 11. 11, 559 ; P G. 1. 555).
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their treatment of him—to be called ¢ Goat * 1 and * Slaughterer’,2 -
to be regaled with abusive psalms and damnatory prayers,® to be
the butt.of squibs, lampoons, and libels ~—but he made generous,
. if economically unsound, attempts to better the condition of the
people who so treated him.® Pagan and Christian combined
against him; and this was all the thanks he got. He took his -
revenge about February 863, with the Misopogon ® or Beard-hater—
as undignified a satire as ever was penned by a monarch,? which
Gibbon aptly describes as  an ironical confession of his own faults
‘and a severe satire on the licentious and effeminate manners:of
Antioch’.8- In this latter respect its counterpart is to be found
in St. Chrysostom’s Homilies to the people of Antioch® ; and it is
valuable alike for the study of Julian’s character and of Antiochene
Christianity. Suchwas the general situation during his stay there.
‘We must now turn to the events which created it.

A good deal of irritation between the Emperor and the clty had
sprung up in connexion with the suburban temple at Daphne.l0
The local cult had been the worship of Apollo at the Castalian -
stream, and the place was formerly a lounge for the-gay, the
luxurious, and the vicious.'! Gallus had transformed it 12 by taking
the relics of the martyred St. Babylas 13 thére, and the worship
of Apollo all but ceased. In August 862 Julian went to keep his
festival, and found no one there and no sacrifice but a goose
which one poor priest, with his son to serve him, had provided at
his own expense.” Julian rated the Town Council,'® set up the

L Misopogon, 339 A (Op. ii. 435).

2 Amm, Mare, xx1I. xiv, § 3, and Zonaras [12 cent,], Annales, x111, § 12
(P. G. exxxiv. 1152 B),

3 Misopogon, 344 A (Op, ii. 443) ; Greg, Naz. Orat. xviii, § 32 (Op. i, 353 ;
P, G, xxxv, 1025 8qq.) ; Soz, H, B, v1, ii, § 6.

t Misopogon, 364 B, ¢ (Op. ii. 470).

5 Soer, H. E, 11, xvii,-§ 2; Soz, A, E. v. xix, §§ 1, 2; " Misopogon, 350
368 c-370 = (Op. ii. 476 sqq.); Gibbon, ¢, xxiv (il 484) ; Glover, 71 sq.

§ Op. 337-71 (ii. 433-79, ed. Hertlein).

7 Glover, 72; of. Socrates, H. K. 111, i, § 58, and Amm, Marc. XXII, xiv, § 2.

8 Glbbon,c xxiv (il. 485, ed. Bury).

% Chrysostom, Op, 11. i, 1-224 (P, G, xlix, 15—222)

10 Socr, H. E. 1. xviii; Soz. H. E. v, xix, xx; Thdt. H, E. 1. x, xi ;
Gibbon, c. xxiii (ii. 465 sq., ed. Bury).
. Y Soz. H. E. v. xix, § 8. 12 Thid., §§ 12, 13. B
_ 13 Babylas was bishop of Antioch ¢, 236-¥c. 50, and was martyred in the
Decian persecution : see Gibbon, e. xxiii, n. 113 (ii. 467, ed. Bury); J. B.
Lightfoot, Ap. F.? 1. i. 40—4; and H. H. Milman, The Martyr of Antwch 83
(London, 1822), i. e. St. Margaret patroness of St. Frideswide, of B1nsey
and of St. Margaret’s, Oxford. 12 Mwopogon, 362 B (Op. ii. 467).

15 He gives us his speech in 1b1d 362 8-363 ¢ (Op. ii. 467-9), and Document
No. 37.
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shrine’ of ‘Apollo aga,m, and unstopped the stream. After a ‘time,
however, he heard that the oracle was silent. It was all- due to
“the dead man’} Babylas.. The Christians eagerly seized his
relics, and carried themin triumph for five miles to Anmoch They
chanted as they went : ’

Confounded be all they that worship carved images,

And that delight in vain gods :

Worship Him all ye gods.?
* The Emperor took it as, no doubt, it was meant for, a personal
insult. The Prefect of the Fast, Sallustius,? had a young Christian
named Theodore put to the torture¢; and Julian caused Publia,
the abbess of a small community, who sang some similar verses
in his face, to have her ears boxed in court.® It was hardly perse-
cution, and there was much provocation ; but he was losing his
temper. Scarcely were the relics translated than on 22 Oct. 362
the temple at Daphne was burnt to the ground.® Julian put it
down to Christian incendiaries ; the Christians, to the judgement
of God. Torture was employed to discover the perpetrators ;
but to no avail. In revenge, Julian closed the Golden Church,
or Cathedral, of Antioch ; while his uncle Julian, Comes Orientts,
“and Felix, Comes Sacrarum Largitionum, both renegade Christians,
carried off the sacred vessels. They were themselves carried off
by sudden death.” This the populace took as a prophecy of the
Emperor’s coming doom ; and they let him know what they
thought, or hoped, by shouting the Imperial titles in the streets,
with a sinister meaning to them : Feliz Iulionus Augustus—as
if to say, Felix and Julian are gone, it will be the turn of Augustus
next.® Such were the events that led Julian, in January—February
868, to write his Contra Christianos in answer to a recent brochure
‘of Diodore, -afterwards bishop of Tarsus 878-194, against the
return to paganism.® They are full of spitefulness, and indicate,
‘a8 we have seen, a consciousness that Christianity would be too

! Chrysostom, De S. Babyla, § 15 (Op. 11. i. 560 ; P. G. 1. 555),

2. Ps, xevil, 7. - 3 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 289.

4 Socr. H. E. m1. xix; Soz. H. E. v. xx; Thdt. H. E. m. xi; Rufinus,
H. E. i, §§ 35-6 (Op. 260-2; P. L. xx.- 503 8q.).

5 Thdt. H. E. 11, xix. The verses were ¢ Their idols are silver and gold ’
&e., Ps.-oxv. 4, 5, and ‘ Let God arise ’, &e., Ps. Ixviii, 1,

$ Soz. H. E. v, xx,§5 Thdt. H. E. 111. x1,§4
- 7 Amm. Mare, XXI1. xm, § 2: Soz. H. K. v. viii; Thdt. H. E 1, xii,

8 Amm, Marc. xx111, i, § b.

9 Whence Julian’s allusion to him, in ‘his letter to Photmus, as N azaraei
magus ’, Ep. lxxix (Op il 606) :
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.strong for him, With this and the Mmso;pogon, February 863, he
concluded a winter clouded with misfortunes ; famine * and earth-
quake,? as well as persecution by the ma,rtyrdom at Antioch,
25 January 868, of the younger soldiers Juventinus and Maximin.?
On 5 March he turned his back on ‘ the city full of all vices “Yas
he called it when he left. Julian and Antioch were disappointed
with each other.

(6) He manifested an equa,l distaste and resentment in his
dealings with Athanasius.® ‘He honoured Athanasius’, says
Gibbon, “with his sincere and peculiar hatred’¢~—no doubt, because
in him he saw incarnated the power which he both loathed and
feared.” On 380 November 861 the accession of Julian was formally
proclaimed in Alexandria ® ; and a month later George came to
his untimely end. After his murder the Arian party had a possible
candidate for the vacant throne in the perSon of theirlocal leader,?
Lucius. Socrates says they now put him forward,'® but Sozomen
corrects the statement.’! At any rate, when the edict of 9 February

- 862, permitting the exiled: bishops to return, became known, Liucius, -
if he had entered upon the contest, abandoned it. And very
wisely. For Athanasius at once took advantage of the ediet, and
reappeared in Alexandria, 21 February, to the joy of his people.12
His return was an ovation. When Julian heard of it, he sent off
an angry letter to the Alexandrians, March 862, to say that he
never meant to recall the bishops to their sees ; it was enough
for them not to be in exile. Athanasius, who had been banished
by so many decrees of so many Emperors, should have had the
decency to wait for permission to resume ‘ what is called the
episcopal throne’.® He must forthwith depart. This was, as
Gibbon says, to raise an ‘arbitrary distinction’ between returning
from exile and re-entering upon possession, purely for the benefit
of Athanasius. Accordingly, Athanasius declined to go; and,
instead of going, dared to baptize some Greek ladies of high rank,

! Amm, Mare. xx11. xiv, § 1; Libanius, Omt xviii, §§ 195-6 (Op. 587 sq.
[ii. 321 sq., ed. Forster]). 2 Amm, Mare. xx11, Xiii, § 5.

3 Thdt. H. E. 111, xv.

4 le&mus, Orat. xv, § 65 (Op. 469 [ii. 141, ed. Fbrster])

5 D, C. B.i. 197, iii, 510 ; Greg. Naz Orat, xxi, §§ 32-3 (0p.1. 407-8; P. Q.
xxxv. 1119-24), ¢ Gibbon, c. xxiii {ii. 474, ed. Bury)

? ¢ The man who seemed to unite in himself all the force of Chnstendom,
Glover, 67. 8 Hist. Aceph., § 8. - % W. Bright, in D. C. B.'iii, 753.

10 Socr. H. E. 1. iv. 1 Soz. H, E. Vi v, § 2.

12 Hist. Aceph., § 10. 13 Ep. xxvi, 398 o (Op. ii. 515)
4 Gibbon, ¢. xxiii (ii. 474, ed. Bury).
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The news of this audaclty b1ought a letter, October 862, addressed
to Hedicius, the governor of Hgypt, peremptonly ordering , the
bishop to go ; and there was a postseript in Julian’s own hand—
‘ Persecute him 't But the Alexandrians took their bishop’s part,
and remonstrated.” They even sent a deputation to apply for the re-
vocation of the ediet. It was in reply to this deputation that Julian
sent a third missive, November-December 862, the well-known
.digpateh 2 in which he contrasts the fatuity of the words of Jesus -
with the deeds of Alexander and the Ptolemies ; cries shame on
the Alexandrians for having come to be but a seet of Judaism under
the leadership of that ‘ common little fellow Athanasius’, and
repeats the order for his expulsion not only from Alexandria but
from all Bigypt. On receiving the order Athanasius had no choice
but to depart—rfor his fourth oxﬂe, 28 October 362-14 February
864. ‘ Be of good cheer,” he said, ‘it is but a eloud ; it will soon
pass.’ ® Starting up the Nile, he was pursued by some GGovernment
agents anxious to execute Julian’s implied orders. - They met a
‘boat coming down the river, and asked for news of Athanasius. ‘He
is not far off,” was the reply. The boat was his own, and he himself
it was who thus outwitted the police.# They hurried on up stream ;
and Athanasius, clear ‘of his pursuers, made for Memphis, where
he wrote the Festal Letter for 868, and thence to the Thebaid.5

The cloud was soon passed. On 5 March 868 Julian set out
from Antioch for the Persian campaign ® ; and on 26 June he met
his death? in battle on the Tigris. A cavalry-mian’s spear, from
an unknown hand, grazed his arm and lodged in his right side..
He fell from his horse, fainting ; and some gaid that he threw up
" his own blood toward heaven with the bitter words, ¢ Vieisti,
O Galilaee’.® "The story is doubtful ?; but, if invented, it repre-
- sents what wag the effect of his career and the impression it made
upon his contemporaries. There is another story of him, better
authenticated, to the same effect. ‘ Well,” said the heathen

1 Ep. vi, 876 B, ¢ (Op. ii. 484 sq.).

2 Fp. li. 432-5 (Op. ii, 556-9), and Document No. 38.

3 Socr. H. E, 111, xiv, § 1; Soz. H. E. v. xv, § 3; Thdt. H. K. 1. ix, § 2.

4 Socr. H. ¥, 111, xiv, §§ 1-5; Thdt. H, E. 11. ix, § 4.

5 Festal Index, 35 ; Hist. Aceph., §§ 11, 13.

8 Gibbon, c. xxiv (11 479-530).

7 Amm. Marc. xxv. iii ; Socr, H. K. 111. xxi; Soz. H. F, VI. i, ii; Thdt
H. K. I111. XXV, 8 Thdt. H. E. 111, xxVv, § 7.

® Contrast Amm. Marc. xxv. iii, § 15; Gibbon, c. xxiv (ii. 515 sqq. )

J. H. Newman, T'he scope and nature of Unwerszty Education ®, Dlscourse vii,
282 sq., 308 8q. (London, 1859),
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Libanius to & young Christian friend at Antioch, as s Julian rode out N
in high hopes, for the Persian Wars, © What is the Carpeitter’s Son
‘about now ?’ ‘Sophist,” was the reply, ¢ He is making a coffin.’?
For Julian’s character, the locus classicus is the well-known
-contragt of his virtues and failings in Ammianus Marcellinus.?
Humour and pathos lie close together in Julian’s case. - Wé may
smile’ at him, and we must be sorry for him. But we eannot
condemn ‘him. One thing, among many contrasts in the man,
stands out clear about him : it was his isolation 3 that caused his
“failure. * He turned his face to the past, and his back upon the
future.’® He stood where the old and the new world met ; and all
that he attempted came to nothing, for he belonged to neither.

11 :

It is now time to turn to the internal affairs of the Church during
the reign of Julian. Briefly, they may be described as a well-gus-
tained effort on the part of the Christians to close their ranks
against the heathen Emperor. These efforts were successful at,.
§ 8, the Council of Alexandria; unfortunate in regard to, § 4, the
schism at Antioch ; yet, except for, § 5, the Luciferian schism, -
they were brought to a happy conclusion, § 6, in the West.

§ 8. The Council of Alexandria® met shortly after, 21 February
862, the return of Athanasius from his third exile. His first effort
was to assemble the Couneil, apparently at the suggestion of Euse-
bius, bishop of Vercellae, 9340—?T371—5 who was now returning
from banishment in the Thebaid, in order to restore unity among
Christians in face of the renegade Emperor. It met in August
862. Only twenty-one bishops  were present, most of them return-
ing from exile: Athanasius, Fusebius, and Asteriug of Petra 844-
62 being the most conspicuous among them. The firebrand
Lueifer, who had also been in exile in the Thebaid, is mentioned
as represented in the Synod by two deacons. He had hurried

1 Soz. H. E. viL ii, § 9 ; Thdt. 111, xxiii.

# Amm. Mare. xxv. iv. See also D. C. B. iii. 516:5qq. ; Rendall, 264 sq
and a review in Guardian of 19 Janua,ry 1881 ; Glover, 76 C. Q. R. xi. %4
(October 1880).

3 Gwatkin speaks of his * awtul Ionehness > Anamsm 2, 215, n. 3

¢ T, R. Chateaubriand, Ftudes historiques, i i, 57 (1831) :

5 Mansi, iii. 343-58; Hefele, Conciles, 1. ii. 963-9;. E. Tr. ii. 276-80;
Tillemont, Mém. viii; 204 13 ; Fleury, iv. 56-65; Gwa.tkm, Armmsm2
209-11 ; and the historians, Socr H, B, 111, vii; Soz H. E. v. xii; Thdt
“H. E; 111, iv; Rufinus, H. 7 i, §§28-9 (Op. 255-6 ; P. L. xxi. 498-9).

8 Forthelr names, see, their S;nod&l Letter,l e. Ath Tomus ad Antwchenos,
§8 1, 10 (Op. ii. 615, 619 sq. ; G. xxvi. 796 &, 808 sq.).
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off to Antioch to do what, in his view, would settle.matters there,
but really what prevented a settlement. Paulinus, too, was
represented by two deacons; and Apollinaris, now bishop:of
Laodicea (Latakia) in Syria, 861-77, by °‘certain monks ’!
Apart from the general situation, it was clearly the divisions:
and the theological questions now arising in the church of Antioch
that occupied the attention of the Council ; and, if its decisions
met with an acceptance out of all proportion to its numbers, this
was due to the sobering of Christian partisanship under Julian,
but. also to the wise moderation of Athanasius who presided :
not, as Gibbon says, like a *dictator’,? but in his congenial
capacity of arbiter and peacemaker.

Four topics claimed the consideration of the bishops ; and we
may take them in order as they are dealt with in the Synodal
Letter which the Council addressed to Paulinus of Antioch and
his flock and to Eusebius, Lucifer, and three other prelates.
It is- commonly known as the Tomus ad Antiochenos3 ¢ Tome’
being the name for a doctrinal letter. It was evidently drafted
by Athanasius, for it conveyed the decisions of the Synod in
terms. which could only have proceeded from a man of his
insight and forbearance. :Husebius was . chosen to carry it to
- Antioch. :

:(1)-The first business was to unite the Melemans at Antioch
with the Hustathians—the majority of the orthodox with. the
minority which Athanasius had steadily recognized. Kuzoius, the
Arian bishop of Antioch, had allowed this mlnorlty under Paulinus
to worship. unmolested in their little church in the New Town,
on an island in the river.# But now, by Julian’s decree of
9 February 362, Meletius had returned. He occupied the church
of the Apostles, the Golden Church, or cathedral of Antioch in
the Old Town, or principal part of the city which lay on the left
bank of the Orontes. Meletius had suffered exile for disappointing
the expectations of the Arians who had procured his appointment.
He and his flock, by far the larger proportion of the orthodox at
Antioch, were entitled fo recognition if only for this, by the
unbending few, now led by Paulinus, who for thirty years had

L Ath. Tomus ad Antiochenos, § 9.(Op. ii. 619 ;. P. G. xxvi. 808 a).

? Gibbon, . xxiii {ii. 473, ed. Bury).

3 Text in. Ath. Op, ii. 615-20 (P. G ‘xxvi, 785~ 810), tr., with notes, by
W. Bright, in Athanasius, Later T'reatises, 1-16 (L. F. xlv1), and N, and
P.-N. F. iv. 4826, * Soer. H. E. 11, ix, § 4.

2191n P
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made no concessions. The Council directed that Paulinus should
offer his communion to Meletius on the sole condition of his .
adherents ‘ professing the Nicene Faith ® and ‘anathematizing
the Arian heresy ’, whether in its older form or as now applied
to ¢ the Holy Spirit > by ‘ those who say that He is a creature and
separate from the essence of Christ *.1 The allusion is probably
to Acacius,? for Athanasius in his fourth Letter to Serapion couples . -
together Acacius and Patrophﬂus as Pneumatomachi.® The
decision marks a new turn in the controversy.* ,
" (2) The second business was the reception of the Arians who
‘were coming over to the Nicene side. = The stricter party would
have put them to penance. That would have excluded them
permanently from clerical office ; and, as they were so many,
a schism might have followed. They were, in fact, members of
the Council of Ariminum who now regretted their weak or thought-
less concessions ; and, so far, were entitled to generous treatment. -
It was readily accorded. All were to he received on the same
terms as the Meletians at Antioch. Only the Arlan wire-pullers
were to be reduced to lay communion.s

(8) Theological differences, arising out of the variable use of
the word ©¥wdorases, were the third topic for discussion. We
have already looked into the history of the term, in dealing with -
the correspondence that passed between Dionysius, bishop of
" Rome, and Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, just a hundred years
before this Council.® The present question concerned its use.
A considerable number, including those who had emerged from -
semi-Arianism,” were in the habit of speaking of rpels tmoordoers
in the Godhead. Meletius and his friends did so. It was the
common usage of the East, which here followed Origen’s use of -
the term 8 in the sense of Persona. Athanasius himself occasionally
conformed ? to this use of dndorasis. But the majority, ineluding’

1 Ath. Tom. ad Ant., § 3 (Op. ii. 616 ; P, Q. xxvi. 797 8qq.).

Gwatkin, zélrw,rmsm2 210, n. 2,
Ath. Ep, ad Serap. iv, § 7 (Op. ii. 560 ; P. G. xxvi. 647 B).
H. B. Swete, The early history of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, 47 sqq.
Rufinus, H. E. i, § 28 (Op. 255 ; P. L. 498 sq) % Vol. i, c. xvil.
7 The reason why the sense of * Person * or ¢ Subsistence ® was attached
to dmdoraris by them, and why the use of the phrase, ‘ Three hypo--
stases’ was more common with the semi-Arians, was that this language
c}f’iLmZelg excluded any taint of Sabellianism or Marcellianjsm, Robertson,

th. 482,

e. g. Origen, Contra Celsum, viii, § 12 (Op. i. 750 ; P. G. xi. 1338 B)."

3 Ath. In dlud ¢ Omnia’, &c., § 6 (Op. i. 86'; P. Q. xxv. 220 A), where he

uses 7peis vmoordoes, Oral. c¢. Ar. iv, § 26 (Op. ii. 504; P. @ xxvi.

;oo B
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Paulinus, adhered to the older phrase Mia vmdoraois:in the senge
of Substantia ; and this was the common usage not: only of the
West, as illustrated by Jerome’s statement, in a letter of 376,
to Damasus that he thought ‘tres substantiae’ or ‘ three hypo-
stases * spelt tritheism,! but of Athanasius who ordinarily employed
dmdorasis in this sense.? It is the sense in which it appeared
in the Nicene anathemas,? and in the phrase rpels vmosrdoes as.
affirmed by Arius himself.# There was, therefore, much room for
misunderstanding, and it was easy to take offence. Westerns
who spoke of Una substantia or Mia dwdoramis regarded the
Rastern mpeis vmoordoeis or tres substantioe as tritheistic, and all
who used it ag Arians : while the Fasterns in their turn suspected
M{a $ndoeracis as Sabellian. In this difficulty, Athanasius was
the fittest person to mediate ; for he knew both Hast and West,
and himself used the word in question now in one gense and now.
in another. The decision was characteristic of him. Gregory
tells us that he went into the meaning of both parties, and found
them really at one.® And this is ‘borne out by the Tome. The
Council asked those who maintained °three hypostases whether
they meant ‘three Gods’. ‘Far be it from us,” they replied :
‘we simply mean to assert our belief in a Trinity, not in name
but in truth, i.e. to safeguard the true personal gubsistence of
Father,” Son and Holy Spirit.’® ‘ We accepted these men’s
interpretation,” says-the Tome. Athanasius then turned to those
who spoke of ‘ One hypostasis’, and asked them ‘ whether they
used the expl‘ession in the sense of Sabellius’. ‘ Certainly not :
we use dwdoracis as the Nicenes used it for ‘' substance ” [essence],
“and we mean to assert the consubstantial [co-essential] Unity.’ ?
It was a memorable effort at peacemaking, so to go down below
phrases to the ideas which they were meant to convey.® In effect,
506°0). This use would have come down to him from Origen, through
Dionysius and Alexander, his predecessors : for the last, see Thdtu H. Z. L. |
lv’l §‘:?I‘8ota, saecularium literarum schola mhll aliud vmurrmru/ nisi odoiav
novit. Et quisquam, rogo, ore sacrilego, ¢ ‘ tres substantias ’ praedicabit 2’
Jerome, Hp. xv, § 4 (Op i. 40 ; P. L. xxii. 357)
2 Ath, Orat. ¢. Avr. iii, § 65, iv, §§ 1, 33 (Op. ii. 487, 490, 509 ; P. (. xxvi.
461 4, 468 ¢, 520 A). 3 Socr. H. K. 1. v111, § 30
4 Ath. De syn., § 16 (Op. ii. 583 ; P. . xxvi. 709 B),
5 Greg. Naz. Omt. xxi, § 35 (Op. 1. 410 ; P. G. xxxv. 1125 B).

¢ Ath. Tom. ad Ant., § 5 (Op. ii. 617 ; P, G. xxvi. 801 A, B), and Document
No. 51. .

7 Ibid., § 6 (Op. ii. 617 ; P, G. xxvi. 801 C), and Document No. 51,
s J. M. Neale, Patriarchate of Alexandria, i, 194

P2
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both sides - accepted the position - afterwalds formulated in the’
Quicungue vuli: * The Catholic Faith is this that we worship
the one God as a Trinity and the Trinity as an Unity’; and,
for the practical purpose of reconciliation at the moment, mis-
understanding was removed and a good purpose served. But,
so far as the history of theological terminology goes, the Couneil
wag not on what ultimately proved the winning side. What
stage then, in the growth of terminology, do its decisions represent ?
It -did not say, as Gregory reports,! that the term dmdorasis
might be used in either sense; nor is Socrates right in saying
-that the Council proscribed the use of the term altogether.?
What it did was to throw its weight on to the side of the Nicene
use of the term,® and to tolerate the other. But the other pre-
vailed. Didymus, the blind scholar of Alexandria, 314194, 'uSes
vrdorasis for ‘ Person’4; and ‘ Hypostatic Union -—the great
Christological phrase 5 of the days of Cyril, archbishop of Alex-
andria 412-144—shows that, within a:generation, {mgeracis had
come to be generally accepted in the non-Nicene sense of ¢ Person °, +

(4) The fourth subject of debate has reference to Christological
questions ® now rising, for the first time, into prominence, and -
specially in the neighbourhood of Antioch. Here Diodore,’
afterwards bishop of Tarsus 878-194, ‘was, ¢. 860, Head of the
Catechetical School ; but was watched with some suspicion by
the younger Apollinaris,® who became bishop of the neighbouring

! Greg. Naz Orat, xxi, § 35 (Op. i, 410 P. Q. xxxv. 1125 B),

2 Socr. H. E. 111 vii, § 14.

3 Ath. Tom. ad Ant., § 6 (Op. i. 617 sq.; P. G. xxvi. 804 A). -
4 Didymus, De Trin. i, § 11 (Op. 14; P, "@. xxxix. 293 B).
5 For which see W. Bright, Sermons of St. Leo %, 128 sq.

\T" Ath. Tom. ad Ant., § 7 (Op. ii. 618 ; P. G. xxvi. 804 sq.), and DocmnenL
No. 51.
) ';I‘01 Diodore and his works, see P, G. xxxiii. 1560-1628 ; Bardenhewer,
315-18
8 For (@) the fragments of Apollinaris, see H. Lietumann, Apollinaris von
_ Laodicea und seime Schule (Tibingen, 1904); for (b) the authorities, and
the Catholic criticism of Apollinaris, Ath. Contra Apollinarium (Op. ii. 736—
62; P. G. xxvi. 1093-1166) ; Epiph. Haer. 1xxvii, esp. §§ 2, 24 (Op. ii. 995~
1033 ; P. G. xlii. 641-700) ; Greg. Nyss., Antirrhéticus adv. Apoll. (Op. ii;
P, Q. xlv. 1124-1269), and Ad Theophzlum adv, Apoll. (Op. ii; P. @G. xlv.
1269-77) ; Basil, Epp. cxxix [A. D. 373], and ceclxiii [A. D. 377}, § 4 (Op i,
220 sq., 406 sq.; P. G. xxxii. 557 sq., 980 sq.) ; Greg. Naz. Epp. ci, cii, coii
(Op. 83—~97 166 9; P. G. xxxvii. 175-202, 329—34), Theodoret, Eranistes
(Op. iv. 1-279; P, Q. lxxxiii. 27-336), and Compendsum, iv, § 8 (Op. iv.
362 sq.; P, G, lxxxm 425 0), and Vincent of Lerins, Commonitorium, § 12
(P. L. 1. 654); and for (¢) modern aceounts, Tillemont, Mém. vii. 602-37 ;
J. H, Newman, Church of the Fathers, c. xi, and Tracts theol. and eccl, 303~
27 (ed. 1899) ; W, Bright, Later Trealises, 79 sqq. ; Sermons of St. Leo 2,
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Laodicea in Syria, 861-77, and died 892. Both were vigorous
opponents of Arianism ; but, while Diodore taught the Chiristo~
logy traditional in. Antioch, i.e. that Christ was a man mdwelt ‘
by God, Apollinaris saw the rationalistic, humanitarian, or rather
psilanthropic basis of this theory; and, further, Apollinaris, with
characteristic versatility and daring, conceived the plan of taking
the Arian Christology and turning it against them. This doctrine
of Christ’s Person derived -from Paul of Samosata and Lucian,
and taught that ‘ God was incarnate but not made man: for
He did not take a human soul (yvxs) but became flesh, in order
that through flesh, as through a veil, He might consort with us
men. He had not two natures, since He was not GOmplete man ;
- but God was in flesh instead of a soul’! It was easy for the
Arians,-as in this extract from the Creed of Eudoxius, bishop of
Antioch 857-60, to think of the Godhead as able to discharge
the functions of the immaterial part of human nature. This
‘ Godhead ’ wag to them but titular, and might easily act in that
capacity. Such was the Arian Christology : dichotomist in its
analysis of human nature.into body (séua) or flesh (sdpé) and
soul (vxi), and proportionately simple and ostensibly Seriptural 2
in its doctrine of the Person of our Lord as ¢ God in flesh *. Apol-
linaris, at first, adopted this dichotomy. But, being ‘ primarily
an exegete ’,® he afterwards exchanged it for the trichotomist ¢
analysis of human nature into body, soul, and spirit (wrebua)
of St. Paul in 1 Thess. v. 28.5 With this modification, he set out
to build up a Christology in conformity with the Nicene Creed
which taught that our Lord ¢ was’ not only ‘ incarnate ' but ¢ was
made man . He would allow an ‘ animal ’ or ‘irrational soul ’ 8
(Yvxy &royos = ‘anima’) to exist in the Incarnate along with
‘body ’. Indeed, it was included in corporeity.” By the Incarna-
tion, therefore, according to Apollinaris, God took both body and

156 sq.; Waymarks, 114-24 ; J. Tixeront, Hist. of Dogmas, ii. 94-111;
Ba,rdenhewer, Patrology, 242 sq J. Hastings, Dictionary of Religion and

Ethics, i. 606 sqq. A Hahn, § 191. 2 John 1. 14.
3 0. Bardenhewer, Patrology, 243, from Jerome, De vir. illustr., § 104 (Op.
it, 936 8q. ; P. L. xxiii. 703 4). 4 Socr. H. E. 11. xlvi, § 10.

5 Fragment 88 (Lietzmann, 226) ; cf. Fr. 23, 89.

¢ Which we share with the animals : * living soul ’ of Gen. ii. 7 and 1 Cor.
xv. 45 is used of ‘ four-footed beasts and creeping things * in Gen. i. 24, and
contrasted w1th life-giving Spmt in 1 Cor. xv. 45,

? As in ‘a natural body (1rm;.u Yuyicér) of 1 Cor. xv, 44, The sense
passes from ‘ natural ’ or ammal to sensual in Jas. iii. 15.. The process
of salvation consists in rescuing ‘ the soul ’ from the service of ¢ the body
and securing it for the purposes of ‘ the spirit °, Heb, x. 39.
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soul, both a material and an immaterial part. But He did not. -
take ‘ rational soul’ (Yvxy Aoyurj = ‘anima rationalis’),! mind
(vobs, ‘mens’) or ‘spirit’ (mwedpa).- ‘ Christ,’ said Apollinaris,
~ when his theories had taken their final shape by 874, * having God
for spirit, i.e. for mind, together with soul and body, is rightly
called ““ the Man from heaven ”.”2 And the reason for this
exclusion of mind was that it could not, as he thought, bé included
in the Christ without involving (@) what Diodore taught, in
effect, when he conceived of the Incarnate as united with a man,
~i.e. & dual personality,® and (b) what Arianism had taught, i.e.
His liability to sin.# For mind is the seat both of personality
and of sin%; and Christ, according to Apollinaris, who was
jealous both for the singleness of His Person and for His sinless-
ness, could not, in that case, have taken a human mind, ° The
absence of mind, then, from His manhood was the characteristic
tenet of Apollinaris,’ ® in the ultimate development of his system.
But the Council of Alexandria dealt with it only in its first stages..
Apollinaris had been intimate ? with Athanagius in 846 ; he was -
_still unsuspected by Basil8 in 855 ; he would hardly have been
promoted to a bishopric when the Arians were all powerful in
861 had his peculiar position been known then. But he thought
_ it worth while to send delegates to the Council ® when the current
negation of & human soul in the Saviour was to come before it,
as well as the opinion of Diodore, which he had set out to combat,
that the Word of God dwelt in Jesus as it came to the Prophets.
The Council handled the difficulty in the same way as before, and
satisfied itself that the two schools—afterwards connected with :
the names of Diodore and Apollinaris—were, so far, really at ‘one.
The school of Antioch disclaimed any sort of sympathy with the

1 Quicunque vult, vv. 32, 37. 2 Fr. 25 (L 210), and 1 Cor. xv. 47,
3 Fr. 2 (1. 204); and the phrase of Theodore, which he apparently owed
_ to Diodore, ‘Adoramus purpuram propter indutum et templum propter
habitatorem, formam servi propter formam Dei’, Marius Mercator [7452 ?],
Bxcerpta. Theod, Mops. v, § 10 (P. L. xlviii. 1062 B).

¢ His rpenrérns or moral mutability: see Arius in the Thalia, in Ath.
Orat, ¢. Ar. 1, § 5 (Op. ii, 322 ; P. G. xxvi. 21 ¢), and as reported and con-
demned by Alexander in his Encychca,l (Socr, H. . 1. vi, § 2); and in his
letter to Al of Byz (Thdt, H. E. 1. iv, § 11); and in the Nicene anathema
(Soor. H. K. 1. vii1, § 45) ; and in Ath. Epist. ad epzsc Aeg., § 12 (Op. i. 222 ;
P. @. xxv. 564 ¢); and Fr. 76 (L 22)
Ath. Contra Apoll. i, § 2 (Op. ii. 736 ; P. G xxvi. 1096 B).
J. H. Newman, T'racts, &c., 308.
Soz. H. E. vi1. xxvn, §7
Basil, Ep. coxxiii, § 4 (Op. iv. 330 ; P. G. xxxii. 828 B),
? Ath, Tom ad Ant., § 9 (Op. ii. 619 P, 4. xxvi. 808 a).

®» e o
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notion that ¢ the Word, as it came to the prophets, so dwelt in
& holy man at the consummation of the ages ’: while the school
of Laodicea ‘ acknowledged this that the Saviour had not a body
without a soul, nor without perception nor without a mind’.
Whether the Apollinarians had not yet taken in the real issues
of their position, or whether their acknowledgement was equi-
vocal,? it is difficult to say. We may give them thes benefit of
the doubt, as did the Council, where all was charity and equity
under the guidance of Athanasius.

§ 4. Having thus concluded its efforts for peace, the Council

sent Kusebius and Asterius,3 with its Synodal Letter, to Paulinus

and his flock. - They had instructions to effect, on -the spot, a
- reconciliation between the two orthodox parties in schism at
Antioch. But they arrived only to find their fellow-exile Lucifer
there before them. With characteristic impetuosity he had
consecrated the priest Paulinus® to be bishop, 862—188; and,
though Paulinus now added his signature to the Synodal Letter
which FEusebius brought, all hope of settling the. dissensions at
Antioch was, for the present, gone. Lucifer, by acting on his own
authority, turned the dispute into a long and weary schism that
was not healed for fifty years.® Happily, Eusebius left in com-
munion with both the orthodox parties. - Athanasius and Egypt
inelined, at first, to hold communion with Meletius?; but he
compromised himself® by associating with Acacius, bishop of
Caesarea, 840-165, at the Council of Antioch, October 363.°
So Athanasius, on receiving a paper® from Paulinus, fell back

1 Ath. Tom. ad Ant., § 7 (Op. ii. 618; P. @. xxvi. 804 8), and Document; -

No. 51. v

2 The last words quoted are probably those of the two delegates of
Apollinaris. But, if so, they do not represent actually (though they do
verbally) what Apollinaris himself wrote, 377, to the bishops in Diocaesarea
(Sepphoris, now Safouri) in Palestine, for which see Fr. 163 (1. 256). In
other words His vois was, in fact, His Godhead: W. Bright, Later Treatises,
10, note i, 11, note k. ’ )

3 Ath. Tom. ad Ant., §§ 2, 10 (Op. ii. 615, 619 sq.; P. Q. xxvi. 797 a4,
809 sq.). o )

¢ Jerome, Chron. ad ann. 366, ¢ Accitis duobus aliis "confessoribus,
Paulinum . . . episcopum facit ° (Op. viii ; P. L. xxvii. 691); Socr. H. E. 111.
ix, §§ 1-3 ; Soz. H. K. v, xiii, §§ 1-3; Thdt. H. E. 111, v, § 1.

5 Ath. Tom. ad Ant., § 11 (Op. ii. 620 ; P. G, xxvi. 810 a).

8 It lasted, in all, eighty-five years, 329-414, and was healed by Alexander,
bishop of Antioch, 413-f¢. 420-2 ; Thdt. H. E. 1. v, § 2.

? Basil, Ep. colviii, §'3 (Op. iv. 394 ; P, G. xxxii. 952 a).

8 Socr. H. K. 11, xxv, § 14, .

? Hefele, Conciles, 1. ii. 971 8q. ; E. Tr. ii. 281-3. :

10 Ath., Tom. ad Ant., § 11 (Op. ii. 620; P. @. xxvi.- 809 a-c) and
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upon his traditional alliance with him and his orthodox minority.
at Antioch. The West also acknowledged Paulinus. The East
recognized Meletius.t. ‘ Henceforth the rising Nicene party of
Pontius and Asia was divided from the older Nicenes of Rome '
" and Egypt by this unfortunate personal question.’2

§ 5. Returning to the West, Lucifer entered upon a course of

action which led to the Luciferian schism.? He would not consent

t0 the mild treatment for Arians which had been decided upon at
Alexandria ; and he therefore renounced -all ecommunion with |
‘Fusebius and Athanasius4 It was the history of Novatianism and
Donatism over again. The offence was the tenderness of the
Church : in those instances, to the lapsed ; in this, to backsliders
in doctrine. But Lucifer exhibited the same temper as Novatian
and Donatus; and, as Augustine has it, ¢ he fell into the darkness
of schism, through loss of the light of charity.’ ® - He died in 871 ;
but the rigid little sect of Luciferians became worse than Luecifer
in their rigorism. Lucifer disallowed Arian ordination, but
acknowledged Arian baptism.® His followers rebaptized even
converts from the Church.” Jerome wrote against them, 379,
in his Dialogus adversus Luciferianos,® ‘small number’ as they
were. They exercised little influence, and, early in the fifth
-century, they returned to the Church. -But, in the meanwhile,
from their founder’s death, they were headed by that Hilary the
deacon who had been his colleague ® as legate of Liberius at the
Council of Milan, 855. In the Dialogue *Orthodoxus’ argues
that, being but a deacon, his following had no priest and no
‘sacrament, and was therefore a sect for °ecclesia non est quae
non habet sacerdotes ’.10 The temper of the sect is well illustrated
by the Libellus precum addressed by two Lueciferian presbyters,
Faustinus and Mareellinug, to the Emperors Valentinian II,
Theodosius, and Arcadius. They spoke of the Council of Alex-

Eplphanlus, Haer, Ixxvii, § 21 (Op. ii. 1015 ; P, G. xlii. 672) : see Tillemont,
Mém. viii. 221 ; W, Bright, Later T'r. ofSt Ath. 15, note k.

! Basil, Ep. cclvul, § 3, ut sup. 2 Gwatkin, drianism 2, 211,

3 Tlllemont Mém. vii. 514-29 ; Fleury, iv. 65-7. '

4 Socr. H. F. 1. ix, §§ 5-8 ; Soz H. B.v. xiii, §4; Thdt. H. B. 111, v, § 4 ;
Rufinus, H. £. i, § 30 (Op. 257 5q.; P. L. xxi. 500 sq)

5 Aug. Ep. clxxxv, § 4 (Op. ii. 661 ¥; P. L, xxxiii. 513). E

§ Jerome, Dial. ¢. Luctf., § 6 (Op. ii. 176 sq.; P. L. xxiii. 160 sq.).

? Ibid,, § 26 (Op. ii. 199 8q. ; P. L. xxiii. 180 8q.).

8 Jerome, Op, ii, 171-202 (P. L. xxiii. 155-82).

9 Hilary, Fr. v, § 6 (Op. ii. 674 ; P. L. x. 686 4).

10 Jerome, Dial. c. Lucif., § 21 (Op. ii. 194 ; P. L. xxiil. 175 ¢).
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andria as a synod of ‘ weary Confessors *! who made unwarranted
concessiong ; ¢ cloaking impiety under the name of peace, and
contaminating the whole body of Church-people with helesy
But zeal without equity defeated its own ends.

§ 6. Far happier were the efforts of Eusebius, bishop of Vercellae,
840174, and Hilary, bishop of Poitiers, 850~168, as peacemakers
in the West.? On returning to Italy, Eusebius found Hilary ready
to co-operate with him ; and together they ‘irradiated Italy,
Ilyricam and Gaul’4 By the help of the Synod of Alexandria
and by other Synods held in Italy,® Achaia,® Gaul, and Spain,’
they got the bishops out of ‘the wiles 0f Ariminum ’ in which
they had been ‘ entangled ’,8 by indueing them to sign the Nicene
Creed. Isiberius made full profession of his belief in a letter to
Athanasius,® and urged the prelates of Italy to clear themselves.
‘ Repentance’, he said, as if with an eye to his own past, ‘ effaces
the fault of inexperience.’1® They were glad to repent ; and
Jerome tells of the joy witht which they seized the opportunity
to protest that they had been deceived.® But, all the same, it:
was no easy task to destroy the prestige of the Council of Ariminum,
The greater part of the Letter to the bishops of Africal? written by
Athanasius six years later, 869, is taken up with the attempt.
In Africa efforts had been made to represent that Synod as a final
settlement of the Faith, and so to set aside the authority of Nicaea.
And one of the last survivors of the victory of Ariminum, Auxen-
tius, bishop of Milan, 855—174, was still, to the surprise of
Athanasius, in possession of his see as the last champion of
Arianism in the West. So lasting was the prestige of Ariminum :
" very difficult to destroy, as Fusebius and Hilary found. It would
-be argued that this Couneil was both numerous and authoritative ;
more numerous than the Council of Nicaea, more authoritative

1 Paust. et Mare. Libellus Precum, § 14 (P. L. xiii. 93 B).

? Tbid., § 15 (P. L. xiii. 93 p).

3 Tillemont, Mém. vii. 557 sq. ; Fleury, iv. 67-9. .

4 Rufinus, H. E. i, § 31 (Op: 258 P, L. xxi. 501 4A).

5 leenus Letter, 363, to the blshops of Italy—Imperitiae culpam—-—ap
Hil. Fragm. xii, §§ 1-2 (Op. ii, 702 sq. ; P. L. x. '714-16) ; Jaffé, No. 223,

& Ibid,, § 1 (Op. ii. 702; P. L. x. 715 A).

7 Ath. E’p lv (Op. ii. 768 P. G xxvi. 1180 B).

8 Jerome, Dial, ¢, Lucif., §19 (Op. ii. 191 ; P. L. xxiii. 173 A), and Docu-
ment No. 137.

® Liberius, &p. ad, Ath. Haec igitur (P, L. viii. 1395-8), and Jaffé, No. 229,

10 Imperitiae culpam, ut sup., Liberius, Ep. viii, § 1 (P. L, viii. 1372 B).

1t Jerome, Dial. ¢. Lucif., § 19 (Op. ii. 191 P. L, xxiii. 173 4).

12 Ath., Ad Afros (Op. ii. 712-18; P. @. xxvi. 1029-48); tr. and notes in
W. Bright, Later Tr. of St. Ath. 23~ 4.2



218 _ JULIAN, 361-18

than the Council of Alexandria. Such was its authority that it.
was imposed as the governmental religion in' Africa by the edict?
~of the Vandal king Huneric, 25 February 484 ; and, as late as
. 589, its authority had still to be reckoned with in Spain. For
when, in that year, the Spanish Church passed over to Catholicism,
it was even then requisite to anathematize all who should not
repudiate ex toto corde the Council of Ariminum.2
But owing to the influence of Athanasius in the Fast, and the zeal
for conciliation displayed by Eusebius and Hilary in the West, peace
‘wag restored'; and, on the death of Julian, the condition of the
Church was happier than it had been for many years. Donatism,

indeed, reared its head again in Africa. In response to a petition .~

of Rogatian, Pontius, and other Donatist clerics, Julian restored

their status quo ante,3 the ¢ Union * enforced by Macarius and Paul. -
The Donatists returned ; and, under the leadership of Pontius,

an outburst of violence ensued which Optatus exhausts his resources -
of language to describe. But Arianism, in the West, had no such

vitality : it was fast disdappearing. In the Hast many returned -
to the Faith : so that, on the accession of Jovian, Athanasius

was able to point, perhaps with pardonable exaggeration, to the -
Nicene doetrine ag -the Faith of the Christian world.4 The Ano-

moeans, however, under Fuzoius, Aetius, and Funomius, were
tolerably strong in the East ; but they served to break down the

tyranny of the Homoeans by bringing them into suspicion, as

Julian himself had broken it down by depriving them of Court

support. It would be felt, therefore, that on the issue of the

Persian campaign much would depend for the -tranquillity of

the Church. ' Julian, if he returned victorious, might forget his

supercilious toleration and turn persecutor. The dream of Didy-

mus gives us a. glimpse of Christian apprehensions 5; and Gregory

of Nazianzus has left us a sketch of the exultation of the populace

when the news of his death arrived in Antioch.s

1 Victor Vitensis, De persecutione Vandalica, 1v, c. ii (Op. 33 sqq.; P. L.
viii. 235 sqq.).

2 Third Co. of Toledo, ¢. xvii ; Mansi, ix, 986; Hefele, C’ounczls, iv. 418,

8 His rescript is quoted in Aug. Contra litt, Petil., ii, § 224 (Op. ix. 286 4;
P, L. xliii. 331); and for an account of what followed, Optatus, De sch,
Don, ii, §§ 16 8qq. (Op. 40 ; P. L. xi. 968 sqq.); and Tillemont, Mém. 130 8qq.
Pontius seems to have been the moving spirit, Aug. Contra litt. Petil. ii,
§ 205 (Op, ix. 278 sq.; P. L. xliii, 327).

1 Ath, Bp. ad Iov., § 2 (Op. ii. 623; P. G. xxvi, 816 ¢).

5 Soz. H. E. vI. 11, §17.

*$ Greg. Naz. Orat. v, § 25 (Op. i. 163 ; P. G. xxxv. 69‘}), of. Thdt, H. K.

ML XXviil.



CHAPTER VITT
- JOVIAN, 863-f4

Jur1an died of his wound at midnight ; and, at a hasty meeting
of his generals, Jovian® was elected, 27 June 868, to succeed him.2

§ 1. His first task was to conduct a retreat and to make peace
with Persia.

Hailed by the troops ag Augustus, Jovian stated boldly that
he was a Christian ; and tried, on that ground, to back out of
the dignity.® Whether the soldiers committed themselves, as
Socrates says,* to the declaration that they were Christians too,
is open to doubt ; though it may have been only their way of
" saying that their religion was that of their commander. But
the- sacrifices were gone through and auguries taken in the
morning;® to decide upon the movements of the army. At the time
of his unexpected. elevation Jovian was in his thirty-third year ;
of no great distinction, but in command of the Imperial body-
guard.® e was a man of colossal stature,” and, in disposition,
a frank, kindly, and straightforward soldier. Ammianus is
inclined to disparage him, as ‘uzealous for the Christian law ’;
but he adds that he was of genial bearing.? Not pure in life like
Julian, he had the merit of being a baptized man. He was
therefore the first Christian Emperor; he was also the first
thoroughly Catholic Emperor ; and the first consistently tolerant
"~ Emperor. For his policy of toleration, however, Jovian does not
deserve much credit. The crisis at which he came to the throne
was such that he could not afford to offend any one. For he had
to conduet a perilous retreat,® 27 June to'1 July 863; and then
to conclude an ‘ignoble peace’® with Persia by the treaty of
Dura, 12 July. Its terms included a thirty years’ truce, and the
cession to Persia not only of all the five districts 1 on the Upper

1 Tillemont, Hist. des Emp. iv. 576-93.

2 Amm. Mare, xxv. v, § 4 ; Gibbon, c. xxiv (ii. 518, ed. Bury).
3 Socr, H. E. 11, xxii, § 4 ; Soz. H. E, vr. iii, § 1 ; Thdt. H. E. 1v. 1.

4 Socr. H. E. 111, xxii, § 5. . B Amm Mare., xxv, v1, § 1.
6 Ibid. xxv, v, § 4. 7 ITbid. xxv. x, § 14 ; Thdt. H. E. 1v. ii, § 2.
8 Amm. Mare. xxv. X, § 15, 9 Glbbon, c. xxiv (ii. 519).

0 Amm, Mare., xxv. vii, § 13.-
~ 11 Arzanene, Moxoene, Zabdicene, Sophene, Corduene.
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Tigris which had been tributary to the Romans since they were -
acquired from Persia, 297, in the days of Diocletian,’ but of the
great fortresses of Nisibis and Singara.? Jovian then hurried
‘back westward,® and reached Antioch 28 October 368.

§ 2. At Antioch, 28 October to 21 December,* he took measures
for the peace of the Church.

In an edict of toleration he declared that all his subjects should
enjoy liberty of worship, though he forbade magic.5 When Socrates
says that the temples were shut,® this cannot mean by the
Emperor’s orders but by a popular movement ; though Jovian’s
Corcyrean inscription boasts that he destroyed pagan temples.?

He wrote letters to the provincial governors ordering that the -
assemblies for worship should be held in the churches.®

He restored the immunities of the clergy, with grants to widows -
and virgins, and the allowance of corn which Julian had taken
away.® The Labarum of Constantius had already become the
standard again: and it appears on Jovian’s coins, where he is-
represented holding the Labarum in one hand and, in the other,
a globe surmounted by a Victory.!t

He had then to deal with the various partles who sought his
gupport. He would not interfere with any one on the score of his

" belief, but he preferred and favoured the Catholics.1?
. Tirst of the various parties to secure the ear of the Emperor
were the semi-Ariang or Macedonians. They could scarcely have
asked, as Sozomen reports,1® for the maintenance of the decisions
of Ariminum and Seleucia. Jovian sent-them off, saying that he
hated contentiousness ; and refused to banish the Anomoeans
as they requested.’* Anomoeanism, a} this time, was reaching the
limit. One of its representatives, Theodosius, bishop of Phila-
delphia in Lydia, who had been deposed, 859, at the Council of
Seleucia,’® gave out that Christ was by nature morally mutable,

1 Gibbon, c. xiii (i. 375)
2 Amm. Mare. xxv. vii, §§ 9-14 ; Socr. H. E. 111. Xxii, §7; Thdt. H. B.
v, iii, § 3.

3 Amm, Mare. XXV. x, § 1. 4 Gwatkin, Arianism 4, 302.
5 Gibbon, c. xxv (iii. 4, ed. Bury); but it is doubtful whether the edict
was actually issued, ibid., n. 10. % Socr, H. E. 1. xx1v, § 5.

7 Gibbon, ¢. xxv, n. 2 (111 2, ed. Bul‘y). 8 Soz. H. E. v1. iii, § 3.
? Tbid., § 4; Thdt. H. E. 1v. iv, § 1.

10 Ror a description of it, Eus. V. C. 1, ¢. xxxi.

11 H, Cohen, Monnaies de I’ Empire romain, viii. 77.

12. Socr, H. H. 11, xxv, § 19, 13 Soz. H. E. vi.iv, § 4.

14 Socr., H. E. 1. xxv, §§ 2-5. 15 Thid. 1. x1, § 43,
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but, by His pre-eminent practice of virtue, had been lifted up
into a condition of moral security.! Hig history was, in fact,
that of the Angels. Thus Arianism had come round, in eéffect,
to the position of Paul of Samosata. ' -
‘Becond, the Acacians,? still acute and crafty, were minded once
more to come out on the winning side. Taking their cue from the
Emperor’s preference for the Nicene Faith, they observed. that
he showed respect for Meletius ; and entered into negotiations.
with him, professing their readiness to accept: the . Creed of
Nicaea. s
Meletius agreed ; and, at a Synod of Antioch,? toward the end
of 363, in company with' Acacius and twenty-five other bishops,
formally acknowledged the Nicene Creed. But, in their synodal
letter# to Jovian, Acacius took care to leave a loophole for him-
self and his friends by glossing the éuoodaior to mean that the
Son is born of the-essence of the Father and, in respect of essence,
is like Him’5 The gloss was an interpretation, in the semi-
Arian sense, by Acacians, of a Nicene term ! Of course, this gave
a handle to Paulinus and his friends against Meletius.
They would, at once, exclaim: *Noscibur a sociis’: fWe
told you so’, and so on. It also explains the coolness of

- . Meletius towards the advances of Athanasius, who once more

threw in hig lot with Paulinus. It did not mend matters that,
in the letter, the Acacians followed the semi-Arians in denouncing
the Anomoeans. ' ’ »
Phird, it was the turn of Athanasius to treat with Jovian.
'The news of the death of Julian reached him without delays and
he returned to Alexandria, probably in August 863. After his
arrival, which was kept secret,® he received letters from Jovian :

. 1 Philostorgius, H. E. viii, § 3 (P. G. Ixv. 557 B) ; Epiph. Haer, 1xxiii, § 26
(Op. ii. 874 ; P, G, xlii. 453 B). © 2 Socr. H. E. 1. xxv,,§§ 6-10,
© 3 Hefele, Conciles, 1. ii. 971-3 ; E. Tr. ii. 282.

4 Socr, H. E. 111, xxv; §§ 10~17 ; Soz. H. E. vi. iv, §§ 7-10. '

5 ‘Opooloios, they say,=ék riis odoias+ dpotos kar’ obolav, § 14. This was
no more than to take Athanasius at his word; he had said so
in- De syn., § 41 (Op. ii. 603 ; P. G. xxvi. 765 B). Probably, the majority
signed in good faith, thinking the explanation a safeguard against the
Sabellianism which, as says Hilary, De syn., § 71 (Op. ii. 502; P. L. x. -
527 B), might attach to duocoiogios. But Ath., no doubt, suspected some
of the signatures, e. g, that of Acacius, : } :

8 Hist, Aceph., § 13; Festal Index, § 35. According to these authorities,
Ath, went to meet Jovian near Edessa, and only returned to Alexandria
on 14 .February 364. In.that case, the account of the Synod, opposite,
which is based on Thdt. H. E. 1v. ii, § 5, is a mistake. For this view see
Robertson, Ath, Ixxxiv, ;
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the first, still extant, bidding him to resume his functions *; and. '
a sebond, now lost, desiring him to draw up for the Emperor
a statement of the Catholic Faith. Athanagiug at once assembled
“a Council at Alexandria,? August 863, and framed a synodal letter
Ad Iovianum.® In this, § 1, commending the Emperor’s desire
to learn, the bishops, § 2, assure him that the Faith, as confessed
at Nicaea, was that which had been preached from time immemo- '
rial. The churches in every quarter, Britain included, confess it.
Indeed, it is the Faith of the whole world. They then, § 3, give
the Nicene Creed ; and, § 4, conclude by explaining that the term
dpoovoior Was adopted because it expresses just this, that ‘the
‘Son is a geniune and true Son, truly and ‘naturally from the
Father’. They add a note, maintaining the coequality of the
Holy Spitit in terms which partly anticipate the expansion of
the Nicene Creed as found in its Constantinopolitan form. With
this letter he set sail, 5 September 863, for Antioch, where he
met with a gracious reception from the Emperor; while Lucius,
the rival bishop of Alexandria, was rebuffed with some blunt and -
soldierly humour#

Fourth, Athanasius then took adva,nta,ge of the presence of
Jovian at Antioch to try to heal the Antiochene schism. One
account says that ‘ he arranged the affairs of the Church’p but .
another significantly adds  as far as was possible .6 Athanasius
was at first disposed, as we have seen, to recognize Meletius ;
but the latter, keenly annoyed by the consecration of Paulinus
and, further, by the action of Paulinug in consecrating a.bishop
for &yre, by name Diodore,” showed some coolness towards
Athanasius. Not unnaturally, it was returned : specially as
Meletius had compromised himself by glossing the Nicene Creed
in company with Acacians. Athanasius who, ever since he had
worshipped with the Fustathians on his return in 846, had given
them his sympathy, now caused Paulinus to sign a declaration
of orthodoxy which he had framed himself, and recognized him
as the true bishop of Antioch. Paulinus was supported by,

1 Ath, Ep. lvi (Op. ii. 622 ; P. G. xxvi. 813 A, B); W. Bright, Later Tr.
of St. Ath. 17 Robertson, Ath. 567.

2 Hefele, Conciles, 1. ii. 971 8q. ; E. Tr. ii. 282.

3 Ath, Ep. ad Iov. (Op. ii. 622. 4; P, @. xxvi. 813-20) ; Thdt. H. E. 1v.
iii ;. W. Bright, Later T'r. of St. Ath. 17-22 ; Robertson, Ath 567-9.

4 Ath, Op. ii. 624-6 (P. G. xxvi. 819-24); Robertson, Ath. 568-9.

-5 -Hist. Aceph., § 13. 8 Soz. H. B, vi. v, § 2,
? Rufinus, H, E. i, § 21 (Op. 291 ; P. L. xxi. 527 ¢).
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Egypt and the West, Meletius by the East; and the schism
continued. There was no more to be done; and, having written
his Festal Letter for 864 at Antioch,! Athanasius departed and
arrived in Alexandria 14 February 864.2

Jovian quitted Antioch before him, December 363 on 1115 way
to Constantinople.” But he never reached the capital, for he
died on the journey, 1617 February 864, at Dadastana, a border-.
town of Galatia and Bithynia—choked, as some said, by too
heavy a supper or, according to others, by the fumes of a stove
in hig room.? ,

t Festal Indez, § 36. ‘ 2 Hist. Aceph § 13. k
3 Amm, Marc. XXV. x, §§ 12-13; Socr, H. E. 111, xxvi; Soz. H. I. v1. xi,
§1; Thdt. H.-E, 1v. v ; _Gibbon, c. xxv (iii. 5, ed. Bury).



CHAPTER IX

VALENTINIAN I, 864-175; VALENS, 864-178 :
GRATIAN, 875-1883

For ten days! the Empire was without a head. But on
26 Fobruary 864 Jovian was succeeded 2 by one like him in
antecedents, Valentinian,? 117 November 875. The new Emperor
also had been an officer in the army of Julian who had retained
hig Christianity# But he was superior to Jovian in ability.?
By conviction a Christian and a Catholic, in one point Le was no
true Christian. Jovian had his failings: for wine and women.
Valentinian’s fault was a furious temper.? It -ruined his reputation
as aruler; and he died in a fit of rage.8 But though ferocious—
as ferocious as the two she-bears which he kept at the door of
his chamber and fed on human flesh %—Valentinian was pure,20
and he was tolerant.) Such was the man, of fine presence too,'
who, at the age of forty-three, was invested with the diadem and
the purple at Nicaea, 26 February, on the march to Constantinople.
Arrived there, he bestowed the title of Augustus, 28 March, on
hig younger brother, Valens? 864—178. Though thirty-six years
of age, Valens had seen no service, civil or military.* He was
grossly uncultured,’ cruel,’® persecuting; an Arianizer,? and
_the vietim of bad favourites.® But he had some good qualities,1?
tempérance and chastity ; and, though a failure as a ruler, he
was mercifully considerate toward the overburdened provineials.

1 Amm, Marc, XXVI i, § 5. % Tbid., ii, §§ 2, 3.

3 Tillemont, Hist, des Emp, v. 1-74 ; Gibbon, c. xxv (iii. 1 sqq.).

* Soor. H. E. 111, xiii, § 4.
5 Socr, H. E.1v. i, § 3; Soz. H. K. v1. vi, § 2; of. his first speech, A. M.

XXVI. ii, §§ 6-8. 8 Socr, H, B.1v.1,§6; Soz. H. K, v vi, § 10.
7 Amm. Mare. xxvir vii, § 4, and Document No. 95.
8 Ibid. xxX. vi. 9 Tbid. xxIX. iii; § 9. 10 Tbid. xxx. ix, § 2.

11 Tbid., § 5, and Document No. 95; Soz. H. E. vL vi, § 10. Tillemont
has some interesting reflections on the tolerance of Valentinian, as it
appeared to the writer and his age, Hist. des Emp. v. 19 3q.

12" Amm. Mare. XxX. ix, § 6, and Document No. 95; Thdt. H. E. 1v. vi,
§1, 2. . _

13 Amm, Marc. Xxv1. iv, § 3; Socr. H. F.1v.1i, §4; Soz. H. E. v1. vi, § 9;
Thdt. H. E. 1v. vi, § 9; Tillemont, Hist. des Emp. v. 75-135.

14 (Fibbon, c. xxv (iii. 10). B Amm, Mare. XxIx. i, § 11,

18 Tbid. xxXt. xiv, § 5, 6. 17 Socr. H. K. 1v. i, § b.

18 Amm. Mare. xx1x, i, §§ 19, 20, 9 Thid., XXXI, xjv, §§ 1-4.
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His cruelty ! broke out into love of torture.? It was inspired by
cowardice and fear, and is to be looked upon as his confession of
incapacity. Valens knew what his subjects thought of him.
‘ They despised ’, says Gibbon, ‘ the character of Valens which
was rude without vigour and feeble without mildness.’ 3 In April
the two Emperors quitted the capital. They were at Naissus
(Nish) in June and at Sirmium (Mitrowitza) in July., At Nish
took place * the solemn and final division of the Roman Empire ’
To Valens was assigned the Eagt, with Constantinople for his
capital. Valentinian took the West, and set up his Court at Milan.5
Both pursued the same policy towards paganism ; but towards
the Church, while Valens was Arianizing and oppressive, Valen-
tiniann—subject to the enforcement of order on disturbers of the
peace—was Catholic and tolerant.

I

In the West, Valentinian, after his arrival at Milan, spent
nearly a year, November 864 to autumn 365.8
- § 1. The see of Milan was in possession of Auxentius, bishop
855-174. He was an Arian from Cappadocia, diplomatic and
shifty. His predecessor Dionysius, deposed at the Council of
Milan, had died in exile. Auxentius, therefore, had no competitor,
and oceupied a strong position. He was practically accepted at
Milan. But Hilary, bishop of Poitiers, was there? when the
Emperor reached Milan, and had set himself to stir up the people
against their bishop. Auxentius lodged a complaint with Valen-
tinian 3 and, being formally in the right (for the decisions of
Ariminum were still unrepealed in the Western Church), hig
appeal was successful. Valentinian issued what Hilary describes
as‘ a grievous edict * ; the effect of which, he tells us, was, ‘ under
the pretext and w1th the desire of unity ’, to throw the church
of Milan into confusion. In plain Enghsh the Emperor, with
a soldier’s determination to put down disorder, forbade Hilary
to interfere with the rule, adopted by Auxentius, of live and let
live. But Hilary was not to be so put down. He memorialized
the Emperor ; and, at last, induced him to appoint a commission.
1 Amm, Mare. xx1x. ii, § 10. 2 Ibid., §§24-8. 2 Gibbon, c. xxv (iii. 12).
4 Tbid. (iii. 11); for this and other divisions, see ibid. ii. 559, app. 15.
5 Amm. Marc. XXVI. v, § 4. : 8 Ibid., § 14.
7 ¥or Hilary and Auxentius, see preface to N. and P.-N. F. ix, pp. xlix

8qq. 3 Tillemont, Mém. vii, 460 sqq.
2191 11 Q
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It consisted of two lay officials, with some ten bishops as assessors.! -

Hilary and Fusebius were present, as well as the accused.
Auxentius conducted his-own defence and, though worsted in
‘theological discussion by Hilary,® was able to show that his
teaching was, at any rate, in conformity with the legal standards.

We do not know how the commission reported. But Auxentius
followed up his plea by presenting a memorial ® to ¢ Valentinian
and Valens ’, in which he repeated his assent to the legal standards
as set up at Ariminum-—that great assembly of six hundred
bishops !—and objected to having them revised by firebrands
like Hilary and Fusebius. The Goverhmenb accepted his plea.
Valentinian ordered Hilary to leave Milan, and there was nothing
for it but to go. But he left ‘a testimony against them’ in his
Contra Auxentium.* Peace, he says, § 1, is impossible in, § 2,
these days of anti-Christ. In the Apostles’ days, § 3, the Gospel
spread in spite of the powers that be ; now, § 4, the Church seeks -
for secular support; hence, § 5, her ruin—dissensions and’
novelties ; but fortunately, § 6, the laity are sound. As for the
proceedings- at Milan, described in §§ 7-9 with some asperity of
feolinig, the doings of Ariminum have been universally repudiated :
while his own ejection from Milan is a revelation of the mystery
of ungodliness. Auxentius, §§ 10, 11, is shown to have contra-
dicted himself; for he spoke with one voice in the confession
which Hilary forced him to sign, and with another in his adhesion
to Ariminum. In short, § 12, Auxentiug is the devil. ‘ Never will
I desire peace except with those, who, following the doctrine of
our fathers at Nicaea, shall make the Arians anathema and
proclaim the true Divinity of Christ.” It was Hilary’s last public
utterance. Of course, it made no difference to the policy of
Valentinian, and Hilary died at Poitiers, 18 January 868. A year
or two later the Western bishops, in synod at Rome, annulled

1 Hilary, Contra Auxentium, § 7 (Op. ii. 597 ; P. L. x. 613 sq.). ,

2 Ibid., §§ 7, 8 (Op. ii. 597 ; P. L. x. 613 8q.). Hilary forced him to confess
that ¢ Christum Deum verum et unius cum Deo Patre divinitatis et sub-
stantiae >; but, when this sentiment reached Valentinian, it took the -
ambiguous form, in the memorial presented by Auxentius, of ¢ Christum
ante omnia saecula et ante omne prineipium natum ex Patre Deum verum
filium ex vero Deo Patre’ (ibid., § 14 [Op. ii. 601 ; P. L. x. 617 ¢]). Accord-
ing as we read ‘ Deum, verum’ or ‘ Deum verum’, the sentence is Arian
or Catholie. A soldier like Valentinian would not perceive such niceties of
expression. He accepted the memorial, and Hilary was sent off.

$ Appended to Hilary, Contra Aux. as §§ 13-15 (Op. ii. 600-2; P. L. x. .
617-18). 4 Hilary, Op. ii. 593-602 (P. L. x. 609-18). ’
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the authority of Ariminum.! But Auxentius held on till his
death in 874. He outlived another attackupon him; that of
Athanasius in 869. He outlived Athanasius himself: but also
whatever of Arianism there had been in his flock at Milan.?
Ambrose, his successor, 374—197, had the loyal support of the
laity in his struggle with the Arian princes there.

11

‘But, in the East, Valens, by the ‘ second Arian persecution ’,
kept Arianism alive till his death at the battle of Adrianople, 378.
~ § 2. The semi-Arians, to make the most of their opportunities,
had lately addressed Jovian; but without success. They now
determined to 1ose no time in approaching Valentinian.? As he
was leaving Constantinople in April 864, to take up the rule of
the West, they deputed Hypatian, bishop of Heraclea in Thrace,
"to get his permission for them to hold a synod. He gave a charac-
teristic reply, the force of which Hooker,? with his theory of the
‘ godly Prince’, as characteristically evades: ‘My place is
among the laity. I have no right to interfere in such matters.
Let the bishops—for it is their business—assemble where they
please.’5 Accordingly they met at the Council of Lampsacus
on the Hellespont, and sat for two months in the autumn of 864.
It was a synod of the same temper as those of the Dedication at
Antioch, 841, Ancyra, 858, and Seleucia, 859. After declaring
invalid what had been done by the Homoean Council of Constanti-
nople, 860, they reaffirmed the 8uoiov kar’ ovolav, on the ground
- that, while likeness was needed fto exclude the Sabellian identity
involved, as they would say, in the formula of Nicaea, its

1 Their decision has come down to us in two forms: (1) in Latin, Con-
fidimus quidem=Damasus, Ep. i (P. L. xiii. 347-9), Jaffé, No. 232; and
(2) in Greek, Soz. H. K. vi. xxiii, §§ 7-15 [see also § 51, and Thdt. H. E. 1L
xxii, §§ 2-12. The condemnation apparently dates from 371, at the second
synod under Damasus. ’ )

“2 For further traces of the influences of Ariminum, on the line of the
Danube, see Sulp. Sev. De vita Martini, § 6 (P. L. xx. 164 A), and in Alfercatio
Heracliani laici [a Catholic], cum Germinio [the Arian], episcopo Sirmiens,
dated 13 January 366, in C. P. Caspari, Kirchenhistorische Anecdota, i, No. 2
(Christiania, 1883).

3 Socr. says Valens (4. E. 1v. ii, § 2), but he is corrected by Soz. H. E. V1.
vii, § 2. ) -

4 Feel. Pol. viIL. v, § 2. 5 Soz. H. E. v1. vii, § 2.

8 Soz. H. E. vi. vii; Tillemont, Mém. vi. 532; Fleury, iv. 146 sq.;
.Hefele, Conciles, 1. ii. 973 sq. ; K. Tr. ii. 284 sq. ; Mansi, iii. 373-8; Gwatkin,
Arianism 2, 237. : C :

Q2
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express extension to essence was required as against the Arians.
They next reissued the Lucianic Creed ; -and, after declaring
the semi-Arian exiles entitled to resume their sees, they deposed
Eudoxius and Acacius in their turn. Then they at once applied
to Valens, who was by this time at Heraclea ! on his return from
. Sirmium, to get their decrees confirmed. But Eudoxius had
been beforehand with him. Apart from his personal sympathies,
Valens would find, as he came to learn more of his new dominions,
that, save in Fgypt where all were Catholic, there were rival
claimants for nearly eirery see.? But there was also an official
religion—that of the twin synods of Ariminum and Seleucia ; and
its representatives—Hudoxius at Constantinople and Euzoius at
Antioch—were in poss'ession of the great sees. It was to his
advantage thon to follow his inclination, and fall back upon the
general ecclesiastical policy of Constantius—the religion of the
Government and no extremes. Accordingly -he banished the.
gemi-Arians and all who would not communicate with Budoxius-
at Constantinople ; Meletius, for the similar offence of refusing
the communion of Euzoius, he exiled ® (it was the second of his
threo exiles 4) from Antioch; and he made over the semi-Arian
churches to the clergy of the official colour.’

§ 8. It was the step preliminary to what is known as ‘ the
second Arian persecution *. This began in-the spring bf 865, when
Valens issued an order for the expulsion of all bishops who,
having been expelled by Constantius, Had been recalled by
Julian®; and thereby announced that he meant to follow the
‘Arianizing poliey of Constantius. Though not baptized, till two
years later, by the Arian Fudoxius,” he was under the influence
of that prelate from the time that he banished the semi-Arians.

(1) The first effect of the order was felt in Alexandria. The
edict reached the city 5 May 865, and caused a riot which was
only quieted, 8 June, by the Prefect promising to refer the case
of Athanasius to the Emperor. For the populace contended that
.the order did not apply to him, as he had not been restored but

1 Soz. -H. K. vri. vii, § 8. :

? Valentinian had no such difficulty. There were no Arian rivals for the
sees:of Hilary and Eusebius ; and no Catholic rivals for the sees of Auzen-
tius, Germinius, Ursacius, Valens, &c.

3 Socr. H. B. 1v. ii, § 6 ; Soz. H, K. vi. vii, § 10.

* The first was immediately after his election, 361 ; the last, in 372 till

the death of Valens, 378, 5 Soz. H. E. vi. vii, § 10 and viii.
, $ Hist. Aceph., § 15f 7 Thdt. H. E. 1v. xii, § 2, xiii, § 1.
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exiled by Julian, and it was Jovian whe last restored him.! But
Athanasiug thought it best to retire. . On the night of 5 October he
left his house by the church of Dionysius and took refuge near
‘. The New River '—not an hour too soon. That night the Prefect,
with a Duke, or military commander, broke into the church and
searched it, but in vain. Athanasius remained concealed for
four months. At length, 1 February 866, an order arrived for
his reinstatement 2; and his fifth and last exile was over. - He
had borne the brunt of the fight for forty years; and now he
was left—for the remaining seven years of his episcopate—master
of the field. Probably it was too serious a matter for Valens
‘to embroil himself with the united Christian population of Egypt :
and gpecially at a moment when his attention was occupied by
the revolt of Procopius,® September 865 to May 866, and by
" hostile movements in Persia. Procopius was a prince of the
- House of Constantine, ‘ whose affinity to the Emperor Julian was
his sole merit, and had been his only erime ’. He * boldly aspired
to the rank of a sovereign, because he was not allowed to enjoy
the security of a subjeet . He had some success at first, and on
28 September 865 he caused himself to be proclaimed Emperor
at Constantinople. But at last, ‘he suffered the fate of an
unsucecessful usurper ’.

(2) No sooner was Procopius put to death, 28 May 366 than
Valens was free to resume the general, ag distinet from the
Alexandrian persecution,? until 871. In order to escape annihila-
tion, the semi-Arians, or Macedonians (for, as yet, they were
known by -either name) held various synods®; the bishops of
“ Asia’, at Smyrna; and others in Pisidia, Lyecia, Pamphylia,
and Isauria.® They determined to take the advice that Athanasius
had pressed upon the semi-Arians in-the De synodis? by adopting
the Nicene Creed ; and to follow the example that he had set
five and twenty years before, by throwing themselves upon the
West. Choosing as their deputies Eustathius, bishop of Sebaste
and metropolitan of Armenia I, Silvanus of Tarsus and Theophilus
of Castabala, both of Cilicia, they sent them to Valentinian and

1 Hist. Aceph ‘§ 15. ' 2 Tbid., § 16.

3 Amm, Marec. XXvI. vi-x; Socr, H. E. 1v. iii a,nd v; Soz. H. E. VI viii,
§§ 1-3; Gibbon, c. xxv (iii. 11 16, ed. Bury),

4 Soz H. E. Vi x, §§ 1, 2. 5 Tillemont, Mém. vi. 539 sqq

8 Socr, H. E. 1v. xii, § 8.

? Ath. De synodis, § 54 (Op. ii. 612 ; P. G. xxvi. 789).
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Liberius with instruetions to accept the Nicene Faith ! and with - '
requests for assistance. When they reached Rome Valentinian
had departed,® October 865, for Paris, Rheims, and Tréves 3 in
order to deal with the incursions of the Germans. But Liberius,
though with some difficulty, was persuaded to receive them. They

told him that they admitted that ‘ the Son is like in all things to
~ the Father and that “like ” differs in nothing from ““ of one
essence . - This, of course, would not do; but would they,
asked Liberiug, state their faith in writing ? In answer, they
handed ¢ to ‘ their lord and brother and fellow-minister Liberius ’
a written formulary,® accepting the Nicene Creed. Thereupon
Liberius admitted them to communion ; and sent a letter to

those who had aceredited them, sixty-four bishops in all, aceepting

their advances.8 The Bastern deputies then repaired to -Sicily,
and, on making like confession, received like assurances from the
Sicilian bishops, with which they returned home.” . Great was the

joy upon their arrival. At the Council of Tyana, in the spring -

of 867, presided over by Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia
862—170, the letters of the Westerns were read and approved ;
and a circular was sent out to all sympathizers in the Bast to
meet in synod at Tarsus for the acceptance of the Nicene Faith.®
But the time was not yet ripe, either for the overthrow of the
Homoean supremacy, or for the complete union of semi-Arians
and Nicenes. A minority, consisting of semi-Arians to the number
of thirty-four, met at Antioch in Caria, 867, according to Sozomen,®
and made a protest for the Lucianic Creed ; while Valens, who had
already begun to persecute the Novatianists for their orthodoxy
by banishing their bishop Agelius,'® was just at this time persuaded
~ by his Arian Empress fo receive baptism from Eudoxius on
the eve of the Gothic War,12 867-9.

§ 4. This definitely committed him to the Arian cause; and
Eudoxius, alarmed at the prospect of .reunion between semi-

1 Socr. H. E. 1v. xii, § 3; Soz. H. E. v1. %, § 4.

2 Socr. H. E. 1v. xii, § 4; Soz, H. K. VL. x, § 4.

8 Amm. Mare, XXVL v. 8, 14, xxvIL. viii. 1.

4 Socr. H. K. 1v. xii, §§ 5-7; Soz. H. E. vI. x, §§ 5-7.

5 Socr. H. E. 1v. xu, §§ 9—~20 Soz. H, X. vi1. xi.

¢ Socr. H. K. 1v. xii, §§ 21~37 Optatissimum, leerlus Epp. (P. L. viii.
1381-6), and Jaffé, No, 228, A. D. 366.

7 Socr. H. E. 1v. xii, § 38; Soz. H. K. v xi, § 4.

8 Socr, H. E. 1v. xii, § 39; Soz. H. E. v1. xii, §§ 1-4.

. % Soz, H. E. V1. x11,§§4 10 Soer, H. B. 1v,ix.
1t Thdt. H. E.1v. xii, xiii, §1 12 Glbbon, e. xxv (iii. 59 sq., ed. Bury).
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Arians and Nicenes, induced him to forbid the meeting at Tarsus.1
Valens was kept occupied and away from the East till the summer 2
of 371, Thus, for four years, 367-71, there was a truce in the
persecution ; and during the truce, while the semi-Arian majority
drew closer to the . Nicenes, the minority, which stood aloof,
became known as Macedonians. Semi-Arianism disappears from
history. ‘These [four] years’, moreover, ‘form the. third great
break in the Arian controversy, and were hardly less fruitful of
results than the two former breaks under Constantius and Julian.’ 2

During this lull in the persecution the interest of history turns
ﬁrst to Rome and then to Caesarea in Cappadocia.

§ 5. At Rome, Liberius had hardly received the Easterns into
communion when he died on Sunday, 24 September 86614 ; a true
successor of St. Peter in this that, after his fall, no sooner was he .
¢ converted ’ than he ‘ strengthened his brethren *.5 A melancholy
scandal ensued upon his death ; for the faction-fights, which had
disgraced his election, broke out again. Felix, the Arian anti-
" pope, died nine months before him, 22 December ¢ 865. But his
party:lingered on and, at the death of Liberius, it was led by
Damasus, a deacon rallied from the party of Felix to the Church.
He was elected, 24 September, by the great majority of the
clergy and the faithful in the church of S. Lorenzo in Lucina,’
to the north of the city in the Campus Martius. But his consecra-
tion was deferred till Sunday October 1, when he was consecrated
in St. John Lateran? to the south-east of the city, and, as is
usual with popes, by the bishop of Ostia. The rival party,
which had remained faithful to Liberius even during his exile,
but consisted only of the followers of seven priests and three
deacons, assembled in the Julian basilica, now Sta. Maria in
Trastevere,® put up their leader Ursinus, and had him consecrated
there and then, 24 September, by the bishop of Tibur.'? A week

1 Socr. H. K. 1v. xii, § 40 ; Soz. H. E. vi. xii, § 5.

2 He was at Ancyra 13 July 371, Gwatkin, drianism 2, 303.

3 Gwatkin, The Arian Controversy, 130.

4 Foustini et Marcellini Libellus [A. D. 383-4], Praef., § 2 (P. L. xiii. 81 o),
a Luciferian account, and prejudiced, but the facts may be trusted.

5 Luke xxii. 32.

8 Faust, et Marc. Lib. Praef., § 2 (ut sup.), says November, but December
is preferred by L. Duchesne, Early Hist. of the Church, ii.

7 ¢ In Lucinis,” Faust. et Marc. Lib. Praef., § 2 (P. L. xiii. 82 ) : for this
church, see H. Grisar, Hist, of Rome and the Popes, i. 192 and map, ad init.

8 F. et M. Lib, Praef., § 2.

9 H. Grisar, op. cit. i. 193 founded by Pope Julius I (337-1562),

0 Paust, et Marc. Lib, Pra.ef §2 (P . Xiii, 82 a).
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of faction-ﬁgﬁts intervened between these consecrations; and
more followed till 26 October, when the partisans of Damasus
are said to have attacked the followers of Ursinus in the Basilica
of Liberius, now- Sta. Maria Maggiore,! to the east of the city, and
one of the Seven Greater Basilicas,? and to have left a hundred and
" gixty dead in the church® Tt is difficult to distribute the blame or
to bring it home personally to Damasus ; but both parties must
be held responsible for the bloodshed, and for the tumults that
here, as so often, disgraced the election to an important see. As
“for the rights of the election, they probably lay with Damasus.
‘He certainly justified his elevation by the high estéem in which he
came to be held 3; and his rival Ursinus, +881, was banished ¢ at
first to Gaul, 16 November 8617, then to North Italy, 870-2, and:
finally, 876, to Cologne. The strife is memorable on three grounds.

Tirst, it illustrates the social condition of the Roman church
and clergy at this time. There ‘still remained a strong pagan
sentiment ; but Christianity had become the fashionable and
aristocratic religion. Great patricians had joined the Church.:
Eminent among them was Sextus Petronius Probus, 834-194,
consul in 871, four times a Praetorian Prefect, and head of the
Anician House,” with Anicia Faltonia Proba, his wife. Proba was
famed for her good works; and she survived her husband and
her eldest son Olybrius, consul in 895, to pass on' the capture
of Rome by Alaric, 410, with his widow Juliana and daughter
Demetrias, to Carthage, where Demetrias received the veil,
414, from the archbishop Aurelius and wag felicitated in letters
from Jerome ® and Pelagius.? -Such is one side of the picture of

1 H. Grisar, op. cit. i. 196 ; also called the Basilica of Sicininus.

2 These are St. Peter’s, Sta. Maria Maggiore, S. Lorenzo fuori le mura,
Sta, Croce in Gerusalemme, St. John Lateran, S. Sebastiano, S. Paolo fuori
le mura: see R. L. Poole, Hist, Atlas, No. 69; Heussi u. Mulert, 4ilas, No. ix.

3 Faust. et Marc. Lib. Pra,ef., § 3 (P. L. xiii, 82 B, ¢); another version has
137, Amm. Marc. xxvir. iii, § 13.

4 Jerome, Chron. ad ann. 369 (Op. viii; P. L. xxvii. 693 sq.). Ambrose,
Ep. xi, § 2 (Op. ii. 809 ; P, L. xvi. 945 4), puts the blame upon Ursinus; bub
it is divided between both parties by Amm, Mare. xxVvIL iii, §§ 12, 13 and
Document No, 94,

5 Ruﬁnus, H. E. 11, § 10 (P. L. xxi 521 B); Thdt, H, E. v. ii, § 2; and
Adpagos § addpas Tijs wiorews as he was called by the Sixth Genera,l Councﬂ
A. D. 680 ; Mansi, xi. 661 B.

¢ Faust et Marc. Lib, Praef., §4 (P. L. xiii. 83 B). :

7 For the Stemma Aniciorum see M on, Germ. Hist, vi. i, p. xal.

8 Jerome, Ep. cxxx{Op. i. 975-97 ; P. L. xxii. 1107-24); tr. N. and P. N F.
vi. 260-72;

? Given in Aug. Op, ii, app. (P L. xxxiii. 1099-1120); and Jerome, Op xi
(P. L, xxx. 15-45).
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the relations growing up between ecclesiastics and the great
ladies of Roman society. Their wealth was lavished on their
bishop ; and the see became a prize worth fighting for. *“Make
me bishop of Rome,’ said Praetextatus, Prefect of the City 867-8;
by way of a joke, to Damasus, ‘ and T will turn Christian at once.”*
It would have been worth his while ; for Ammianus has left us
a famous description of the pomp and pride of Damasus which
he supported out of ‘the offerings of matrons ’, as he drove out,
smartly dressed, in a splendid equipage, and gave dinners which
the Emperor’s own table could not match.? It is an accusation
borne out by what Gregory Nazianzen says in his Farewell Oration
‘to the church of Constantinople. ‘I did not know that we bishops
were expected to rival the consuls, the governors and the generals

. to ride on splendid horses, and drive in magnificent carriages
and be preceded by a procession and -surrounded by applause,
and have every one make way for us as if we were wild beasts.”®
True, it was only so in the capital cities, for Ammianus adds :
‘ Well ‘were it for those pontiffs if they would imitate the life of
some provincial bishops, whose temperance and sobriety, whose
mean apparel and downcast looks recommend their pure and
modest virtue to the Deity and his true worshippers.’* DBut
luxury in high places meant an increase of secularity among the
clergy as a whole. At its worst, it took the tragic form of bloody
contention for the chief bishopric of Christendom. In its lighter
manifestations it caused the enemies of Damasus to nickname
him ‘ The ladies’ ear-tickler ’5; and it let loose the tongue, or
rather, the pen of Jerome against the Roman clergy. He had
his own grievances against them, and was well hated by them
in return. But his advice to the virgin Eustochium, {419, to
avoid the clerical fop has the ring of truth about it. Writing
in 884, Jerome says: °‘His whole care is in his dress. He uses
" perfumes freely, and sees that there are no creases in his leather
shoes. His curling hair shows traces of the tongs; his fingers
glisten with rings; he walks on tiptoe across a wet road, so
as not to splash his feet. When you see men acting in this way,
think of them rather as bridegrooms than as clerics.” Then

L Jerome, Contra Ioann. Ier., § 8 (Op. ii. 415 ; P, L. xxiii. 361 c).
2 Amm. Mare. XxVi1. iii, §14 and Document No. 94.
3 Greg. Naz. Orat. xlii, §24 (Op. ii. 165 ; P. Q. xxxvi. 487 A).
¢ Amm,. Mare, xxvI1, iii, § 15, and Document No. %4.
835 ‘)Matronarum auriscalpius,” Faust. et Marc, Lib. Praef., § 3 (P, L. xiii.
A
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follows a sketch of his mastery of the art of wheedling choice bits .-
of furniture or other trifles that, when paying calls, take his
fancy, out of ladies of birth and property. ¢ All the women, in
tact, fear to cross the gossip-monger of the town.”! In another
" letter, written ten years later, to Nepotian on the life that becomes
a monk or a cleric, we have the counterpart of the clerical toady
in the admiring female with ‘her constant little presents of -
handkerchiefs, turbans, and mufflers ; of tit-bits first tasted by
herself——not to mention those ‘ dear, sweet little notes ”* .2

Secondly, such a condition of things called for legislative inter-
ference ; and hence Valentinian’s order of 867 that causes in
‘which bishops, as such, were concerned should be dealt with not
by the civil magistrate but by the bishop of Rome and his col-
leagues. 'The order is lost ; but that this was its drift may be
" inferred from E¢ hoc glorise vestrae2? the petition of a Roman
Synod, ?878-81, addressed to Gratian, and from Ordinariorum
sententiae,* which was Gratian’s reply made toward the end of
that year in the form of a Rescript to Anulinus, the Vicar of the
City. Ambrose condenses ‘the words of the Rescript’® of
Valentinian in a sentence which he ascribes to its author : It is
not my business to judge between bishops.’® The Reseript is
of importance, in relation to the growth -of the papal power and
of the immunities of the clergy.

The Rescript undoubtedly contributed to the increase of the
authority of the Roman bishop, and in two points. First, the
pope was made supreme judge over metropolitans in the West ;
and might either summon them to Rome to be tried there, or
appoint judges to try them elsewhere. Secondly, ordinary
bishops throughout the West, who had been tried, in the first
instance, locally, might appeal either to the pope or to fifteen
neighbouring bishops. In both these points new powers? were
acquired by the Roman See. Such acquisition, however, was

1 Jerome, Ep. xxii, § 28 (Op. i. 112; P. L. xxii. 414), and Document
Nc; tl'f]:;)g lii, § 5 (Op. i. 260 ; P. L. xxii. 532), fasciolas, bandages, i. e in this
place, acc. to Du Cange, * turbans .

3 “Mon. vet. ad Arianorum doctrinam pertinentia,’ ap. P. L, xiii. 575-84;
Jaffé, i, p. 38,

4 P, L. xiii. 583-8; cf. F. W, Puller, Primitive Saints and the See of Rome 3,
144 sqq. The synod says it is not asking for anything new, § 4 (P. L. xiii.
579 A): see Document No. 65. )

5 Ambrose, Ep. xx1, § 2 (Op. 11. i. 860 ; P. L. xvi. 1003 B).
8 Tbid., § 5 (Op. 11. i. 861 ; P. L. xvi, 1004 A). 7 Puller, op.. czt 151
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due not to any recognition by the Emperor of rights inherent in:
the Roman See but to an Imperial grant. Secondly, the Rescript
does not bestow any ‘ benefit of clergy ’, or immunity from civil
tribunals, in cases not purely spiritual: a distinetion which
Gratian was careful to make clearer when, by Qui mos est of
17 May 876, he differentiated between the religious and the criminal
offences of clerks, and reserved the latter to the secular tribunals.l.
Thirdly, and in closer connexion with the affairs of the Roman
church under pope Damasus, 366—184, was Valentinian’s Reseript,
Eeclesiastici of 30 July 870, against legacy-hunting by cleries and
monks : a humiliating enactment which he addressed to Damasus
and required him to have read in the churches of Rome. It
- forbade ecclesiastics and ‘continents’ to visit the houses of
widows and heiresses under ward; and no spiritual adviser was
to receive bequests or gifts from his spiritual daughter, on pain
. of every such testament being invalidated and the sum in gquestion
being confiscated to the treasury.? Writing to Nepotian, twenty-
four years later, Jerome observed : ‘I do not complain of thelaw;
I am only sorry that we should have deserved it.. The prohibition
was made with foresight and in the interests of strictness : yet, after
all, it has failed to curb the avarice of the clergy and religious.’ 3
~ § 6. We now turn to a second focus of interest, at Caesarea
in Cappadocia, in the life of St Basil,? to his consecration in 870.
(1) Basil’s birth and early years, 830-51, are connected -with
Cappadocia. He was porn, 330, at Caesarea in Cappadocia,® of
Christian parents, Basil and- Emmelia.® They were well off, and
1 Qod. Theod. XVI. ii. 23, and Document No. 64.
2 Cod. Theod. xvI. ii. 20, and Document No. 40.
3 Jerome, Ep. lii, § 6 (Op.i. 261 ; P. L. xxiii. 532), and Document No. 144,
4 Greg. Naz. Orat. xliii (Op. ii. 770-833; P. @. xxxvi. 493-606); Tille-
mont, Mém, ix. 1-304 ; J. . Newman, The Church of the Fathers, cc. v—viii.

6 Greg Naz. Ep. ii (Op iii. 2; P. Q. xxxvii. 24 4).
—I—Macnna 1340

l I ,
Gregory, bp. B&silTEmmelia
| ! ‘ [ T
St. Macrina Son, d. in - St. Basil 1379 Naucratius
1379 . infancy : taet. 27
| I !
Gregory, bp. Four Peter, bp. of
of Nyssa, daughters Sebasteia in
371-94 Armenia T

and Greg. Naz. Orat. xliii, § 10 (Op. ii. 776 sq. ; P. G. xxxvi. 505 B, C).
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in good position. His father was a barrister 1, hlS grandparents
on either side, had suffered in the persecutlons under Maximin 2
and. Lieinius,? but had retained or recovered their property ; and
. Basil, though one of a family of ten,® had the advantage of a
liberal education. As a child he was brought up by his paternal
grandmother, Macrina,® on. the family estate at Annesoi® near
Neocaesarea in Pontus. Then, as a boy, ¢. 848, he went to school
at Caesarea in Cappadocia, where he ‘ soon made a reputation for
a culture beyond his years and a character beyond his culture .7
“At the age of sixteen he was sent, 846, to- Constantmople 8
where he studied under the famous rhetorician, Libanius.®?-

(2) As a young man of twenty-one he next proceeded to the
University of Athens,'® 851-6. Gregory of Nazianzus, his friend
and pahegyrist, had preceded him- thither'; and here was
cemented one of the famous friendships of history.!? Athens was
full of intellectual activity, and the students * went mad after
their professors’19: just as, in mediaeval times, there used to be
a rage for this or that eminent teacher in Paris or Oxford. But -
thé Athenian undergraduate loved horse-play too ; and, like the
eversores 1 in St. Augustine’s day who ‘ ragged ’ men’s rooms at-
Carthage, he had a way of ‘ taking down the cheek of freshmen ’,15
sometimes by chaff and sometimes by hustling them at the baths.
Gregory’s report of Basil’s brilliant abilities had caused the
latter’s reputation to forestall him in Athens; and so, notwith-

1 Greg. Nyss. Vita 8. Macrinae (Op. ii. 193 ¢ ;, P. G. xlvi. 982 B, ¢). .

2 The father and mother of the elder Basil, under Maximin, Greg. Naz.
Orat. xliii, § 5 (Op. ii. 773 ; P. G. xxxvi. 500 B, ©).

3 Emmelia’s father, under Licinius, Greg. Nyss Vita 8. Macr. (Op. ii.
191 o ; P. @, xlvi. 980 c).

4 Thid. (Op. ii. 1818 ; P. @. xlvi. 965 A)

5 Bagil, Epp. cciv, § 6 cex, § 1, cexxiii, § 3 (Op. iv. 306, 313, 338 P. G,
xxxii, 752 c, 7169 4, 825 c).-

8 Ibid. Ep. iii, § 2 (Op. iv. 76 ; P, Q. xxxii. 256 B).

7 Qreg, Naz, Orat. x1111, §13 (Op ii. 780 ; P. G. xxxvi. 512 ¢).

8 Ibld § 14 (Op. 1i. 780 ; P. G. xxxVi, 513 A). :

o Socrates and Sozomen place Basil’s attendance upon Libanius at
Antioch; but they seem to have confounded St. Basil with a Basil of Antioch,
to whom Chrysostom dedicated his De sacerdotio ; of, Socr. H. K. wv. xxvi,
§ 6; Soz. H. H. vi, xvii, § 1.

10 Greg. Naz. Orat. xhu, § 14 (Op. ii. 780 ; P. G XXXVi. 513).

11 Tbid,, § 15 (Op. ii. 781 ; P. G, xxxvi. 513 o).

12 Ibid., § 22 (Op. ii. 788 P, @. xxxvi, 525 B), and O'a'rmen de vita sua,
211 sqq. (Op iii. 684 sq.; P. Q. xxxvii. 1044 A); tr. in J. H, Newman,
The Church of the Fathers, 118 sq. (ed. 1840).

13 Greg. Naz. Orat. xliii, § 16 (Op. ii. 781 ; P. G. xxxvi. 513 D).

14 Aug, Conf. iii, § 6 (Op. i. 90 A ; P, L. xxxii. 685).

16 Greg, Naz, Orat, xliii, § 16 (Op ii. 782; P. G. xxxvi. 516 ©)
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standing thé provocation afforded by what Gregory calls his
¢ stateliness °, and we might take for ¢ donnishness °, ¢ of manner *;!
the ¢ senior man * was able to save his friend from the rough ordeal
of practical jokes. But Basil did not like Athens,? partly through
his natural reserve, and partly because of ill-health. Under-
graduate society was too rowdy for him, and utterly uncongenial.
Basil, and Gregory under his persuasion, both left, and went to
their respective homes.® On his return to Caesarea, his fellow-
citizens treated Basil as a pérson of civiec importance,t and did
him no good. Then, at this critical point in his career, his elder
sister, St. Macrina, intervened. In the frank language of their
brother Gregory, bishop of Nyssa 871—}94, she saw that Basil

- was (as we should put it) ‘a thorough prig’: ¢ excessively
vain’, says his brother, ‘ of his own acquirements and apt to
look dowh on men in official position '.5 So she pregented him
with & new ideal in the self-devotion of the ascetic. He was -
baptized 857 and ordained Reader.! Then he set forth-at
once: travelled through Egypt, ~ Syria, and Mesopotamia ;
studied the new °philosophy’ in its homes?; and thence
returned, with his ascetic ideals, to follow them up near his
own home.

(8) His retreat lay on the banks of the Iris, 858-64 (now the
Yeshil Irmak in the province of Sivag), near Annesoi. On the one
side of the river lived his mother and sister who had settled there .
on the -death of his father®; on the other side, Basil.® It was
a romantic spot, close to Neocaesarea, but in the ecclesiastical
jurisdiction of Ibora'0; and the glen, with the forests which
enclosed it, was his own. Basil describes it, with a keen apprecia-
tion of the beauties of nature, in a letter * to his friend Gregory ;
and the description ‘ can hardly refer to any other part of the river

1 Greg. Naz. Orat. xliii, § 16 (Op. ii. 783 ; P. G. xxxvi. 517 a).
" 2 Tbid., § 18 (Op. ii. 784 ; P. @. xxxvi, 520 B).

.3 Ibid., § 24 (Op. ii. 789 ; P. G. xxxvi. 528 C).
¢ TIbid., § 25 (Op. ii. 790 ;. P, G. xxxvi. 529 ©).

% Greg. Nyss Vita Macr Op. ii. 181 o (P. G. xlvi. 965 c) tr. W. K. L.
Clarke, in ¢ Early Church Cla.ssms (8.P.C.K. 1916). -

8 Basil, De Sp. Smwto, §71 (Op iv, 60; P. @, xxxii. 201 A).

7 Ibid. Ep. cexxiii, § 2 (Op. iv. 337 ; P. G. xxxii, 824 B); tr. Newma.n,
Ch. F., o. vi, and Document No. 62.

8 Greg Nyss. Vita Macr., Op. ii. 184 ¢ (P. G. XlVl 969 B).

9 Basil, Ep. ccx, § 1 (Op. iv. 313 ; P. G. xxxii. 709 A).
. 10 Greg. Nyss. In al Mart. (Op.iii; P. G. xlvi, 784 c).
. 1 Basil, Bp. xiv, § 2 (Op. iv. 93 sq.; P. @ xxxii. 276 Sq) tr. Newman,
Ch. F., c, viii, and Document No. 59, . :
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than the rocky glen below Turkhal.’ 1 Here he remamed on and.
off, some five or six years, in company at times with his friend
Gregory who joined him in editing 2 the selections from Origen

- called the Philocalia® and in developing. the Rule *; studying,
preaching, and collecting round him 5 the brotherhood which
caused him to be revered in the Eastern Church as the traditional
founder of its. monastic life.5 Hustathius, afterwards bishop of
Sebaste, 857180, in Armenia I was, indeed, the first to introduce
monachism into Asia- Minor 7 ; and his followers pursued it in
such extravagant forms ® as suggested a revival of Encratism and
invited condemnation from the synod ® of Gangra,'® 840. It was
with his encouragement that Basil set out on his journeys to see
the solitaries'; but the result was other than either Eustathius
or Basil expected. Basil introduced monastic communities, as .
yet a novelty in Asia; and of this type of monasticism—the
coenobitic—he may justly be considered the founder there.12
Part of what told in its favour would be that a man of his rank
and talents had given up such prospects for it.

1 'W. M. Ramsay, Hist. Geogr. of Asia Minor, 327.

2 Greg. Naz. Ep. cxv (Op. iii. 103 ; P, @. xxxvii. 211 o),

3 Text, ed. J. A. Robinson (Cambridge, 1893), and tr. G. Lewis (T. & T.
Clark, 1911).

4 Greg. Naz. says that Basil made rules for the monastic life, Orat. xliii,
§ 34 (Op. ii. 797 ; P. G. xxxvi. 541 ¢), and that he helped him, Ep. vi (Op.
iii. 6; P.G. xxxvii. 29 c). Basil’s letters give a sketch of his community,

e. g Ep. ii [A. D. 358] (Op. iv. 70-6; P. G. xxxii. 223-31}; and Ep. cevii
[A D. 375, § 3 (Op. iv. 311 ; P. G. xxxii. 764), and Documenb No. 60. They
are tr. in Newman, Ch. F., c. viii.

5 Socr. H, E.1v. xXVi, §§8 10; Soz. H. E. vi. xvii, §§ 2-4; and C. Kingsley, .
The Hermits, 162 sq.

6 There are ‘two collections of Rules, which are universally allowed to
have been written by Basil’: (1) Regulae fusius tractatae, 55 in No. (Op,
iii, 327-401 ; P. @. xxxi. 889-1052) ; and (2) Regulae brevius tractitae, 313
in No. (Op. iii. 401-525; P. G. xxxi. 1051-1306). ‘Both sets are develop-
ments of ideas expressed by Basil’ in Ep. ii (ut sup.): see E. F. Morison,
8i. Basil and his Rule, 17 8q. (Clar. Press, 1912), and W. K. L. Clarke,
S8t. Basil the Qreat, 69-74 (Cambr, Press, 1913).

7 Soz. H. E. 111, xiv, § 31.

8 Socr. H. E. 11, xliii, §§ 1-6 ; Soz. H. E. 111. xiv, §§ 32-5; Mansi, ii.
1097-8. 9 Soz. H. E. 1v. xxiv, § 9.

10 For the date, see Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 191 ; and for the Synodal Letter
and Canons, Mansi, ii. 1095-1122 ; Hefele, C’onczles,l ii. 1029 45 ; Morison,
8t. Basil, app. ¢, and Document No. 16.

11 Bagil, Bp. cexxiil, § 3 (Op. iv. 338; P. G. xxxii. 824 sq.). For the
relation of Basil to Eustathius, see W. K. L. Clarke, op. cit., app. A, ‘ The
ascetic teaching of Eustathius and Basil may be . . . regarded as identical.’

12 He lays it down that ‘ man is a social, not a solitary, animal’, Reg,
Susius tract, iii, § 1 (Op. iii. 340; P. G. xxxi. 917 A): see also W. K. L.
Clarke, op. cit, 85 sq. ; note B, pp. 109-13, 119 sq., 123.
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. (4) But from time to time he reappeared in the outer world.
Thus toward the end of 859 Basil, now in deacon’s orders, left
for Constantinople in attendance upon his older namesake, Basil,!
bishop of Ancyra 886-168, who was going, as one of ten dele-.
gates 2 of the Council of Seleucia, October 859, to communicate -
its decisions to the Emperor. The Homoeans were, at that
moment, dominant in the capital.. Basil took no part in the
discussions at the Council of Constantinople, January 860 ; and,
when Constantius endeavoured to force those present to sign the
Creed of Nice, i.e. of Ariminum, he left and returned home.
Presently, the emissaries of the Court came to require acceptance
of it in Asia ; and Dianius, bishop of Caesares in Cappadocia
844162, signed ‘in the simplicity of his soul’. Basil felt himself
obliged to withdraw from his communion, but the bishop
retracted when he saw his mistake; and two years later Basil
was with him at his death.® In the same year Basil refused an
invitation to Court, 862, from the Emperor Julian,® once his
fellow-student at Athens, and would no doubt have gone back
to his retreat, but that he was in demand elsewhere.

(5) Eusebius became bishop of Caesarea, 862-170, in succession
to Dianius. He was a local magnate, held in general esteem ;
and, in order to override the rival parties who were maintaining
an evenly balanced contest for the episcopate, he was put in by
the popular will. But he was unbaptized till his consecration,’
and ‘ had little theological knowledge *.5 His first act therefore
was to avail himgelf of Basil’s authority by ordaining him priest.?
But Fusebius soon found himself eclipsed by the superior know-
“ledge of his chaplain and by his influence as * chief of the Nazarites
of our day’8 He became jealous of him; and Basil, at the
instance of his friend Gregory who accompanied him, retired once
more ‘ into Pontus, and presided over the abodes of contemplation
there ’.? Some three years passed till, in the spring of 865, the
EmperorValens was expected at Caesarea on his way from Constan-

! Philostorgius, H. F. iv, § 12 (P. G. Ixv. 525 a).

2 Thdt. H. B. 11. xxvii, § 4.

3 Basil, Ep. I, § 2 (Op. iv. 144 ; P. G. xxxii. 389 ¢).

4 Julian, Bp. xii (Op. 381 sq., ii. 492 sq., ed. Teubner)= Basil, Ep. xxxix
(Op. iv. 122 ; P. G. xxxii. 340 sq.).

5 Greg, Naz, Orat. xviii, § 33 (Op. i, 354 ; P. G. xxxv. 1027), and Docu-
ment No. 81. ¢ Newman, Ch. F, c. v.

? Greg. Naz. Ep. viii (Op. iii. 7; P. G. xxxvii. 33 D).

3 Ibid. Orat. xliii, § 28 (Op. ii. 793 ; P. G. xxxvi. 533 ¢, D)..

8 Ibid., § 29 (Op. ii, 793 ; P. G. xxxvi. 536 B); Soz. H. BE. vt xv, § 1, 2.
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tinople to Antioch.r Feeling himself in need of Support Eusebms '
was induced by Oregory to recall Basil? It was -Basil who
organized the remstance to the Government. He beocame  a staff
to the bishop’s old age ’; and not only was the particular crisis
averted ¢ but the power of the church came into his hands almost,
if not quite, to an equal degree with the occupant of the see’.?
In Caesarea itself he was indefatigable ; framing rules for his
monasteries, preparing the elements of his liturgy,* and, like
“a gecond Joseph ’,® satistying the poor with bread during the
famine of 868. Basil was thus the most conspicuous presbyter
in the diocese when, in 870, Eusebius died in his arms.® Not
altogether unwarrantably, though after the manner of men in
power but not yet in office, Basil persuaded himself that the
welfare of the church in Pontus was bound up’ with his own
succession ; and he resorted to.a curious ruse to retain the interest
of his friend Gregory, but without success.” Caesarea wanted
him ; but he was not universally popular—too stately in manner 8
for ordinary people, too much in earnest for the hali-converted,
too strict for secular-minded prelates, too uncompromising not
to ‘incur for everybody the displeasure of Valens. But these
obstacles were all got over by the tact and influence of Eusebius,
bishop of Samosata, 860—180, and by the energy of the elder
Gregory, bishop of Nazianzus 880-}74, who wrote, through his
son, to the people of Caesarea, to Eusebius, and to the compro-
vincial bishops,® in Basil’s favour. ‘If you allege weak health
against him,”- wrote the old man to the synod assembling for
the election, ‘ I reply that we are choosing not an athlete but
a teacher.’10 His vote just gave Basil the majority ; and he had

1 Socr. H. E.1v. 11,§4 Soz. H. B. v1. vii, § 10 ; for the date, Gwaf'kinz,'302.

2 Greg. Naz. Ep xvi (Op. iil. 16 sq.; P. G. xxxvii. 49); tr. Newma.n,,
Ch. F., c. v. .

3 Gre Naz. Orat, xliii, § 33 (Op. ii. 797 ; P. Q. xxxvi. 541 a).

¢ _Ibld § 34 (Op. ii. 797 ; P. G. xxxVi. 541 0). For the Pontic h’ﬁurgy, as
it was in St Basil’s time, see I, E. Brightman, Liturgies, i. 521-6 ; and for
the Liturgy of St. Basil, as now in use, ibid. 400~11. ‘The text we possess
-of 1t is attested ¢. 520, L. Duchesne, Christian Worskzp 4,73 ; and a letter
of ‘the monks of Scythia to the African bishops in oxile in Sal dinia "=
Fulgentius, Kp. xvi, § 25 (Op. 283 ;' P. L. Ixv. 449 ¢, p).

5 Thid., § 36 (Op. ii. 798 ; P. (. xxxvi. 545 A).

8 Thid., § 37 (Op. ii. 799 ; P. G. xxxvi, 545 Q).

7 Greg. Naz. Ep. x1 (Op. iii. 34 ; P. G. xxxvi. 81).
0}: Greg. Naz. Orat. xliii, § 64 (Op ii, 819; P. @, xxxvi. 581 A); Newman,

F., c. vi

9 Gle Naz. Epp xli~xliii (Op.-iii, 36-9; P. G. xxxvii. 83~92).
10 Ep it (Op. iil. 38 sq.; P. G, xxxvil. 89 c).
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the satisfaction of sharing in the consecration and the enthrone-

ment,! September 870. It filled the orthedox everywhere with

joy, for Cappadocia had been a stronghold of Arians.? Athanasius .
congratulated Cappadocia ; but Valens regarded the appoint-

ment as a serious check. So, indeed, it proved, to find a ruler

like Bagil in possession as Exarch of Pontus, Metropolitan of"
Cappadocia, and Archbishop of Caesarea, 870-19. :

§ 7. For, a year after Basil’s elevation, the renewal of the perse-
cution under Valens began, 371-8. It synchronized with Basil’s
episcopate 4 ; and the two may be taken together.

As bishop, Basil, ‘ having-: formerly transcended others, now
began to surpass himself’.®> He built a church, with lodgings for
bishop and elergy ; and—what won all hearts—a hospital, where
the sick might be tended and wayfarers received,® so large as to
be like ¢ a new city *.7 It was afterwards known as the Bagileiad ;
and here he would himself visit and kiss the patients. He was
a model of pastoral zeal in preaching and advising; and- of
episcopal duty in the patient but firm administration of discipline.
Thus he proved his right to rule; and, though it was a slow
process, by his dignity and gentleness he at last overcame the
unfriendliness of malcontent suffragans,® and brought them to see
that their true interest was bound up with his own.®

While the archbishop was thus strengthening his hold on his
exarchate, Valens, on his progress eastwards,!® July 871, travelled
slowly through the famine-stricken provinces, and arrived at
Caesarea in Cappadocia for Epiphany 872.11 He left it quickly,
after the sudden death of his son there,’2 and was at Antioch

1 Greg. Naz. Orat. xviii, § 36 (Op. i. 357 ; P. G. xxxv. 1033).

2 Asterius, Gregory, George, Auxentius, Eudoxius, Philagrius, and
Eunomius all came from Cappadocia; Gwatkin 2, 245 sq.

3 Ath. Ep. Ixiii (Op. ii. 764 ; P. G. xxvi. 1168 D) A. Robertson, Ath. 580.

¢ W. Bright, Waymarks, c. v.

8 Greg. Naz. Oraf. xliii, § 38 (Op. ii. 800; P. G. xxxvi. 548 A).

¢ Basil, Ep. xciv. (Op. iv. 188 ; P. G. xxxii. 488 B) ; for such institutions,
see W. Bright, Canons 2, 171 sq. )

7 Greg. Naz. Orat. xliii, § 63 (Op. ii. 817; P. Q. xxxvi. 577 ¢). Basil
established others in country places, each under a chorepiscopus, Epp. xlii,
xliii (Op. iv. 235 ; P. G. xxxii. 592 sq.). -

8 Basil, Epp. xlvnl, xeviil, exli, cexxxii [A. D. 370-6] (Op. iv. 141 sqq. ;
P, G. xxxii, 384 s8qq.).

% Greg. Naz. Omt xliii, § 40 (Op. ii. 801 ; P. G. xxxvi. 550 q).

10 He was at Ancyra, 13 July 371, Gwatkin 2, 303.

1 Greg. Naz. Orat. xliii, §52(0p ii. 508 ; P. @. xxxvi. 561 ¢); Soz. H. E.
vi. xvi, § 7.

12 Socr. H. E. 1V, xxv1,§24 Soz H. E. v1. xvi, § 9; Thdt. H, Z, 1v. xix,

10.
§ 2191 1y i R
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eaaly in April! There he settlod, never leavmg Syrla till the
spring of 878 when the Gothic War? summoned him north again.
On 80 May he reached Constantinople and, 9 August, perished
on the field of Adrianople.® Arianism fell with him ; but it now
made its expiring effort during the episcopate of Basil who died

five months after its overthrow at Adrianople and did not live
" to see orthodoxy, in the persons of Gratian and Theodosius,
dominant throughout the Empire.

§ 8. The persecution under Valens had its own 1ange and
character. It differed from the persecution under Constantiug
in that Valens did not pretend to be a theologian.. He wag no -
pedant, at any rate. But he put himself into the hands of
Fudoxius, now bishop of Constantinople, 860-170, and other
Arian advisers. © They kept his conscience and directed his
religious policy. There was thus a governmental Christianity
to be enforced, of which the Emperor was the guardian. One
could not therefore claim the credit, as under Julian, of suffering
as a Christian, for the Prince was the typical Christian. - So
Gregory calls it ‘ an inglorious pergecution’4; and Basil ‘ persecu-
tion in its severest form ’.5

(1) It broke out first at Caesarea in Cappadocia,® 871. Valens
was preceded thither by a band of Arian prelates, whom Basil
“ignored 7 ; then by Demosthenes, the chief cook of his household,
whom he told to go back to his kitchen fire ; then by the Praetorian
Prefoct of the Hast, Modestus, who arrived November 871.
Modestus was a trusted minister and favourite ; and, according
to Ammianus, a flatterer who spoke of ¢ the rough speech’ of
Valens as ¢ Ciceronian eloquence’8 He opened the attack at -
a private meeting with the archbishop ; and Gregory records,
perhaps with embellishments, the celebrated conversation at which
Basil came off victorious. ‘ No one ever yet spoke to Modestus
with such freedom.” ‘Perhaps Modestus never yet fell in with
a bishop.” The Prefect reported that Bagil was incorrigible:

I Gwatkin 2, 303.

-2 Socr. H. E. 1v. xxxiv ; Gibbon, c¢. xxvi (iii: 103 sqq., ed. Bury).

3 Socr. H. E. 1v. xxxviii.

4 Greg. Naz. Orat. xxv, § 10 (Op. i. 461 ; P. G. xxxvi. 1212 4).

5 Basil, £p. coxliii, § 2 (Op. iv. 373 B; P. @. xxxii, 903 B).

8 Greg. Naz. ‘Orat, xliii, §§ 47-52 (Op ii. 806-9; P. G. xxxvi. 557-64) ;
Socr. H. E. 1v. xxvi, §§ 17—27 Soz. H. E. vi, xvi; Thdt. H. E. 1v. xix;
Newman, Ch. F., c. v.

7 Basil, Ep. exxviii, § 2 (Op. iv. 219; P, @. xxxii. 556 D) ; and see Epp.
Ixviii, ccxhv, celi, 8 Amm. Mare. xx1X. i, §§ 10, 11.
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then he tried again, at another interview, in open court, but to
no purpose. At last, Valens himself, having reached- Caesarea,
went, on Epiphany, 872, to the cathedral. He had moderated his
demands, and only asked Basil to admit the Arian bishops to
communion. On being refused he decided to bring matters to
an issue. No sooner had the Emperor entered the church than
he stood awestruck by the majesty of the service, the ‘ thundering
psalmody’, the ‘sea’ of worshippers, and the sight of ‘the tall
and stately figure of: the archbishop, standing behind the altar
with his face towards the people, undisturbed . . . as if nothing
had happened ’, and surrounded by his ministers. His alms were
refused at the Offertory.! - Next day, he came again to the church,
and was received by Basil within the sacred veils.2. But the
interview was rudely interrupted by the cook Demosthenes, who
was in attendance and was guilty of a solecism. Basil smiled,
and said : ¢ We have, it seems, a Demosthenes who cannot speak
Greek ; he had better attend to his sauces than meddle with
divinity.” Pleased with this witticism, and impressed by the
moral grandeur-of Basil, the Emperor made him & grant of lands
for his hospital,® and departed. Further attempts, indeed, were
made to pro¢ure the archbishop’s banishment ; but, after the
illness and death of his younger son Galates,? Valens was overawed
into supporting him5 A cordial understanding grew up also
between the archbishop and Modestus.® When Valens, at last,
lett Caesarea, Basil remained master of the situation, and in-
violable. In short, Valens treated him very much as Valentinian

had treated Auxentius. And with like results. Both bishops
~ held the field. ‘ , '

(2) At Antioch, 872 : where Valeng arrived, 18 April.? Teren- -
tius and Arinthaeus;® who were Basil’s friends,” may have
exercigsed a moderating influence over the Emperor in his case ;
but the storm broke in full fury over ‘ the East’. Meletius was

1 Greg. Naz. Oraf. xliii, § 52 (Op. ii.- 808 sq.; P. G. xxxvi. 561 sq.),
and the description of Basil’s personal appearance in Baronius, Annales,
v. 447. Contrast that of Valens, as described in Amm. Mare. XXXI.
Y dnde. . 1. 1v. xix, §11. 3 Thdt. H. E. 1v. xix, § 13.

4 Thid., §§ 8-10. 5 Ibid., §§ 14-16.

8 Six letters survive from Basil to Modestus Epp. civ, ex, exi, cclxx1x,
celxxx, celxxxi (Op. iv. 198 8qq. ; P. @. xxxii. 509 sqq.).

? Gwatkin?, 303. 8 Ibid. 247, n. 3.

9 Basil, Epp. xcix, cclxix (Op. iv. 193 5, 415-16; P G xxxn 497 8qq.,
1999 sqq.).

R2
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exiled,! for the third time.2 Diodore and Flavian, who as laymen
had resisted Arianizing tendencies under Leontius,® bishop of
Antioch 844157, were now presbyters, and took up the task
again. They rallied the faithful who refused to communicate with
the Arian bishop Fuzoius, 861-178 ; and once more upheld. the
~ Catholic Faith.* But the Catholics were driven from the churches,?
and worshipped by the riverside or in the open country (whence
their nickname, Campenses ) ; while celebrated ascetics poured
in from the neighbouring deserts to sustain their resistance.?
- But numbers were exiled : Pelagius, bishop of Laodicea 863-{81,
. and Busebius, bishop of Samosata 8 860-180, with other bishops,®
and many of the inferior clergy. The desolation was general.

(8) At BEdessa® 872: Barses,”* the bishop 861-178, was
deposed and exiled to the Egyptian frontier. The faithful
refused to communicate with the intruder and met for
worship outside the walls. Modestus who, as Prefect of the
East 870-7,'%2 had been sent by Valens to disperse them, found the -
temper of the populace ready for martyrdom sooner than for
submission. He let them go ; but seized their clergy, eighty in
number, and summoned them to submit to the new bishop.
They refused, and were sentenced to transportation to Thrace.
But they received ovations wherever they went. Valens there-
fore broke up the band, and exiled them two by two. = Their
leaders, Bulogius and Protogenes, were sent to Antinoé in the
Thebaid ; where, on asking why there were so few people in
church, they were told that most were as yet heathen though
there was a Catholic bishop there. Like Wilfrid in exile, they
began missionary work ; BEulogiug devoting himself to continuous
intercession, while Protogenes opened a school. The latter would
bring his scholars to Hulogius for Baptism, just knocking at

- 1 He was in Antioch, 371, ace. to Basil, Ep. Ixviii (Op. iv. 181 ; P. G.
xxxii, 427-30), but next year in Getasa (Ep. xcix, § 3; Op. iv. 194; P. Q.
xxxii. 501 A) in Cappadocia (W. M. Ramsay, Hist. Geogr. Asia M. 308).
- 2 For his three exiles, see Greg. Nyss. De 8. Meletio (Op. iii ; P. G. xlvi.
875 p); and for their dates—360, 365, 372—(Gwatkin 2, 243, n. 1.
Thdt. H. E. 11. xxiv. - 4 Ibid. 1v. XXV, §§ 3-5.
5 Socr. H. E. 1v. xvii; Soz H. E. v1. xviii, § 1.
8 Jerome, Ep. xv, § 3 (Op. i. 39 ; P. L. xxii. 356),
7 Thdt. H. E. 1v. xxv, §§ b, 6, xxvi, XXVIi. 8 Ibid. rv. xiii.
e. g. Abraham, bishop of Batnae in Osrhoene, Basil, Ep. cxxxii (Op. iv.
224 'sq, ; P. G. xxxii, 568 sq.).
10 Socr H. E. 1v. xviii ; Soz. H. K. vi. xviii ; Thdt. H. E. 1v. xvi-xviii.
1 M. le Quien, Oriens Ohm.stmnus, ii. 956 sq. (Parisiis, 1740) ; and Basil,
Epp. cclxiv, cclxvii (Op. iv. 407 8q., 413 8q. ; P. G. xxxii. 981 sqq., 985 sqq.).
12 Gwatkin 2, 289 ,

@

@
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the door and asking for ‘ the seal of the Lord ’.!- And when Eulo-
gius showed his ‘annoyance at being interrupted, Protogenes
would remind his chief that ¢ the salvation of the erring is of
more importance than your prayers’2 But, at last, the peréectl‘
tion was over, and they returned : Eulogius to become bishop ‘of
Edessa,3 879-188, and Protogenes of Carrhae, both being con-.
secrated by Eusebius of Samosataﬁ' o

(4) At Alexandria, 378: Athanasius was now drawing near to
his end. ' :

Since his return, 1 February 366, from his fifth and last exile,
he had enjoyed seven years of peace—a fitting ‘ sabbath ’ of rest
“after the labours of the ‘ long tragedy . In 868 he began to build
a church in the quarter called Mendidium,’ and consecrated it,
7 August 870, in memory of the fortieth year of his episcopate.”
Aboust this time he held the synod at which he drew up his Epistola
ad AfrosS c. 369, partly to counteract the attempts that were
being made there to represent the Council of Ariminum as a final
gettloment and so to set aside the .authority of Nicaea, and
partly to express his dissatisfaction at the continuous immunity
enjoyed by Auxentius, bishop of Milan 855-174, as the repre-
sentative of this settlement. He begins by contrasting, §§ 1-8, the
two Councils, Nicaea with Ariminum, going over much the same
ground as in the earlier sections of the De Synodis,® and touching
on the miserable end of the Council of Ariminum—how, after
beginning well, it acquiesced in an Arianizing creed. He then
proceeds to vindicate the Nicenes, § 4, as “ breathing the very.
spirit of Scripture’, and, §§ 5-6, as only willing to adopt the
épootaior in view of the evasion by the Arians, at Nicaea, of
every other test which would have secured the sense of Scripture.
Here he describes once more, as in the De decretis,!® the well-known
scene at one of the debates in the Council. It is clear then, he

1 g¢ppayis here used of Baptism, Thdt. H. B, 1v, xviii, § 11; as in Clemn,
Al Strom. ii, § 10 (Op. i. 163 ; P, G. viii. 980 B).

2 Thdt. H. E. rv. xviii, § 12.

3 M. le Quien, Oriens Christianus, ii. 957 sq. 4 Thid. 975 sq.

5 Thdt. H. E. v. iv, § 6. 8 Festal Index, § 41. 7 Hist, Aceph., §17.

8 Text in Ath., Op. ii. 712-18 (P. Q. xxvi. 1029-48); tr., with notes,
W. Bright, Later Treatises of St. Ath. (=L. F. xlvi), 23-42, and Robertson,
Ath, 488-94. By ° Africa ’ is here meant the ‘ Diocese ’ of six ‘ Provineces ’,
one of them being ‘ Africa Proconsularis’, i. e. the original ‘ Africa *, the
metropolis of which was Carthage.

9 Ath. De syn., §§ 1-14 (Op. ii. 572-82; P. G. xxvi. 681-706).

10 Ath, De decretis, §§ 19, 20 (Op. i, 176-8; P, (. xxv. 456 sq.).
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continues, § 6, that the formula-was no invention of theirs : indeed,
Rusebius of Caesarea admits as much! As for, § 7, the Homoean
position, it merely dissembles the alternative between co-essen-
tiality and the new Anomoeanism ; and, § 8, the relation of the
Son to the Father is not ethical but essential. If men are still
alarmed, § 9, at the éuoodaior, let them remember that the honest
repudiation of Arianism is tantamount to accepting the term ;
for all it means is that the Son is no creature but ‘ genuinely and
truly Son’. We are surprised, § 10, then, that Auxentius, who
¢ ghares the Arian heresy ’, se. with Ursacius and Valens, is still
allowed to hold his see, though Damasus, in' excommunicating
them, has done what he could. We ourselves in Bgypt and Libya
are all of one mind ; so much so that ¢ we always sign. for one
another if any chance not to be present ’: and, § 11, we are clear,

too, that the Nicene formulary involves the Godhead of the Spirit
as well as of the Son.

These final sections, insisting, as they do, on the fullness of
the Faith as held by Athanasius and his suffragans and, somewhat .
naively, on their entire solidarity, testify to the strength of his
position in Egypt and to the power of the Alexandrian Patriarch.
The Church was unassailable there so long as he lived. We find
him, therefore, acting both with freedom and with boldness, on
her behalf; sanctioning the irregular ordination of the young
officer Siderius to the episcopate % and exeommunicating a governor
of Libya, 870, for cruelty and immorality.® It was in notifying
thig sentence that he became, by correspondence, intimate with
Bagil. Of this correspondence only Basil’s letters—six in all 4—
survive, of 871-2. In the first he assures Athanasiug that the
sentence of excommunication had been published. It should be
made known to the man’s ‘friends and relatives ’,5 for he was
a native of Cappadocia. In the rest he endeavours to get Athana-
sius to co-operate with him in healing the divisions of Christendom 8
by ¢ managing’ Paulinus,” disowning Marcellus,® and using his

1 s, in his letter to his diocese, appended, by Ath., to the De decretis :
see Eus. Epist. ad Caes., § 7 (Op. 11, P, @. xx. 1541 B, 0).

2 Synesius, Ep. 1xvii (O_p 210; P. Q. Ixvi. 1417 "A).

3 Basil, Ep, 1xi (Op. iv. 155 sq P. G xxxii. 416 sq)

4 Basﬂ Epp. 1x1, Ixvi, Ixvii, 1x1x, lxxx, Ixxxii.

5 -Ep, Ixi (Op. iv. 156 ; P. G. xxxii. 417 B),

: Ep, 1xxx, Ixxxii (Op iv. 173 8qq. ; P. G. xxxii. 456 sqq)

8

Ep, Ixvii (Op. iv. 160 ; P, G. xxxii, 428 B).
Ep. Ixix, § 2 (Op. iv. 162 P, G. xxxii. 432 B).
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great influence with Rome and the West ! to procure its interest
for the distracted East. Athanasius, no doubt, would feel that
he was being dsked for too much; he could not turn his back
on old friends nor forget the alliances of a lifetime. But. the
leaders of the Old and the New Nicenes came to regard each other
with the highest esteem ; Basil calling upon Athanasius to take
the helm of the Church as ‘ the only capable pilot ’ 2 in the present
stormy times, and Athanasius congratulatmg Cappadocia on
possessing - bishop such as any region mlght be proud to call
its own.

Other correspondence of Athanasius dealt with the growing
tendencies which issued, two years after his death, in the sect of
the Apollinarians, e.g. the Epistola ad Epictetum,® c. 871, a bishop
of Corinth of whom nothing further is known. - Discussions, it
appears, had taken place in his presenece (of which he sent the
memoranda ¢ to Athanasius) about the Incarnation. Both sides
started with the assumption that the manhood of Christ was
personal ; so that, if He were also divine, a fourth person would
be introduced into the Trinity. The Triad would, in fact, become
a Tetrad.® To obviate this one party identified the Logos and the
manhood, either by conceiving of the Word as changed into
flesh,% or of the flesh itself as putative and of the Divine HEssence.”
The other party, to exclude the man Jesus from the Trinity,
taught that ‘ the Word came upon one particular man, the son of
Mary, just as on the prophets’® The rival positions were put
forth, during the discussion, in all good faith ; and, at its end, they
were abandoned.? It will be noticed that they were both familiar
to Athanasius, for they had made their appearance, nine years
before, at the Council of Alexandrial® ; that here, as there, the name
of Apollinaris is not mentioned by Athanasius in his refutation,
and with even better reason. TFor ‘in the present case the theory

1 Ep. Ixvi, §1 (Op. iv. 169 ; P, G. xxxii. 424 3, o).

2 Fp. Ixxxii (Op. iv. 175 ; P. . xxxii. 460 B).

3 Ath, Op. ii. 720-7 (P. . xxvi. 1049- 70) ; tr., with notes, in W. Bright,
Later Tr. 8t. Ath. 43-60 ; Robertson, Ath. 570-4 [E’p lix].

4 Thid., § 2 (Op. ii. 720 ;- P. @. xxvi, 1052 c),

& Thid., § 2 (Op. ii. 721 ; P. G. xxvi. 1053 A), and § 9.

¢ TIbid., § 2 (Op. ii. 721 ; P, G. xxv1 1052 ¢) ; cf. Quicunque vult, verse 35,
¢ conversione Deitatis in carnem ’, and § 4.

7 Ibid,, § 2 (Op. ii. 720 8q. ; P. G. xxvi. 1052 ¢), and § 4.

8 Ibid., § 2 (Op. ii. 721 ; - P. G. xxvi. 1053 ¢), and § 11.

® Thid., § 12 (Op: ii. 727 ; P. G. xxvi. 1069 4).

10° Ath. Tom, ad Ani., § 7 (Op. ii. 618 ; P. G. xxvi. 803).
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called speclﬁcally Apollinarian, as to the non- ex1stence of a human
mind in Christ, is conspicuous by its absence’; and only *the
coarser form of the Apollinarian Christology ’ is discussed ‘ that
Christ’s body was not of human origin ’, being either ‘ co-essential
with the Divine Word ‘ or else ‘ formed by ‘ a conversion of the
. Godhead into flesh ”.”* Apollinaris himgelf professed to another
devoted friend of Athanasius, Serapion of Thmuis, his cordial
approval of this letter?; and it ‘is of remarkable interest as
a specimen of the far-sighted theological capacity ’® of its
author. In the fifth century Antiochene4 and Alexandrian,?
Ephesus® and Chalcedon,” alike appealed to it : while Leo the
Great wrote that in it Athanasius ‘ asserted the Incarnation so
lucidly and carefully that, in the heretics of his own time, he
already defeated Nestorius and FKutyches’8 Other letters to
Adelphiug® and to Maximus,® both of 871, deal with the two
-types of error about our Lord’s humanity ; and if the two books
Contra Apollinarium,* ¢. 872, are genuine—as well they may be,
for again he makes no mention of his friend by name, and develops
the thoughts of the three letters just mentioned *—they give us
the last words of Athanasius on the Person of our Lord. In
Book I he argues that, §§ 11, 12, our Lord’s human nature cannot
be co-essential with the Godhead. In §§15, 16, from texts such’
as that He was troubled in spirit’® and ‘now is my soul
troubled ’,* he insists on its completeness ; while in § 19 he con-
tends that our redemption is incomplete if He had not both body
and soul. In § 17 he urges the Descent into Hades in favour of
the reality of our Lord’s humanity. In Book II he addresses

1 W. Bright, Later Treatises of St. Ath. 43.

2 Leontius of Byzantium [485-1543], Adv. fraudes Apollinistarum, P. G.
Ixxxvi. 1947 B. 3 W. Bright, Later Tr. 43.

4 John, patriarch of Antioch, 428-t41, and the Easterns proposed it to
Cyril, 432, as a standard of orthodoxy, Mansi, v. 829 c.

5 Cyril, patriarch of Alexandria 412-144, accepted it, but sent John
& correct version, 433, Ep. xxxix (Op. x. 109; P, G, Ixxvii. 181 ¢).

¢ Mansi, iv. 1186. ? Ma.ns.u, vii. 464.

& Leo, Ep. cix, § 3 (0p. i. 1178 5q. ; P. L. liv. 1016 B),

9 Ath. Op. ii. 728-32 (P. G. xxv1 1072—84) ; W. Bright, Later T'r. 61-71 ;
and Robertson, Ath. 575-8 [Ep.

10 Ath. Op. ii. 733-6 (P. G. xxw 1080~90), ‘W. Bright, Later Tr. 72-7 ;
Robertson, Aik. 578 sq. [Ep. Ixi].

1 Ath. Op. ii. 736-62 (P. @. xxvi. 1093-1166) ; tr., with notes, W. Bnght
Later Tr, 83-142.

12 So the Benedictine editors; but others think they are not the work of
Ath., though written while the controversy was at its height: see J. F,
Bethune Baker, Hist. Chr. Doctr, 240, n. 1. ’

13 John xiii. 21, 14 John xii, 27, .
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himself to the question of the compatibility of a manhood, thus
complete, with, § 6, the entire sinlessness of our Lord. - -The Word
took in our nature all that God had made and, § 10, nothing that
is the work of the devil : for  the prince of this world cometh,
and he hath nothing in me’.! Sin, then, is excluded ; but, § 18,
human nature in its entirety was His.

So Athanasius ‘was occupied in the years before his death.
Toward the end he had been asked to recommend his successor ;.
and, five days before he died, 2 May 878, he named and consecrated
his old friend Peter.? The Arians had been waiting for his depar-
ture. They went, as in 839, to the pagan Prefect.? Palladius beset
_ the church of St. Theonas with a crowd of heathen and Jews who

perpetrated orgies there not unlike those which accompanied, the
worship of Reason at Notre Dame in 1793, or the horrors which
attended the irruption of Syrianus, 356. Peter escaped 4; and
the Arian, Lucius, who was now to play the part of Gregory. in
840 and George in 856, was escorted into the city by Euzoius, the
old comrade of Arius® and now bishop of Antioch, and Magnus
the High Treasurer. He was received with shouts of * Welcome,
thou bishop who deniest the Son! thou whom Serapis loves and
has brought hither!’ So pagans and Arians shouted, as ever,
in significant unison. It is in describing this intrusion that Peter
refers to the absence of all the three elements of a proper episcopal
election as ‘required by the institutions of the Church’—no
synod of bishops, no vote of the clergy, no acclamation, or request,
of the.laity.® All was tumultuous. Magnus then transported
nineteen clergy to the pagan city of Heliopolis, now Baalbek, in
" Phoenicia ; sent twenty-three monks into penal servitude ;
banished eleven bishops to Diocaesarea, formerly Sepphoris in
_Galilee, about five miles to the north of Nazareth; and had
a Roman deacon, bearing letters from Damasus to Peter, scourged
and sent to the mines. Citizens and even children were beaten
and slain. Well might Basil write to the Alexandrians and say :

1 John xiv. 30,

2 Hist. Aceph., § 19; Socr. H. E. 1v. xx ; Thdt. H. E. 1v. xx.

3 Qocr, H. B. 1v. xxi ; Soz. H. E. 1v. xix ; and Peter’s account preserved
in Thdt. H. B. 1v, xxii. . .

4 Socr. appears to say the contrary, H. E. 1v, xxi, § 4; but he is not such
a good authority here. . . ‘ '

5 Alexander of Alexandria, Depositio Arii, § 2, ap. Socr. H. E, 1. vi, § 8.

¢ Thdt. H. E. 1v. xxii, § 9; cf. ‘de clericorum testimonio, de plebis . . .
suffragio, et de sacerdotum collegio’, Cyprian, Ep.lv, § 8 (8. 8. E. L. 111,
ii. 629). ) :
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‘Has the last hour come ? and is this ‘‘the apostasy ”?’1-
Lucius, meanwhile, turned his attention to the monks of the
desert, and sent some of them to an island in the marshes where -

. the inhabitants were heathen. But they converted them, and
go Lucius ‘thought it prudent’2 to let them return to their -
cells.3 The horror with which he was regarded appears in the
story of Moses who was named bishop of the Saracens to the East
of Palestine, and refused to be consecrated by him.* Peter made
his way to Rome, where he was received by Pope Damasus,
‘and remained for five years, 878-8, till the rule of Lucius fell
with the overthrow of Valens, and he was restored to his see.

(5) At Samosata, the metropolis of Commagene on the Eu-
phrates, Fusebius had been bighop, since 8605; but in 374 he

. wag exiled in favour of an Arian intruder, Eunomius. "Buse-
bius had secretly withdrawn, immediately after Evensong—here
mentioned for the first time—in order to avoid a tumult. They
followed him in boats to Zeugma and took farewell.® Then,
returning, they avenged themselves on the unfortunate Eunomius
by ignoring and boycotting him, letting out the water of the
baths-as-defiled when he had used it. Eunomius was a gentle
and sensitive man, and he resigned. He was succeeded by Lucius,
an Arian prelate of the more usual type,? till Gratian’s edict,
at the end of 878, put an end to the persecutlon and Eusebius
returned.

(6) At Nyssa, 375, in Cappadocia II, Gregory,® the brother of
Basil and bishop irom 372-195, was another sufferer. He was
a credulous person,® with no talent for business,10" but a great
theologian. Chief among his theological writings are the Oratio
Catechetica,'' a defence of the Christian doctrines of the Trinity,
Redemption, and Sacramental Grace, formally dedicated to

Basil, Ep. cxxxix, § 1 (Op, iv, 231 ; P, G. xxxii. 584 4).
J. M. Neale, Patriarchate of Alexandria, i. 203. .
Socr. H. E. 1v. xxli-xxiv; Soz. H. K. vi. xx ; Thdt. H. E. 1v. xxi.
Socr. H, K. 1v. xxxw, Soz H. E, vi. xxxvm, Thdt, H. E. 1v. xxiii.
Thdt, H. E. 11. xxxi, § 5. :

¢ Ibid. H. K. 1v. xiv. 7 Ibid. H. E. 1v. xv, §§1 7.

8 For Gregory, bishop of Nyssa, see Tillemont, Mém. ix. 561-616;
Bardenhewer, Patrology, 295-304.

9 Basil, Epp. lviii, ¢ (Op. iv. 151, 196 ; P. @. xxxii. 408 B, 505 4).

10 Jbid. Ep. coxv (Op iv. 323 ; P. G. xxxii, 792 4A).

1t Greg. Nyss. Op. ii (2. G. xlv 9 -105) ; ed. J. H. Sra,wley in Cambr.
Patristic Texts, 1903 ; tr. Srawley, in ‘ Early Chr. Cla,ssms (S.P.C.K. 1917),
and Document No. 104A ‘

R S
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Christian teachers; the Contra Humomiwm! in reply to the
rejoinder of Eunomius to Basil; and two works Adversus Apolli-
narem.2 He was also the biographer of his sister St. Macrina 3 ;.
and the critic, in a sermon, of those who put off their baptism,“k
and, in a letter, of the abuses attending pilgrimages to Jerusalem
and the Holy Places. But it was on personal grounds, and as
the brother of Basil, against whom he had an old score, that
Demosthenes, the ex-cook and now Vicar of Pontus, proceeded to
harry him. Acting in econcert with prelates who wanted a chance
of retaliating upon the exarch, Demosthenes caused Gregory to .
be deposed by a Synod at Ancyra,® in the winter of 875, and then
banished him.” Gregory, however, returned on the death of
~ Valens. ' ' :

Indeed, it was but within a few months of Gregory’s banishment
that the train of events® set in which vbro'ught the persecution
to an end. In April 876 the Goths, pressed in the rear by the
Huns, crossed the Danube and entered upon possession of Moesia ;
next year, even of Thrace. In the spring of 878 Valens left
Antioch. From 80 May to 11 June he was at Constantinople. .
Then he moved forward while, to effect a junetion with him,®
Gratian, 875-188, descended the Save ag far as Sirmium. But,
j'ea,lous of his nephew,® Valens gave battle without him, and
perished, with two-thirds of the Roman army, 9 August 878, on
the field of Adrianople. It was a second Cannae.t

§ 9. The effect of the persecution under Valens, as it may be
gathered from the correspondence of Basil was, in one word,
confusion. Writing in 872 he says that ‘the mischief of this
‘heresy spreads almost from the borders of Illyricum to the The-
baid *12; and he compares ¢ the condition of the Church’ to ‘ an -
old coat which ig always in tatters and can never be restored to
its original strength ’.23 In the De Spiritu Sancto of 875 he likens

1 Greg. Nyss. Op. ii (P. G. xlv. 237-1121).

2 Ibid. (P. @. xlv. 1124-1277).

3 Ibid, Op. iii (P. G. xlvi. 959-1000) ; and tr. W. K. L. Clarke, in ‘ Early
Chr. Classics ’ (S.P.C.K. 1917), and Document No. 104.

¢ Thid. (P. G. xlvi. 415-32). : :

& Thid. #p. ii (Op. iii ; P. @G. xivi. 1009-16), and Document No, 103.

8 Basil, Ep. coxxxvii, § 2 (Op. iv. 365 ; P. G. xxxii. 886 sq.).

7 Greg. Nyss., De vita Macr. (Op..iii ; P. @. xlvi, 982 a).

8 Gibbon, ¢. xxvi (iii. 67 8qq., ed. Bury); T. W. Hodgkin, Italy and her
Invaders 2, i, 234 sqq. :

? Amm, Mare. XXXI. xi, § 6. 10 Thid. xii, § 1. ! Ibid. xiii, §§ 18, 19.

12 Basil, Ep. xcii, § 2 (Op. iv. 184 ; P, Q. xxxii. 480 a). .

13 Hp. cxiii (Op. iv. 206 ; P. G. xxxii. 525 ¢).
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the distress to a sea-fight under dense masses of cloud, with rolling "
waves and driving rain, in which * all is confusion "} Next year,
876, he says it resembles a pestilence.? Its agents, the intruded
Arian bishops, were ‘ wretched slaves ’: the one who displaced .
his brother at Nyssa being ‘ hardly a man, & mere secamyp, worth
only an obol or two ’3; while its effects were disastrous to true
religion. Discipline broke down. Unsettled minds began to lose
hold on Christian truth. Unbelievers laughed at the disecord of
Chrigtians.* . What then, we may ask, were the varieties of heresy
"and schism now rampant ? _ :

(1) First, there was the official or governmental Arianism, now
fashionable at Court. Its representatives’ would be men like
Auxentius, bishop of Milan 855-}74, and Demophilus, bishop
of Constantinople 870-80. ,

(2) Second, . there was Anomoeanism, i.e. the ultra-Arianism
first suggested by Aetius, 1870, and then frankly avowed by
Eunomius, 1893: a bolder rationalist who despised the safe
and moderate religion of the Court as a shabby and shifty
creed, neither consistent nor straightforward. Basil had written
elaborately against him, ¢. 868-4, in his Adversus Eunomium.
He begins by entering a caveaf against the title of the work of
Eunomius—the Apologeticus.® It suggests that the author is
writing in self-defence, or in defence of ‘a simple and common
Christianity ’ 7 ; whereas he is really the attacking party.® Basil
then goes on, in Book I, to deal with two prinecipal contentions of
Funomius : (@) that to be unbegotten, 70 dyévmrov elvar, is
the very essence of God ®; and (b) that, in this concept of ‘ un-
begotten being’, God is known, or comprehended, absolutely,10
He maintaing in reply : to (a) that unbegotten being, i.e. uncreated
being, is only an attribute of Godhead. ‘I too should say that

1 De Sp. Sancto, §§ 76 sq. (Op. iv. 64 sq. ; P. Q. xxxii- 212 5q.).

2 Ep. cexliii, § 3 (Op. iv. 374 ; P. Q. xxxii. 908 ).

3. Bp. ccxxxix, § 1 (Op. iv. 368 ; P. G. xxxii. 892 B).

4 FEpp. xcii, § 2, clxiv, § 2, cexviii (Op. iv. 184, 255, 331; P. Q. xxxii.
480 A, 636, 809 0). A

5 Basil, Op. i. 207-322 (P. G. xxix., 497-773). For this analysis, see
Bardenhewer, Patrology, 276 sq.

8 Printed in Basil, Op. ii. 691-703 (P. G. xxx, 835-68).

7 For this Creed of Eunomius, see his Apologeticus, § 5 (ibid. ii. 692 ;
P. @. xxx, 840 B, 0), and Hahn 3, § 190 ; and for the phrase, Apol., § 6
(ibid. ii. 692 ; P. @. xxx. 840 0©).

8 Basil, Adv. Bunom. i, § 2 (Op. i. 208 ; P. G. xxix. 501 B).

° Thid. i, § 4 (Op. i. 212; P. @. xxix. 512 B).
10 Thid. i, § 12 (Op. i. 224 ; P. @. xxix. 540 A).
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the essence of (God is unbegotten ; but certainly not that to be

unbegotten is His essence ’!; and so, to (b), a mere negative

‘quality being inadequate to express the positive conception of

the divine essence, ‘ no one name, indeed, being equal to embracing

the whole nature of God’,2 that the comprehension of God *sur- -
passes not only human capacity but all created capacity whatso-

ever '3 Book II is devoted to the defence of the consubstantiality
of the Son. The essential attribute of uncreatedness is.not
annulled by that generation from the Father which is the proper
and distinctive mark of the Son. The Son is begotten ; but He
never had a beginning of existence.d It is from all eternity that
He receives from His Father His Divine Nature; hence He is
consubstantial with the TFather and coeternal. In Book III
Basil refutes the arguments of Funomius against the divinity of
the Holy Spirit. In:the two remaining books it is doubtful
whether we have the work of St. Basil or—more probably—of
Didymus, 810-195. In either case they consist mainly of excerpts
or fragments, and are incomplete as they stand. Such was
Basil’s rejoinder to Anomoeanism, soon after Kunomius was
promoted and brought to the front as bishop of Cyzicus, 860-193,
and shortly after his own ordination to the priesthood. Thirteen
or fourteen years later, as Exarch, he returns to deal with
favourite Anomoean ‘ posers ’, in the same way. In answer, 376,
to their cavil, ‘ Dost thou worship what thou knowest, or what
thou knowest not ?° he distinguishes between that comprehension
of the Divine Essence which is here unattainable, and that salutary
knowledge of God’s moral attributes and operations which ig
-open to all. The dilemma, like most of its kind, is a sophism ;
for if perfect comprehension and true knowledge were identical,
we should have no true knowledge even of earthly things. Know-
ledge may be imperfect, and yet not false; but true so far as
it goes.5 In reply to a similar difficulty—° Which comes first,
knowledge or faith ? ’—he argues, 376, with no less force, for
the principle that faith .precedes understanding®: ‘faith and
not evidence’, as he says elsewhere, * for 'faith compels the in-

1 Basil, Adw. Bunom. 1, § 11 (Op. 1. 223 ; P. G. xxix, 537 A).

% Ibid. i, § 10 (Op. i. 222 ; P. G. xxix. 533 Q).

8 Ibid. i, § 14 (Op. i. 226 ; P. @. xxix. 544 A).

4 Ibid. ii, § 17 (Op. i 253 P, @. xxix. 608 c).

5 Basil, Ep. coxxxiv, § 1 (Op iv. 857; P. G. xxxii. 868 8q.) ; W. Bright,
Sermons of St. Leo 2, 212; and Document No. 63.

8- Tbid. Ep. coxxxv, § U (Op. iv. 358 ; P, G. xxxii. 872 a).
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tellect to assent with more power than the conclusions. of reason, -
since it is the result of no geometrical necessity but of the work-
ings of the Holy Spirit *.1 :

(8) A third form of error abroad was Sabellianism. Arius had
~ originally used it as a bugbear 2 ; and it was now being revived,
e.g. at Neocaesarea in Pontus3 1In letters of 378-5 to bishop,?
clergy,® and notables® of that city, as in his contemporaneous
De Spwfotu Sancto,” Basil challenges the revival. Sabellianism,
he says, is but Judaism in disguise,® and it teaches an economie,?
not an essential, Trinity.

(4) Apollinarianism was making its appearance- hand in hand
with this revival ; for Basil notes both the Jewish!® and the
Sabellian 1 drift of this error. We have already observed the first
beginnings of Apollinarianism : how it rose to protect the smgleness
of Chrlst s Person from Diodore and His sinlessness from the
teachmg of Arius; how it was detected and disowned at .the
Council of Alexandria, 362, without mention of the name of its
author. Hitherto Basil, like Athanasius,'? entertained a great .
respect 1* for Apollinaris. He was very learned. ¢ With his
facility of writing,” says Basil, in 877, ‘ and a tongue ready to
argue on any subject, he has filled the world with his pamphlets.’ 14
He was anti-Arian, and ‘ seemed at first on our side .5 But in
876 his heresy became a schism, by his consecrating Vitalis to
be bishop of Antioch 18 ; while, next year, his peculiar tenet found -
frank avowal. Writing to the bishops at Diocaesarea, 877,
Apollinaris confessed that the Word took flesh without assuming
a human mind.'? Basil had already begun to look upon him as

L Hom. tn Ps. cxv [=cxvi. 10], § 1 (Op. ii. 371 ; P. G. xxx. 104 B).

2 g, g. in his letter to Alexander, ap. Ath. De syn., § 16 (Op. ii. 583 ; P. G.
xxvi. 709 4). 3 Newman, Ch. F., c. vii,
Basil, Ep. cxxvi (Op. iv. 218 ; P. GQ. xxxii, 553 a).

Ep. covii, § 1 (Op. iv. 310 ; P, G, xxxii. 760 B).

Ep. ccx, § 3 (Op. iv. 315; P. Q. xxxii. 772 B). -

De 8p. Scto., § 77 (Op. iv. 66 ; P, Q. xxxii. 213 o).

Ep. olxxxix, § 2 (Op. iv. 277 ; P. Q. xxxii: 685 D).

Ep. cex, § 5 (Op. iv. 317 ; P. Q. xxxii. 776 ¢), and Document No. 61..

10 Hp. celxiil, § 4 (Op- iv. 406; P. G. xxxii. 980 ¢); and cclxv, § 2 (Op. iv.
410 ; P. G. xxxii. 988 A)

b Ep cxxix, § 1 (Op. iv. 221; P. G. xxxii. 560 4).

12 Soz. H. K. vi. xxv, § 7.

13 Basil, Bp. coxliv, § 3 (Op. iv. 378; P. G. xxxii. 916 B)

1 Bp. cclxm, § 4 (Op. iv. 406 ; P. &, xxxii. 980 A).

6 gp. colxv, § 2 (0p. iv. 4093 P. Q. xxxii. 985 B).

18 Thdt. H. B. v. iv, § 1.

17 Fr, 163 ; H. Lietzmann, 4pollinaris, 256.
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‘ loquacious ’,! and had withdrawn his communion from him,?
873. Intwo letters of 877 he condemns his teaching. ‘He draws
his theological arguments not from Scripture; but from human
reasons,’ 3 says Basil, alluding to the a priors assumption, in the
reasoning of Apollinaris that, if our Lord had a human mind, it
could not have been preserved ab imitio from sin. It is men’s
¢ eagerness for novelty ’ that makes them listen to him ; and ° the
Church is divided against herself’ by his consecration of ‘ bishops
to go about without people and clergy, having nothing but the
- meré name and title * 4 of bishop.

~ (5) Macedonianism,’ or false teaching about the Holy Spirit,
wag a fifth type of error current ; so much so that Basil himself
. had been charged with having, in a sermon of 7 September 872,
¢ spoken most beautifully of the Godhead of the Father and the
Son, but he slurred over the Spirit.’

The party originated with the semi-Arians deposed at Constanti-
nople, 860, of whom Macedonius, as bishop of the capital, was
- naturally the most conspicuous.” It is doubtful how far he
professed the doctrine ; but his prominence is sufficient to account
for the name. ‘Macedonianism’ was really the application to
the Holy Spirit of views and language which the semi-Arians had
- once held of the Son. They now professed the éuovofoiov of the
Son8; and the question came up, Should it be extended to the
Holy Spirit ? FEustathius, bishop of Sebaste, refused to decide ;
but Macedonius is said to have had no such seruples and to have
* declined to include Him within the Godhead .% He is even said
to have applied to Him the terms ‘ minister ’ and ‘ servant’ and
* guch other names as one might, without offence, apply to the
angels of God’10 Possibly Sozomen is here attributing a later
phase of.the heresy to its reputed author ; but the sect soon came
to be known as that of the Pneumatomachi. Their leaders,
besides Macedonius, were Fustathius of Sebaste, Fleusius of

1 Basil, Ep. exxix, § 1 (Op. iv. 220 ; P, Q. xxxii. 557 B).

2 Ep. cxxxi, § 2 (Op. iv. 224 ; P. G, xxxii, 568 B),

3 Ep. colxiii, § 4 (Op. iv. 406 ; P. @, xxxii. 980 c).

4 Ep. cclxv, §2 (Op. iv. 409 » ; P. G. xxxii. 985 ©).

5 H. B, Swete, The early Hwtory of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, c. iii ;
D. C. B. iii. 121 sqq. ; The H. 8. in the ancient Church, 174 8q. ; W. Bright,
Sermons of St. Leo 2, 213-15.
¢ Greg. Naz. Hp. Tvii (Op. iii. 52 ; P. @. xxxvii, 116 A).
? Socr. H. . 11. xlv; Soz. H. E. 1v. xxvii; Thdt., H. £, 11, vi,

8 Soer. A. E. 11. xlv, §§2 3. 9 Thid., § 6.
10 Soz. H, E. 1v. xxvii, § 1. ]
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Cyzicus, and Sophronius of Pompeiopolis in Paphlagonia : while
they were assisted by the purse and the influence of Mara-.
thonius, a wealthy monk of Constantinople.! Their followers
were specially numerous near, though not in, the capital ; in
Thrace ; by the Hellespont ; and throughout Bithynia.? - By 381
the Pneumatomachi had become so nearly co-extensive with the
semi-Arians that the names were used as synonymous.?

- In BEgypt, Athanasius, as early as his third exile, 856-62, was
informed by Serapion, bishop of Thmuis, of some in his diocese
* who had left the Arians because of their blasphemy against the
Son and yet spoke of the Spirit as a creature and as one of the

~ “ ministering spirits ”’, differing from the angels only in degree’.5
He noted the way in which they evaded the ordinary Seriptural
proofs of the Spirit’s divinity,® and he exposed the profanity of
some of their reasonings as that, ‘ if the Holy Spirit is not a creature,
then He is a Son: and the Word and He are two. brothers.’?
‘ Who would suppose’, he asks, * that. suech men were Christians
and not pagans.’® On his return, the Couneil of Alexandria, 862,
condemned the rising heresy ‘of those who say that the Holy
Spirit is a creature, and of a different and separate essence from
our Lord’ ?; and in effect, though not in so many terms; con-
fessed the Holy Ghost t0 be consubstantial with the Father and
the Son.1® Next year, 863, Athanasius, in pressing the Nicene
cause upon the attention of Jovian, argued that ‘the Council
[of Nicaea] did not represent the Holy Spirit as alien to the
essence of the Father and the Son, but glorified them together 1 ;
and in his Epistola ad Afros, 869, he explained that, though the
question did not come up at Nicaea, the Council, by adding ‘ We
believe in the Holy Ghost’, had put Him on a level with the
Father and the Son.!? :

From this letter it would appear that, in the West, Auxentius
and other Arians, as well as those of Egypt and Constantinople,

1 Socr. H. K. 11. xlv, §4; Soz. H. E. 1v, xxvii, §§ 3, 4. :

2 Socr. H. E. 11. xlv, § 8, 1v, iv (Co. of Lampsacus, 364) ; Soz. H. E. 1v.
xxvii, § 2. 3 Co, of C. P., canon i. 4 Heb. i. 14.

5 Ath. Ep. ¢ ad Serapionem, § 1 (Op. ii. 517 sq.; P. G. xxvi, 529-32), and
Document No. 49. 8 Tbid., § 10 (Op. ii. 527 ; P. Q. xxvi. 556 B).

7 Ibid. iv, § 1 (Op. ii. 557 ; P. G. xxvi. 637 o).

8 Ibid. iv, § 2 (Op. ii. 557 ; P. G. xxvi. 637 c).

% Ath. Tom, ad Ant., § 3 (Op. ii. 616 ; P. Q. xxvi. 800 A).

10 Soz. H. E. v. x11,§3

11 Ath. Ep. ad Iovianum, §4 (Op. ii. 624 ; P. Q. xxvi. 820 A)
12 Ath .Ad Afros, § 11 (Op. ii. 718 ; P. G xxvi. 1048).
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had been active in opposing the deity of the Holy Spirit.! ‘Athana-
stus accordingly wrote to ‘ Damasus, bishop of Great Rome’,
concerning Auxentius, begging that he might be included in the
condemnation which had been passed by a Roman Synod of 369 2
under Damasus against Ursacius and Valens.? - The appeal was
successful 3 for, December 871, a Council of Italian and Gallic
bishops assembled in Rome under Damasus¢ and issued the
condemnation ® in a Synodical Letter that has come down to us
in two forms. The first, Confidimus quidem, is addressed ¢ To the .
Catholic Bishops of the East ’; and maintains that the Nicene
Fathers taught that we ought to believe that Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit are of one ‘Godhead, one character, one essence.®
The second, which is preserved in Greek by Sozomen? and
Theodoret,? is a warning to the bishops of Illyria against Arianism
which has zealous supporters there. ‘ We ought ’, says the Council,
‘t0 believe that the Holy Spirit is of the same substance ? [with
the Father and the Son]. He who thinks otherwise we adjudge to
be alien from our communion.” At the third of the Roman synods
under Damasus, probably in the autumn of 874, the bishops
repeated their condemnation of Macedonianism and other forms
of misbelief 1 ; and, next year, the bishops of Western Illyricum,
at a synod ! which met under the eye of Valentinian (who was in
those regions * in the summer and autumn of 875), wrote to the
bishops of Proconsular Asia and Phrygia, affirming the econ-
substantiality of the three Divine Persons.!* They sent Elpidius
to instruct the Asiatic bishops in this faith ; while Valentinian
provided him with a missive commanding that it should be
" universally taught.}4 A fourth; 876-7, and yet a fifth, 380, Roman
Synod under Damasus returned to the question. The fourth
affirmed 15 that “ in no way do we separate the Holy Spirit ; but

! Soz. H. K. v1, xxiii, § 4. 2 The first of the Damasine Synods.

3 Ath. Ad Afros, § 10 (Op. ii. 718 ; P. @. xxvi. 1045 c).

4 The second Damasine Synod.

5 Ath. Ad Epictetum, § 1 (Op. ii. 720 ; P. G. xxvi. 1052 4).

8 Damasus, Ep. i (P. L. xiil. 748 ¢) ; Mansi, iii. 459 ¢; Jafié, No, 232,

7 Soz. H. E. V1. xxiii. 8 Thdt, H. . 1. xxii.

9 Ymoordoews, Soz. H, B. vi. xxiii, § 10; dmovrdoews xai oboins, Thdt.
H.E. 11, xxii, § 7.

10 Damasus, Ep. 11, Fr. i [Fa gratia] ; P, L. xiii, 351 B ; Mansi iii. 460 c.

11 Hefele, Conciles, 11. i. 982 ; Councils, ii. 289.

12 Amm. Mare. xxX. v, §§ 2, 15; Gibbon, ¢. xxv (iii. 64 8q., ed. Bury).

13 Thdt. H. K. 1v. ix; H. B. Swete, Harly Hist. H. S. 57 sq.; H. 8. in
the ancient Ch. 180. 14 Tbid. H. E. 1v. viii.

15 Two fragments of its Synodical Epistle are preserved in Damasus, Ep. 11,
219111 .
.8
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we offer Him joint worshlp with the Father and the Son as being
perfect in -everything, in virtue, honour, majesty and Godhead ’.!
The fifth, in a document sent, in the first instance, to Paulinus
. of Antioch, pronounced Him to be ‘very God, omnipotent,
omniscient, omnipresent, coequal and coadorable.?

By this time, bishops of Palestine and Syria- had been roused
to teach their flocks definitely on this matter. Thus about 874
two fuller forms of the Nicene Creed are found at the end of
the Ancoratus of Epiphanius, bishop of Salamis 867—1404 ; the
‘shorter ® of the two being almost word for word the same as our
¢ Nicene * Creed, called the Constantinopolitanum:® But if' this
formulary be put side by side with the Creed that can be gathered
from the Catechetical Lectures ® given in 847-8 by Cyril, afterwards
bishop of Jerusalem 850186 (i.e. the baptismal Creed then in
use in the church of Jerusalem), it is evident that Cyril’s Creed, and
not the Creed of the Council of Nicaea, is the real basis ® of our
‘ Nicene’ Creed; and that it received expansion in two sets of
new clauses ; the second of which was intended to complete the.
teaching about the Holy Trinity by greater explicitness in regard
to the Holy Spirit. He is now confessed as ¢ the holy, the sovereign,
the life-giving ; who proceedeth from the Father; who with
Father and Son is conjointly worshipped and conjointly glorified ’,
in terms which reflect the language of St. Athanasius? and St.
Cyril,® and appear to have been enrichments by the latter ? of the
earlier Creed of his diocese upon his return to it about 862. At
that time Epiphanius was closely connected with his former
monastery in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem 10 ; and this would

Fr. ii and iii, Illud sane miramur (which contains the well-known con-
demnation of Apollinarianism, ‘ Quodsi utique imperfectus homo susceptus
est, imperfectum Dei munus est, imperfecta nostra salus; quia non est
totus homo salvatus’), and sz nobis quicquam (P, L. xiii. 362-4), and
Document No. 57.

1 Damasus, Hp. 11, Fr. ii (P. L xiii. 363 ¢; Mansi, iii. 461 b). :

2 Damasus, Ep. 1v [Post concilium Nicaenum], §§ 16, 17, 20, 21, 22; P. L.
xiii. 357-64 ; Mansi, iii. 481-4; Jaffé, No. 235.

3 Wpiphanius, Ancoratus, § 119 (Op. iii. 122 ; P. Q. xliii. 232 sq.); Hahn3,
§ 125 ; C. H Turney, Hist. and use of Creeds, 102 sq. ; T, H. Bindley, Oec.

Doc. 93 8q. The longer is in Ancoratus, § 120 (O . iii. 123 P. @ xliii, 233) ;
Hahn 3, § 126 ; Bindley, 94-6. 4 Document No. 67. ‘

5 T J. Al Hort Two Dissertations, 142 ; Turner, 100.

% See ‘the OOnstantmopolztanum exhibited with the earlier Creed of
Jerusalem as its base ’, in Hort, 143 ; Turner, 104.

7 Hort, 85-9. 8 Ibid. 96 sq.

® This may be implied by the insertion of «ai in Epiph. 4nc., § 119 ad fin.
(Opsiii, 123 ; P, G, xlii. 233 A); Bindley- 72. 19 Hort, 82 n. 2
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account for his adoption of the Revised Creed of Jerusalem.!
He now recommended it, 874, for teaching to the catechumens 2
of Syedra in Pamphylia in the Ancoratus which he wrote in reply
to the request of clergy and laity there, for an exposition of
Catholic teaching on the Trinity.? In the same year Basil wrote
his treatise De Spiritu Sancio.

This brings us back to the Macedonianism of Asia Minor and
Bagil’s relation to the question there. In the winter of -872-3
Gregory of Nazianzus wrote to Basil to tell him of the conversation
which had taken place at a dinner-party, shortly after 7 September
872, in the course of which a monk had criticized the archbishop
for not having openly called the Holy Splrlt God. - Gregory goes

on to say that he thinks the use of such ‘ reserve’# on the part
of his friend was wise, for maligners were on the watch to get
Basil expelled from the church. No harm could come if the
Divinity of the Holy Spirit were made known in terms which
implied it ; but the injury to the Church would be serious if the
truth were driven away in the person of one.man.5 Basil was hurt
by the imputation ¢ ; but, as Gregory told him, ¢ quite unreason-
ably .7 In 874 he was again annoyed to find that some were
aggrieved at him because he was in the habit of using two forms
of doxology Mera 7ob Yiod odv ¢ Ivedpart 7¢ Gylo and Awd
Tot- Viol év 16 dylo Tvedpar. It was alleged that they contra-
dicted each other,8 and that the former was an innovation ? ; and,
no doubt, the story of the wily Leontius would be brought up as
a ground for suspicion. The De Spiritu Sancto ™ is the answer
to these misunderstandings; and was addressed to Gregory’s
cousin, Amphilochius, bishop of Iconium 374-195:. After §§ 1-8,
a reference to the occasion of the treatise, Basil, §§ 4-15, refutes

1 See ‘the Constantinopolitanum or Revised Creed of Jerusalem, exhibited
with the earlier Creed of Jerusalem as its base, and with the Nicene inser-
tion distinguished from the other alterations’ in Hort, 144,

2 Epiph. Anc., § 18 (Op. iii. 122 ; P. Q. xliii. 232 B).

3 See their letters prefixed to Anc. in Epiph. Op. iii. 2-4 (P. G. xliii. 13-16).

4 olkovopndivar. In the De Sp. Scto. Basil does not use ©eds of the
Spirit, nor éuooicios of the Son: see note in C. F. H. Johnston, S8i.
Basil on the Holy Spirit, xliii, n. 1, and pp. xlvii-liii, ‘ on' the economy-
of St. Basil °,

5 Qreg. Na,z Ep. lviii (Op. iil. 51-2; P, @. xxxvii. 115-18); tr. N. and
P.-N, F. vii. 454 sq.

8 Ibid. Ep. lix (Op. iii, 53 ; P. G. xxxvii. 117 0) tr, ibid. 456.

? Basil, Hp. Ixxi (Op. iv. 164 ; P, @Q. xxxii. 436 ¢); Newman, -Ch. F.
c. viii. 8 Basil, De Sp S., § 3. 9 Tbid., § 16.

10 Text in Op. iv. 1-67 (P. @. xxxii. 67-218); Johnson, op. cit,; tr. in
N. and P.-N, F. viii. 1-50 ; andbyG Lewis (R.T.8.). .

s2
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the Anomoean contention that the use of different prepositions
—=2k, dud, ev—connotes unlikeness of nature between Father, Son;
and. Holy Spirit. Merd, § 16, of the Son is not new but is
- as ancient and as Scriptural as Awd; nor, §§ 17-21, do these two
forms of Gloria to the Son contradict each other. Then follows,
§§ 22-3, an exposition of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit : first,
§§ 24-47, as involved in the Baptismal formulary, and then,
§8 48-57, as set forth elsewhere in Holy Seripture. An explanation
and defence, §§ 58-70, of the Catholic forms of Gloria to the Spirit,
S¥v and ‘Ev (neither of which, § 58, is found in Scripture, though
each is commended to us by the custom of the Church), leads up to,
§§ 71-5, a vindicationof Zdv § Iveduare. Basil, § 71, had received -
it from his own bishop Dianius ; so that, § 75, it is no innovation.
The pamphlet ends, §§ 76-9, with the dark picture of the evil
condition of the Church at the time of writing when all was
confusion. C
At length the work of episcopal confessions and of local synods
was clinched by the ruling? of the second Oecumenical Council— -
as it came to be—of Constantinople in 881. Meanwhile, one
striking example of the determination of the Church to uphold
belief in the Divine Personality of the Holy Spirit is to be found in
the magnificent Invocation which adorns the Liturgy of St. Mark,?
and may date from this time. It is an instance of the way
in which ‘the definition of the Person and work of the Holy
Spirit . . . had ’ its ‘ influence on that part of the Liturgy which
deals with the work of the Holy Spirit, with the result that the
old prayer for a worthy communion was enlarged by the addition
of a direct reference to the sanctifying work of the Holy Spirit
in the consecration of the elements, and this addition speedily

became the most prominent feature of the prayer, thus effecting .

the development of the Epiclesis from its primitive purpose into
the actual consecrating formula ’ 2 of the Eastern rites.

(6) The Antiochene Schism is the sixth and last of these elements
of confusion. TIn 861 the schism was in a fair way to be healed
when Meletius, though placed in the see by Arians, made a clear
profession of Catholic doctrine. But this prospect was destroyed
when, at the time of the Council of Alexandria, 362, Lucifer
. * Canon i; W, Bright, Canons 2, xxi and 96 sq.

2 F, E, Brightman, Liturgies, i. 134, and Document No. 68,

3 R, M. Woolley, The Liturgy ofthe Primitive Church, 111. On the history
of the Invocation see A. Fortescue, The Mass, app. 2 (ed. 1914).
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consecrated Paulinus. Athanasius, at the Council, had framed
a concordat for Meletians and Eustathians. He was annoyed at
Lucifer’s proceedings, and was disposed to recognize Meletius.
But his advances ‘were coldly received, as Basil says, through
“ evil counsellors ’!; and in 863 he recognized Paulinus. Rome
and the West agreed in this recognition ; but Basil and the East,
so far as it was orthodox and opposed to Euzoius the Arian, and
‘official, bishop of Antioch 361178, were anxious to get it trans-
ferred to Meletius. Basil therefore wrote the series of six letters
to Athanasius, to which reference has already been made. He
looks upon Athanasius as the natural mediator: appealing to
~* his sagacity in counsel, his energy in action ’, and ‘ the reverence
felt by the West for his hoary head’.? In Antioch, let him
‘ moderate ’ the one party 3 and ‘ manage’ the other.# ‘No other
pilot_could be found in such a storm.’5 But Basil was asking
too much. Athanasius could not desert Paulinug; while Basil,
on his side, showed the spirit of a partisan in believing too readily
that Paulinus was inclined to Marcellianism ¢; and he hardly
appreciated the case which, from the Eustathian or old Catholic
standpoint, could be made out against Meletius. He had not
only been consecrated by heretics ; but, at the synod of Antioch
in 363, he had allowed himself to a¢t with Acacius in putting
a gloss upon the dpoodrior. It was not then possible for Athana-
siug to do much. But the permanent interest of the correspondence
is that it was a tribute from Basil to Athanasius. It showshow the
East at last felt towards the man who was once ‘ contra mundum .
Now, at any rate, he was ‘ propter Ecclesiam ’ ; and Athanasius,
on his part, paid as warm a tribute to Basil. ‘

§ 10. In regard to the wider prospect of help from the West,
Basil was doomed first to suspense and finally to disappointment.
From 871-7, as if hoping against hope, he sent missions to the
West—four in all—with urgent appeals for practical assistance ;
and, particularly, for a deputation of Western bishops.

(1) The first mission,” 871-2, was that of Dorotheus, a deacon
of Antioch, of the communion of Meletius ; and it was concerted

1 Basil, Ep. cclviii, § 3 (Op. iv. 394 ; P. G, xxxii, 952 A). i

2 Bp, Ixvi, § 1 (Op. iv. 169; P. G. xxxii, 424 0); tr. Newman, Ch. F.,
c. vii. 3 Thid., § 2.(Op. iv. 159 ; P. Q. xxxii. 425 B). )

4 Ep. Ixvii (Op. iv, 160 ; P. G. xxxii. 428 B).

5 Ep. Ixxxii (Op. iv, 175 ; P. G. xxxii. 460 B).

8 Bp. cclxiii, § 5 (Op. iv. 407 ; P, G. xxxii. 981 4).
7 F. W. Puller, The Primitive Saints and the See of Rome-3, 298 sq.
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in the hope of enlisting the interest of Athanasius who was on -
good terms with Damasus. In 871 Athanasius wrote to Damasus
begging that Auxentius might be included in the condemnation
meted out to Ursacius and Valens by the first of the Roman
synods under Damasus, 869. Anticipating the success of this -
appeal, Basil wrote, 871, to Athanasius urging him to obtain the.
good offices of the West on behalf of Antioch as well!; and then
arranged with Meletius that Dorotheus should leave Caesarea and
travel by way of Antioch and Alexandria to Rome. Basil supplied
him with letters to Meletius2 and Athanasius,® and a third to
Damagus 4; while Athanasius, it appears, commended both
Basil and his envoy to the pope.’ Basil’s request was for a de-
putation ¢ ; and his envoy seems to have arrived in Rome, and to
have presented it, during the sitting of the second of the Damasine
synods, December 871. The Council announced its condemnation
of Auxentius; sent Confidimus quidem to the Hast’; and a
duplieate, by Sabinus, a deacon of Milan,? first to the bishops of
Western Illyricum and then to Athanasius and Basil. Sabinus
also carried with him a private letter to Basil from Valerian,
bishop of Aquileia 869-188, who, next to Damasus, was the
most important prelate at the Roman Counecil. Dorotheus
travelled back with Sabinus toward the Bast ; and, after touching
at Illyria and Alexandria, they reached Caesarea in March 872.8
It was something, and a letter from a Western Council ;. but what
he had asked for was the support of a good body of Western
bishops to sit in synod with their colleagues of the Fast and so
~ draw the churches back into unity. Replying to the Westerns
in general, he acknowledges ‘ a certain moderate consolation ’? ;
in a letter of thanks to Valerian he asks for a continuance of his
prayers 1% ; and, as co-signatory, with thirty-one others, to ‘ the
bishops of Italy and Gaul’, he repeats his request for the visit of
‘a congiderable number’ of them before ‘utter shipwreck *

1 Ba,sﬂ Bp. 1xvi, § 2 (Op. iv. 159 sq. ; P. G. xxxii, 425 B).

2 Ep. lxvm (Op. iv. 161 ; P. @. xxxii. 428 c).

3 Ep. 1xix, § 1 (Op. iv. 162 P. @. xxxii. 429 ¢).

4 Ep. 1xx (Op. iv. 163 8q. ; PG xxxil, 433 sq.).

b Ep. Ixix, § 1 (Op. iv. 162 ; .P. @, xxxii. 432 4),

Ep. Ixviii (Op. iv. 161 ; P. @ xxxil. 428 p), and Ixx. (Op. iv. 164;

P. @. xxxii, 433 b), 7 Damasus, Ep. 1, ad_ﬁn (P. L. xiii.. 349 B).

8 Basil, Ep. 1xxxix, § 2 (Op. iv. 181 P. & xxxii. 472 B). .

9 Basil, Ep. xe, §1 (Op. iv. 181 ; P, @, xxxii, 472 B).

10 Ep. xci (Op. iv. 182 sq.; P. @. xxxil, 476).
1 Ep. xeii, § 3 (Op. iv. 185: P. G. xxxii. 481 a-c).
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‘comes upon the churches. All three letters Sabinus carried back
with him westwards, shortly after Easter,* 872. .

(2) The second mission, 872-8, was thus that of Sabinus. He
arrived in Rome in the summer of 872 ; and delivered to Damagus
‘Basil’s private letter, and the letter, perhaps drafted by Meletius,
which Bagil and others had signed. For some reason or other,
‘ they did not give satisfaction ’2; and for a year the pope put
them aside. At last, June 878, he sent them back by Evagrius,
a deacon of Antioch, who for some years past had been in Italy
and was now returning home, with a direction that Bagil and his
triends should sign a petition (dictated from the West) for envoys
to be sent to the Kast, and also support it in Rome by an embassy
consisting of persons of note. To say the least, this was a chilling
and discourteous answer to cries for help. Evagrius brought it
to Caesarea, August 878. [Possibly the death of Athanasius
earlier in the summer may account for something. He was the
natural intermediary between Basil and Rome ; and he carried
great weight with either side. . Anyhow, negotiations, for the
time being, came not unnaturally to a standstill.

(8) But a third mission arose, 874-5, out of the visit, 874,% of
Sanctissimus, a presbyter of the West, to Armenia Minor and Syria.
He was collecting signatures to the proposed petition4; and Basil
lent his patronage to the proceeding. As soon as the task was done,
Sanctissimus was joined by Dorotheus, now promoted to the
priesthood ; and in 874 they left for Italy, armed with the
formula brought by Evagrius to Basil in 873, the signatures to it
gsince collected by Sanctissimus, and two letters of importance.
The first ‘ To the Westerns’® was a general letter from the
Easterns ; the second, a personal communication from Basil
* To the bishops of Gaul and Italy *,8 written in a tone of vehement
remonstrance and urging ‘ that through you the state of confusion
in which we are situated should be made known to the Ruler of
the World in your parts’,” i.e. to Valentinian. Dorotheus and
Sanctissimus appear to have gone straight to Rome; and, on

L Ep. Ixxxix, § 2 (Op. iv. 181 ; P. G. xxxii. 474 B).

2 Ep. cxxxviii, § 2 (Op. iv. 229 8q. ; P. Q. xxxii. 580 B, ¢).

8 The date is fixed by Epp. ¢xx, cxxi. T¢ ndme=Pap, king of Armenia,
assassinated in 374. Amm. Marc. calls him Para, Kes Gestae, XXX. i, § 1.

4 Basil, Epp. cxx, exxi, exxxii, celiii-celvi.

5 Ep. ccxlii (Op. iv, 8371; P. G. xxxii. 900 sq.).

¢ Hp. ccxliii (Op. iv. 872 ; P. Q. xxxii. 901 sqq.).
7 Ibid. (Op. iv. 373; P. G. xxxii, 904 B).
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their arrival, Damasus convoked a. Council—the third of the -
Roman Synods of his day—which met in the autumn of 374 and
sent Dorotheus back with Ea gratia.! They mention no names ;
but condemn, clearly enough, the errors of Arius, Marcellus,
Apollinaris, and Macedonius. But whereas Basil had wished the
Westerns to choose a few Fastern prelates, whom they could
trust, and leave it to them to decide who, in the East, was to
be admitted to communion of the Church as a whole,> Damasgus
and his Synod ignored the proposal; dropped a hint -about
irregular ordinations, intended, no doubt, to keep Meletius at
arm’s length ; and gave fresh assurances of sympathy, but
nothing more.® Next year, Basil got news 4 that, about September
to October 875, a lotter was received by Paulinus at Antioch in
which Damasus gave him the communion of the West.5 This was
disastrous, in the eyes of Basil. The confusion was worse con-
founded ; and a second disaster followed in the death of Valen-
tinian, 17 November 875. It gave the persecution a fresh
lease of life. Basil lost all patience with ¢ Western superecilious- -
ness .8

(4) But, at length, in the spring of 876, Dorotheus and Sanetis-
simus started for Rome on a fourth and last mission, carrying
with them a collective letter from the bishops of the Hast  To the
Westerns .7 It was not Arians, said the prelates, who troubled
the Chureh now ; but FEustathius, bishop of Sebaste, * the ring-
leader of the Pneumatomachi’8 Apollinaris,® and also Paulinus,
¢ who is now showing an inelination for the doctrine of Marcellus ’.10
They would have liked a joint synod of West and East to settle
these questions; but ‘ this the time does not allow’. So let the
Westerns ¢ take due heed ’, and grant their communion only to
those who are clear of such innovations. The envoys were received
at a fourth Roman Synod under Damasus, 8767 ; where Peter
of Alexandria, still an exile from his see, was present. Two
fragments of the Synodical Epistle are extant, Iliud sane miramur

1 Damasus, Ep. 11, Fr. i (P. L. xiii. 350 sqq.).

2 Basil, Bp. cxxix, § 3 (Op. iv. 221 ; P, Q. xxxii. 561).

¢ Damasus, Ep. m, Fr. i (P. L. xiil. 352 A),

4 Basil, Bp. ecxvi (Op. iv. 324; P, G. xxxii. 792 c); Puller, P, 8.5 318,
n, 3. 5 Damasus, Ep. 111 (P, L. xiil. 356 sq.).

¢ Basil, Ep. COXXXIX, § 2 (Op. iv. 368 ; P. §. xxxii. 893 B).

7 Ep. cclxm (Op. iv. 404 8q. ; P. G. xxxii. 976 sqq.).

8 Ibid., § 3 (Op. iv. 406 ; P. (. xxxii. 980 B).

9-Ibid., § 4 (Op. iv. 406 ; P. G. xxxii. 930 B-D).

10 Ibid., § 5 (Op. iv. 407 ; P. G. xxxii. 981 a, B).
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and Non nobis quidguam.! Damasus and his bishops here enterod
upon a detailed refutation of Apollinarianism, and repudiated
the errors of the Pneumatomachi and of Marcellus in" briefer
terms, without mentioning any names. But the ecclesiastical
sibuation was inextricable. Damasus, it appears, either was
ignorant of Hastern affairs, or else depended for such knowledge
a8 he possessed of them upon the partisan information of the
Eustathians at Antioch.2 . At this very Couneil, Dorotheus, as he
reported, was shocked by hearing Basil's friends, Meletius of
Antioch and Fusebius of Samosata, spoken of as Arians in the
presence of Damasus and Peter, neither of whom raised any
protest.> A deep despondency settled down upon Basil. ‘I seem,
for my sins,” he wrote in 877, ¢ to prosper in nothing.”¢ The long
series. of negotiations ended unsatisfactorily ; and though he
lived to see the Arian persecution brought to a close by the
overthrow and death of Valens, he died before confusion gave
place to unity under Gratian and Theodosiug—suspected of heresy
by Damasus and accused by Jerome of pride.? ’

§ 11. Basil’s private troubles ® may best be told as the last
scene of the persecution ; though they were due, in part, to ill-
health following upon early austerities. e was subject to
constant liver attacks 7 ; and, though he could playfully tell an
offended official who threatened to tear out his liver for him, that
. he wag grateful for the suggestion, for, where it is at present,
it hag been no slight annoyance’? still, it was probably the
cause of more troubles to him than ill-health. Shortly after his
election, his uncle Gregory, who was himself a bishop and had
- been to him as a father,® took offence at his elevation. His
chorepiscopt, or ‘ assistant bishops for country distriets *°—there
were fifty 1 in all, for as metropolitan he had few suffragans ¥*—

1 Damasus, Bp. 11, Fr. ii, iii (2. L. xiii. 3562-4), and Document No. 57.
Basil, Ip. cexiv, § 2 (Op. iv. 321 ; P. G. xxxii. 785 B).
Ep.celxvi, § 2 (Op. iv. 412 sq. ; P. G. xxxii. 993 B, ©).
Basil, Ep. cclxvi, § 2 (Op. iv. 412 ; P. G. xxxii. 993 b).
Jerome, Ep. Ixxxiv (Op. i. 529 ; P. L. xxii. 749).
Newman, Ch. F., c. vi; W. Bright, Waymarks, 104 sqq.
Basil, Ep. oxxxviii, § 1 (Op. iv. 229 ; P. G. xxxii. 580 a).
Qreg. Naz. Orat, xliii, § 57 (Op. ii. 812 ; P..G. xxxvi. 568 ¢).
Basil, Bp. lix, § 1 (Op. iv. 153 ; P. G. xxxii. 412 4). :
10 W, Bright, Waymarks 90 ; and Canons 2, 34 sq.; J. Bingham, 4nt, 11,
xiv, §§ 1-11.
1 Greg, Naz. Carmen, xi. 447 (Op. iii. 698; P. @. xxxvii. 1060 4); J. Bing-
ham, Anf. 1X. iii, § 2.
12 Cappadocia was an exception to the rest of the East in its dearth of

® a @ o R @
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incurred his censure. They had been guilty of simony*; and had -
conferred minor Orders on unfit persons? 871-2. Glycerius, a
deacon, gave scandal, 874. No sooner was ho ordained than he
- took himgelf off with a band of young women, and set up as their
‘patriarch ’ just “as one might take up a profession to live by ’.3
Basil had to defend his-own orthodoxy in regard to the language
which he had used of the Holy Spirit, 8724 ; and again, 875, to .
reply to the nobles of Neocaesarea against a charge of tritheism
because, like most Fasterns of his standing, he had spoken of Three
Hypostases:* In the same year he addressed a remonstrance to
bishops on the coast of the Black Sea,’ Who had become unfriendly
through the machinations of Fustathius, bishop of Sebaste and
metropolitan of Roman Armenia. In two cases, very different from
each other, his friendships brought him into trouble. He fell out,
¢. 875, with Eustathius ¢ beeause ‘ he had thought too well of this
knave’,” who turned out to be an Arian after all. He also quarrelled
with Gregory,® the friend of his youth, whom he vietimized by con-
secrating him to be bishop of Sasima ®—a ‘dull hole’, says Gregory, -
‘all dust and din ’ **—which he was to hold for Basil against the
claim, ¢. 872, of Anthimus to become independent as metropolitan
of Tyana, now that Valens had erected Cappadocia II to the rank
of a province.’* Seeming failure, misreprésentation, and separation
from friends were thus Bagil’s trials ; but they show him to have
been among the saints. At length they werc over, when, four
months after the death of Valens, he died—on his fiftieth birth-
day—1 January 879. ‘
cities, and therefore of small dioceses; it was more like the West (save

Africa and South Italy, where dioceses. were small and numerous).

1 Basil, Ep. liii, § 1 (Op. iv, 147 ; P. G. xxxii. 397 a); Bright, Canons 3,
145 sq. -

2 Ep, liv (Op. iv. 148 sq P. G xxxii. 399-402).

3 Bp. clxix (Op. iv. 258 ; P @, xxxii. 641 D), clxx, clxxi. On the incident
see W. M, Ramsay, The C’hu'rch in the Roman BEmpire, c. xviii, and criticisms
in W. Bright, Waymarks, app. E.

* Ep. ccx, § 3 (Op iv. 315; P. @. xxxii. 772 B).

5 Bp. ceiil (0p iv. 299~ 302 P. G. xxxii. 737-44).

8 Ep. coexxiii, § 3 (Op. iv. 338 8q. ;- P. G. xxxii. 823-8), and Document
No. 62. For the relations of Basil a,nd Eustathius, see Epp. ccxxiv, cexxvi,
cexliv, ccli, clxiii, § 3; Newman, Ch, F, 77-82 (ed. 1840); N. and P.-N. F.
viiL xxvii sqq. ; and W. K. L. Clarke, St. Basil the Great, app. A.

? Tillemont, Mém. ix. 189.

8 N.and P.-N. F. vii1, xxv 8q. ; Newman, Ch. F. 139-41,

% Greg. Naz, Orai. xliii, §§ 58-9 (Op. ii. 813 8q. ; P. G. xxxvi. 569 sq.).

10 Greg. Naz. Carmen, xi. 439-46 (Op. iii. 696 sq.; P. G. xxxvii. 1059 8q.).

11 On this claim, that the ecclesiastical divisions should follow the civil,
see Chale, ¢. 17, and W. Bright, Canons 2, xliv. 201 sq.
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§ 12. We must now return to the West, up to the accesmon of
Theodosius, 19 January 379.

While Valentinian and Valens were still alive, and while the
Arian persecution was breaking over Basil and the East, there
took place the consecration of St. Martin as bishop of Tours
872-196. His early life falls into three divisions.

(1) From birth to early manhood, 816-86. Martin was born
at Sabaria, in Pannonia I, now Sarvar, near Stein-am-anger,? in
Western Hungary. His father was a soldier, who rose from the
ranks to be military tribune, and a pagan. His childhood was
spent at Pavia, where ho received his early education, purely
a heathen one. At the age of ten, 826, he fled to a church and was
recoived as a catechumen ; and he soon developed, 828, a strong
desire for the monastic life. But his parents prevented this ; and,
at fifteen, ho entered the army,® 881. At eighteen he was serving
at Amiens, 334, where there ocecurred the celebrated incident of
the beggar and the cloak. Next night appeared the vision of his
Saviour, clothed in the half of the cloak that he had given to the
beggar and saying to the Court of Heaven—* Martin, still a cate-
chumen, clothed me with this garment’. Presently Martin was
baptized'; and after another two years of military service? he
was discharged from the army at Worms,5 886.

(2) From his quitting the army to his second visit to Hilary,
bishop of Poitiers, Martin was more or less of a wanderer, 836-60.
On his first visit, as soon as he had left the colours, he became the
. guest of Hilary for some time ; and was admitted to the office of
exoreigh. - Then, under promise to return, he went to visit his
parents in Illyricam. On the way he encountered and converted
a robber in the Alps.® His mother became a convert to the faith
of Christ, with many others ; but his father remained a heathen.
Arianism, at this time, was strong in Illyricum; and Martin
stood forth alone for the Nicene faith—sa true confessor. He wasg
scourged, and forced to depart. So, learning that Gaul was in

1 His blogra,pher was his younger contemporary, Sulpicius Severus, ?363-
71420 ; a ‘ grand seigneur’ converted to asceticism : see Sulp. Sev. Vit
Martzm, Epistolae tres, and. Dialogi (P. L. xx. 159-222) [Bardenhewer,
Patrology, 451 8q.]; Tillemont, Mém. x, 309-56 ; Newman, Ch. F. c. xx.

2 T. W. Hodgkin, Italy, &c. 1. i. 237. )

"3 Sulp. Sev. Vita, § 2 (P. L. xx. 161 sq.).
4 Thid., § 3 (. L. xx. 162), and Document No. 152.
5 Thid., § 4 (P. L. xx. 162 D). ' ¢ TIbid., § 5 (P. L. xx. 163).
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confusion owing to the exile of Hilary, 856-60, he betook himself,
“when about forty, to Milan, 856. There he lived for some time
in solitude, till he was driven out by the Arian bishop Auxentius ;
and he retired to the small island of Gallinaria,! off the Riviera, o
opposite Albenga.

(8) From the return of H11ary to his consecration, 860-72
Martin was with his friend in Gaul. Settling near Poitiers, he
founded on a site, three to four miles off, which Hilary gave him,
at Locociagus, now Ligug$, the earliest of the monastie institutions
‘of that country. After eleven or twelve years, such was hig
reputation that he was demanded for, and. consecrated to, the
see of Tours,®> 4 July 872,® just ‘about the time that Ambrose
and Basil were raised to their respective sees, and that Athanasius
died *. But there were some who opposed his election, alleging
that ‘ he was a contemptible person, unworthy of the episcopate,
despicable in countenance, mean in dress, rough in his hair ’ 4—
in one word, a monk; and a monk he remained after he was
bishop. The combination made him apostle as well ; and his.
new wmonastery—Martini monastersum or Marmoutier, about
two miles out of Tours—a nursery of bishops.

§ 18. Three years later, upon the death of Valentinian, 17
November 875, the Western Hmpire passed' into the hands of
Gratian, 875-188, the son of his first wife Severa.

Gratian ® was born 859 ; made Augustus 867 ; became Emperor
of the West 375, and in the East 878 on.the death of his
uncle Valens ; co-Emperor with Theodosius 879, till his death
25 August 883. It was a short carcer, but an eventful one. On
his accession, he associated with himself hig baby half-brother,
Valentinian IT (born 871 ; Emperor 883-192), as Augustus ; and
so avoided a eivil war by assigning to him and his mother, Justina
(widow of the usurper Magnentius and second wife of Valentinian I).-
a court at Milan. But though the Western Empire was thus
nominally divided, Gratian, in practice, ruled it all from Tréves.
The Fast, meanwhile, was hard pressed by the Goths; who, in
their turn, were being forced upon it by the Huns. Valens took

1 'Sulp. Sev. Vita, § 6 (P. L. xx. 163 8q.).

2 Ibid., § 9 (P. L. xx. 165 ¢, »).

3 ’l‘111emont Mém. x, 774, * Noewman, Ch. F. 389.

5 Sulp. Sev. Vita, § 10 (P. L. xx. 166),

8 Tillemont, Hist. des Emp. v. 136-88; Gibbon, ¢, xxv (iii. 66-8, ed.
Bury) ; and the genealogical tables in T. W Hodgkln, Italy, &o. 1. i. 185,
and The Dynasty of Theodosius, xiv.
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the field in person, and Gratian set out to bring him aid. But
before he left, June 378, for the Gothic War, he asked Arﬁbrose,
now bishop of Milan, 374197, for a compendium of the Christian
Faith,* as he was advancing into provinces dominated by Arianism.
Ambrose replied, at the end of 877, with the D¢ Fide, Books I .
and I12: subsequently enlarged, in response to a further request 3
from the young Emperor, on his return from the war in July 879, -
for instruction on the Divinity of the Holy Spirit, by Books
TI1-V.4 These deal, however, not with that topic which was.
handled in the De Spiritu Sancto of 881 ; but with objections
to, and omissions from, the argument of the original pamphlet.
Ambrose beging by asserting, i, §§ 6-11, the unity of God as pre--
served in the confession of the Trinity, and, §§ 18-16, the oneness
of Christ with the Father in respect of the divine attributes. -
" He touches on, §§ 44-6, the incoherences of Arianism and, § 85,

its heathenish affinities ; = and, §§ 118-22, after pointing out that

not.-only at Nicaea but at Ariminum too was Arianism condemned,

he calls attention, § 180, to the futility of the Arian concession

that ‘the Son was not a creature like the rest of the creatures '.

Then he proceeds to the discussion of the favourite Arian texts—in

ii, §§ 15 sdq., ‘ There is none good but one, that is, God ’, of Mk.

x.18; in §§ 59 sqq., * My Fatheris greater than I1°, of John xiv. 28 ;

in §§ 84 sdq., ‘ He became obedient unfo death’, of Phal. ii. 8 ;

and after foreshadowing, §§ 10028, the answer which our Lord

as Judge may be expected to make to those who deny Him, he

concludes, §§ 186-43, by assuring Gratian of victory in the coming

war with the Goths. But his auguries were too confident ; and -
Gratian had only advanced to retire again on Sirmium— too

late to assist and too weak to revenge ’®—when he heard of the

defeat and death of Valens at Adrianople, 9 August 378.

The situation was critical in the extreme, especially for a young
Emperor not yet twenty. The barbarians were in motion on all
the frontiers. The internal condition of the West was insecure,
trom the tacit rivalry between the two Courts at Tréves and Milan.
The East was now suddenly thrown upon his hands. In this

1 Ambrose, De Fide, 1, Prol.,, § 3 (Op. 11, i. 443-4 ; P, L. xvi. 528 A).
2 Ibid. 111 i, § 1 (Op. 11. i. 497 ; P. L. xvi. 589 c). ’
- 3 Qratiant Epist., § 3 (Op. 11. 1. 151 sq. ; P. L. xvi. 876).
¢ The whole is tr. in N. and P.-N. F. x. 201-314. .
$ Ambrose, Op. 11 i, 599-700 (P. L. xvi. 703-816); tr. N. and. P.-N. F. x.
93-158 ; Bardenhewer, 437, 8 Gibbon, ¢. xxvi (iii. 118 sq., ed. Bury).
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emergency, Gratian wisely consulted the interests of peace and
order, both in Church and Realm, by two measures of first
importance. : '

(1) He issued a Rescript of toleration, at the end of 878, for
all save Eunomians, Photinians, and Manichaeans.! It was, of
‘course, only extracted from him by the exigencies of the moment ;
and he cancelled it within a year. But it recalled the Catholic

- bishops in the East ; and was acted upon, as elsewhere, e.g. in

Antioch of Caria,? where the Macedonians took advantage of it
to meet in Synod, 878, and reaffirm their objections to the
. Spoodoior ; 5o too in Antioch of Syria. Here, on  the return of
Meletius, whose splendid reception is deseribed by Chrysostom,?
an attempt. was made at an understanding between himself and
Paulinus ¢; though the details given by Theodoret® may be
open to question. At any rate, Meletius was put into possession
of the churches, Paulinus being allowed to retain his own®;
and, ultimately, 881, six of the leading clergy, including Flavian,
entered into a compact to advance no claim of their own to the -
 bishopric but, on the death of Meletius or Paulinus, to recognize
" the survivor as unquestioned bishop of Antioch. Peace was in
sight, and was actually effected, February to March 381. Its
terms appear to have had the approval.of the bishops of North
Ttaly.” But before this, and nine months after the death of Basil8
a Synod of a hundred and fifty-three bishops met at Antioch,
September 879, under the presidency of Meletius, now accepted
by the whole East in this capacity and as the rightful bishop of
Antioch, though he was not acknowledged by the Church of Rome.?
As if to anticipate the mind of Theodosius they gave in their
adhesion to a Tome-—called The Tome of the Westerns by the Second
Oecumenical Council 1%—or document made up of the letters of

1 Socr. H. B.v.ii, §1; Soz. H, K. vi1. i, § 3; Thdt, H. B. v. ii, § 1,

2 Socr. H. E. v. iv, §§ 2-4 ; Soz. H. E. vi1. ii, §§ 3, 4. There is some con-
fusion with another Synod at Antioch in Caria, mentioned in Soz. H. . vI.
xii, § 4, and assigned to 367 ; but they appear to be the same, and the date
to be 378 : see L. Duchesne, Farly Hust. Ch, ii. 343, n. 1.

8 Chrysostom, Hom. in 8. Meletium, § 2 (Op. ii. 521 ;- P. Q. 1. 517),

¢ Socr. H. E. v, v; Soz. H. K. vi1. iil. :

5 Thdt. H. E. v. iv, §§ 13-16. 8 Ibid., § 16.

7 At the Co. of Aquileia, September 381 : see its letter in Ambrose, Ep.
xii, §§ 4, 5 (Op. 11. i..813; P. L. xvi, 948 sq.), and Mansi, iii. 623 sq.; and
at the Council of Milan, September 381, Ambrose, Ep. xiii, § 2 (Op. 11 i.
814 sq.; P. L. xvi. 950 B), and Mansi, iii. 631 c.

8 Greg. Nyss. Vita Macrinae (Op. iii; P. G. xlvi. 973 D).

9 Puller, Prim. Sainis 3, 160, n. 1.

10 C, P. canon 5 ; W. Bright, Canons 2, xxii, 113 sqq.
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the second, third, and fourth ! Synods under Damasus, i.e. those
of 871,874, and 876-7, which was emphatic in its condemnation
of Arian,2? Apollinarian,® Macedonian,? and Marcellian 5 errors.
Meletiug was the first to sign®; after him, Eusebius of Samosata ;
and, seventh on the list, Diodore, now bishop of Tarsus, 378-194.
Meletius then reinstated, or appointed, orthodox bishops for -
various churches 7 ; and, in the West, a fifth Synod, under Pope.
Damasgus,? early in-380, dealt onece more with the condemnation
of current heresies, in twenty four arficles,® the ninth of which
is directed against Meletius 10 and is proof that, though his faith
had been accepted by the Apostolic See as sound, on its reception
of the document with the hundred and fifty-three signatures, he
was still rega,rded as outside its communion. Damasus gent the
articles in a letter addressed to Paulinus whom he had recognized
five years previously,! and Meletius was thus a Catholic bishop
outside the communion of the Roman church.® Such was the
recovery that Basil had not lived to see.

" (2) Tt was part anticipation, and part result of the second
measure of importance which, after the disaster at Adrianople,
Gratian adopted when, 19 January 879, he associated with himself
Theodosius as Emperor, 87919518 His father, the elder Theodo-
sius, 820-176, was a Spaniard by birth, who had rendered good
service to the state as Duke of Britain, 868, by rebuilding the
ruined cities and camps of our island and restoring to it a peace 14
which was to last for forty years. Then he put down a revolt in
Africa,!® where he spent the last three years of his life, till he was
suddenly struck down by the jealousy of the Court.!® His son was
born 846, and by 878 had risen to high command as Duke of

1 Puller, Prim. Saints 3, 330.
2 Confidimus quidem (P. L. xiii. 348 0); Jaffé, No. 232.
Lilud sane miramur (P. L. xiii. 352 B).
Non nobis quidquam (P. L. xiii. 3563 ¢). ' 5 Ibid.
Damasus, £p. 11, Fr. ii (P. L. xiii. 353 ¢-354 4) ; Mansi, iii. 511.
Thdt. H. K. v. iv.
® It was attended by Ambrose and the bishops of N. Italy, Puller?,
330, n. 3. -

% Post comnhum Nicaenum, Damasus, Hp. iv (P. L. xiil. 358 sqq.);
Mansi, iii. 482; Jaffé, No. 235.

10 Thid., § 9 (P L. xiii, 360); Puller 3, 332 sq.

1 Per ﬁlwm meum Vitalem, D&m&sus, Ep. i1i; P. L. xiii. 356-8; Jaiffé,

<N o A

No. 235. 12 Puller 3, 324 sq.
13 Tillemont, Hist. des Emp. v. 189-418; Glbbon, c. Xxvi (111 118, ed.
Bury). u Amm I\Iarc xXXvir, iii, §§ 1, 2

15" Thid. xx1x. v ; Tillemont, Hist. des Emp. v. 64.
18 Qrosius, Hist. vii, § 33 (Op. 551 8q. ; P. L. xxxi. 1145 8q.).
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Moesia.l On h1s fathel s execution he retired to his blrthplace '
and estates at Coca in Gallascia, about twenty-nine miles from
Segovia. Thence Gratian sent for him: for he wanted the aid

‘of an older and more experienced colleague. Theodosius was

proclaimed Augustus? at Sirmium ; and, as he was to have
charge of the Gothic War,2 379-82, Illyricum was dismembered
and the two ° dioceses’ of Dacla and Macedonia were handed
over to him as part of the Hastern Empire.2 It was a new depar-
ture, but of lasting importance. For not only was it repeated in

the final partition of the Hmpire, 895, between the sons of Theodo-

sius ; but it corresponded roughly to the line of linguistic demarca-
tion between Latin- and Greek-speaking peoples ; and definitely
established the system of the Four Prefectures.of Gaul, Italy,
Tlyricum, and the Hast.5 Orthodox Christianity was now, for
the first time, dominant throughout the Empire in the persons
of the two young Dmperms Gratian aged twenty, and Theodosms
but fourteen years his senior. :

1 Amm. Mare. xx1x. vi, § 15.

2 Socr. H. K. v. 11,§2 Soz. H. E. vir. i1, § 1; Thdb H. B.v.vi, § 3.
2937 (S}(;gbon, e. xxvi (iii. 122 sqq., ed. Bury); Hodgkin, Ifaly, &ec. 1. i.

4 The. fact of this division is preserved in Soz. H, E. vi1 iv, § 1.
5 Bury’s Gibbon, ii. 563 ; R. L. Poole, Hist. Atlas, Map 1.



'CHAPTER X

GRATIAN, 375-183 AND THEODOSIUS, 879-195
THE EAST, TO 383

I the East, Theodosius was at Thessalonica early in 380, where
he was taken ill and was baptized during his illness by Acholius the
bishop, 880-18. - At the same time he was preoccupied by the
Gothic War. g

*§ 1. Meanwhile, a Ca,thohc rev1va,1 had taken place at Con-
stantinoplel

(1) For forty years, from the thlrd exile of Paul to the arrival of
Theodosius, ¢. 340-80, the Eastern capital had been dominated by
Arianism. The orthodox, in Gregory’s phrase, had spent < forty -
years in the wilderness ".2- Paul was succeeded by Macedonius,
852-62. In 860 the Homoeans made the most of their victory at
the Council of Constantinople to depose Macedonius and translate
Fudoxius from Antioch to the capital where, till his death, he
ruled, 860-170, both church and Emperor. The first sign of
a revival appeared by the Catholies putting forward Evagrius ;
‘but -Valens put in a respectable and, as it proved, a conscientious
Arian, by name Demophilus, 870-80, who had formerly been
bishop of Beroea in Thrace. He was accepted,® though not unani-
mously4 Some eighty clerics remonstrated ; the story of whose
death at sea 5 is probably over-coloured.

(2) In his days the revival began at the instance of Basil,® and
with Gregory of Nagzianzus for its leader. It was no easy task to
resuscitate the Catholic Faith at Constantinople. -Apart from
the pressure of the Government in favour of Arianism and its
popularity there,” the sects wore in possession. The Novatianists

1 Tillemont, Mém. ix. 407-25 ; Fleury, xviw 1, li ; Newman, Ck. 7, o. ix ;
Gibbon, c. xxvii (iii. 142-7, ed. Bury).

2 Greg. Naz. Orat. xlii, § 26 (Op. ii. 766 ; P. G. xxxvi. 489 B).

8 Socr. H. E. 1v, xiv, § 3; Soz. H. E. vi. xiii, § 1.

4 Philostorgius, H. E. ix, § 10 (P. Q. Ixv. 576 c).

5 Socr. H. K. 1v. xvi; Soz. H. E. vi. xiv; Gwatkin 2, 276 sq., note N.

8 Vita S. Greg. Naz. (Op i; P. G, xxxv, 276 B).

7 Best illustrated by the well-known description of the irreverent dis-
putatiousness of the Arian mob at CP. in Greg. Nyss., De Deitate (Op. iii.
466 p; P. G. xlvi, 557 B); Newman, Select T'r, St Ath 7 11 23 ; Gibbon,

c. xxvii (iii. 142 sq.,"ed. Bury) and Document No, 105,
219111 o
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had a bishop and several churches.! So had the Bunomians.2 The
semi-Arians or Macedonians were strong there,® and the Apolli-
narians had a footing# The orthodox were not only few®; but
they were divided amongst themselves by sympathy with opposite
parties at Antioch.® The rescript of Gratian, however, rendered it
possible for them to obtain a bishop; and Gregory went early in
879, not willingly but under pressure,” and after three years’
retirement in a monastery at Seleucia in Isauria.8 e was now
about fifty. Though he had many qualifications for the work of
a revival, he was deficient in administrative ability ; and in power
of ruling he stands in striking contrast to his friend Basil. It is-
not surprising, therefore, that he only held on as.bishop for about
two years. Hetook up his lodgings at a kinsman’s house.® It was
the ‘new Shiloh, where the ark found rest. after forty years’
wandering in the wilderness ’ 10 ; and it became the great Church
of the Anastasia,™ for there the Catholic Faith rose again: Eloquent
preaching was his sole weapon. Early in 879 he began by insisting
on the need of reverence for the treatment of divine truth— -
¢ Ascend by holiness of life, if thou wouldst become a theologian :
keop the commandments, for action is the step to contemplation.
Even Paul confessed that he could only see as in a mirror, and
dimly.’ 2?2 Next, he attacked the various errors, discouraging all
attempts to grasp the infinite in a formula ; and forbidding men to
indulge the taste for empty theological discussion.'® About the
middle of the year 4 he preached two sermons on Peace, the second
of which has in view the divisions among Catholics in the capital,
caused by their adhesion to Meletius or Paulinus at Antioch. They
are agreed about the doctrine ; why are they divided about the
men 215 Gregory’s teaching was beginning to impress itself on hig

1 Soz. H. E. v1. 1x,§§2,3

2 Philostorgius, H. E. viii, § 2 (P. 6. Ixv. 556 B).

3 Rufinus, H. E. i, § 25 (Op. 253 ; P, L, xxi. 497).

% Grog. Naz. Carmen xi, 609 sqq. (Op ifi. 706 8q.; P. @. xxxvii. 1071 8q.);
B Ibld 583 sqq. (Op. iil. 704 8q.; P. G. xxxvil. 1069)

¢ Tbid. 680 (Op. iii. 710 8q.; P. Q. xxxvii. 1076 A).

? Thid. 807 sq. (Op. iii: 706 8q.; P. Q. xxxvii. 1071 A).

8 Thid. 547 sq. (Op. iii. 702 8q.; P. G: xxxvii. 1067 a).

3 Greg. Naz. Orat. xxv111, §17 (0p i. 484 ; P. @. xxXV. 1250 B, ).

10 Orat xlii, § 26 (Op, ii. 766 ; P. G, xxxvi, 489 B),

11 Tbid., and Carmen, xi. 1079 (Op. iii. 730; P. G. xxxvu 1103).

12 Orat. xx, §12 (Op. 1, 383; P. G. xxxv. 1080 B).

% Carmen, xi. 1208 sqq. (Op iii. 738-9 ; P. G. xxxvii. 1111 sqq.).

* 1 Tillemont, Mém. ix. 436.
18 Orgt. xxiii, § 4 (Op. i. 427 ; P, @, xxxv, 1154 sq.). ~
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flock when opposition was aroused, and they were molested.
Soon after his-arrival the people of the capital had charged him
with tritheism,? and made fun of his origin, person‘, and clothes.?
They set off the meanness of his personal appearance against the
charm of hig eloquence. They even pelted him in the streets—or
‘tried to’, says Gregory, ‘they were such bad shots’2 On
Whitsun-Eve, 879, they .attacked the Church of the Anastasia
during. the solemn administration of baptism. Arian monks and
women °like so many furies’ stoned the neophytes, while he
endeavoured to ward off the crowd.® This, however, was but an
incident. Gregory had two weapons with which to make sure of
ultimate victory : his acknowledged capacity as a preacher,® and
his conspicuous single-mindedness as ‘a man.”  He could afford to
wait. * They have’, said he, ¢ the houses of God, we have Him who
dwells therein ; they have the sanctuaries, we have the Deity. . .
They have the people, we have the angels.’® So he went on with
his. preaching. In the summer of 379 he delivered his famous
sermons on the heroes of the faith—on theMaccabees ? ; on St. Atha-
nagiug,’ 2 May ; on 8t. Cyprian,* 14 September. Next summer he
proceeded, as he had promised in the second sermon on Peace, to
crush the serpent-eggs of heresy by the ‘ stiff and solid argument * 12
of the still more famous Five Theological Orations® Jerome
himself came to Constantinople to listen and to applaud 4 ; while
Peter, now returned to Alexandria, sent his approval.ls '
(8) The argument of the Five Orations has now to be considered.
It is directed, in the main, against Funomius and his adherents,
who, as- we have seen, dismissed everything that is mysterious

1 Carmen xi. 6562 sqq. (Op. iii. 708-9 ; P. G. xxxvii. 1074 sqq.).. .

2 Thid. 654-5. 3 Thid. 696 8qq. 4 Thid. 665 sq.

5 Greg. Naz, Orat. XXXV, §§ 3, 4 (Op. ii. 630 sqq. 3 P. G xxxvi. 269 5qq.) ;
and Ep. Ixxvii (Op. iii. 66 ;. P. G. xxxvii. 141).

¢ -For a description of his aud.lence see Orat. xln, § 36 (Op. ii. 767 ; P. Q.
xxxvi. 492 A) and of what the ¢ Anastasia’ looked like at his sermons,
Carmen, xvi (Op iii. 842-9 ; P, G. xxxvii. 1253-61).

? Rufinus, A. B, ii, § 9 (0 i. 281 sq.; P. L. xxi. 520).

8 QOrat. xxxiii, § 16 (Op. ii. 613 P, G. xxxvi. 232 o).

3 Orat. xv (Op. i. 286-98 ; P. 6. xxxv. 911- -54). . Their feast-day was
1 August.

10 Orat. xxi (Op. i, 386-411; P. G’. XXXV, '1081-—1128).

11 Orat. xxiv (Op. i. 437-50 ; P. G. xxxv. 1169-94).

2 Oraf. xxili, § 14 (Op. i. 433 P. G. xxxv. 1165 o). :

18 Oraf. xxvii-xxxi (Op. ii. 487—077 P. G. xxxvi. 9~ 172), od. A. J. Mason
in Cambr. Patristic Texts, and tr. N. and P.-N. F. vii. 284-328.

14 Jerome, De vir. tllustr., § 117 (Op ii. 943; P. L. xxiii. 707 ¢); Epp. 1,
§1, lii, § 8 (Op. i. 237, 263 ; P. L. xxii. 513, 534)

15 Greg. Naz. C’armen, xi, 858 sq. (Op. iii. 719-20; P. G’ xxxvii. 1087).
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from the things of God, and taught that He is perfectly to be-
comprehended by human understanding. They put their argu-
ments into text-books for beginners ; and so pressed them upon all
and sundry at Constantinople that, says Gregory, it was intoler-
able. ¢ Our great mystery is in danger of becoming a matter of -
mincing theological terms.’

"The First Oration is Agamst the Eunomlans ; and in it
Gregory clears the ground. He begins, §§ 1, 2, by reproving the
contentiousness that he sees around him, letting, § 8, his censure
fall upon orthodox and Funomian alike. Preparation of mind
and heart is necessary both for speaker and for hearer before
treating of theological subjects. Sometimes, § 5, it is well not to

speak of God, as before the heathen ; for, § 6, the pagan world, - .

with its gross mythology, is sure to put an unworthy meaning

upon Christian terms such as * Father’, ‘ Son’, ¢ Generation’, &e.

And, § 7, atter all, why contend as we do ? Is there not charity, or

devotion, or self-discipline to occupy us 2 Controversy, § 8, is not

the only way to heaven. You may, § 9, set up for a theologian, -
but you cannot make people theologians all of a sudden. And,

§ 10, if you must talk, use your argumentative powers to better

purpose—be it to put down heathemsm, or to build up a true

Christian philosophy.

In the Second Oration Gregory proceeds to reason, § 1, “ of
Theology ’ itself, and shows that the nature of God is beyond the
power of man to understand. Like, § 2, Moses, Gregory, § 3, can
gee but ‘ the back parts ’ of God ; for, § 4, God is incomprehensible
and ineffable. By, §§ 5, 6, His works in Nature, we may know that
He is, as the sight of a lute makes us think of the lutemaker ; but
we cannot find out what He is. No doubt, §§ 7, 8, He i incor-
poreal. But, § 9, such negative truth about Him is all we can
reach, not, §§ 10, 11, any adequate conception of a positive kind.
There are, § 12, reasons for this incapacity of ours ; but, § 18, the
cause of it is our bodily nature, in terms of which, i.e. in figurative
and anthropomorphic language, all conceptions of God have
necessarily to be expressed. Forget that such language is figurative,-
and, §§ 14, 15, the result is idolatry. Christians, however, worship,
§ 16, not nature, but the Author of nature. They know Him,
§§ 1721, 1t ig true, but in part : yet, §§ 22-81, if the works of God
surpass our understanding, how much more God who made them?

In the Third and Fourth Orations Gregory’s argument is
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- “ Concerning the Son’. Christian monotheisi, §§ 1, 2, is belief
in God who is one but in three Persons : two of the three being
derived from the first, the Son by generation® and the Spirit by
procession.2 Such a Sonship, § 8, implies no priority of existence
on the part of the Father, and, § 4, is not to be interpreted after
the manner of carnal generation. The Father, too, § 5, was never
anything but Father, as human fathers are sons as well as fathers.
He is absolutely Father, and that alone. Then come answers to
various captious interrogatories in favour with the Eunomians,
o. 8. §§ 6-8, ‘ Did the Father beget the Son by an act of will, or
not 2’ and, § 9, ‘ Did the Son exist before He was begotten, or
not ?’ and, §§ 10-11,  If the Son is begotten, and the Father
unbegotten, how can they be said to be of the same nature?’
and, §§ 12-16, so forth. Dismisging these cavils, there is, § 17, the
clear teaching of Holy Secripture as to the. Godhead of the Son.:
Pagsages, § 18, which speak of Him in less exalted terms must be
interpreted with reference to His taking of our created nature by
the Incarnation; but, §§ 19, 20, He was not always what He
became for our sakes, and He ever retained that nature which was
.originally His. Better, § 21, than argument, however, is the way
.of faith. Then follows, in the Fourth Oration, a discussion seriatim
of §§ 1-16, the stock-texts 3 of Arianism, ten in all ; and again,
§§ 17-19, of the Divine Names in Scripture, specially of those of
the Son, some of which belong to Him, § 20, both as God and ag
Man ; others, § 21, as Incarnate.

The Fifth Oration is © Of the Holy Spirit *4; and here Gregory
had to encounter not the Eunomians only, but many also of those
who shrank from the language of extreme Arians concerning the
Son. They heard him patiently enough when he preached the
Divinity of our Lord ; but when he proceeded to speak of God the
Holy Spirit, they said, as their predecessors had said of the éuoodeion,
that, § 1, he was going beyond the words of Scripture. ‘The con-
troversy, he allows, § 2, is distasteful enough ; but, § 8, zeal for
the letter of Scripture is sometimes a cloak .for sinful unbelief.

1 ;
oz Il"f::gi)t?wn . :TO ZZW:’: O"r’au marpds ékmopevdpevor, for which phrase note
the combination of John xv, 26 with 1 Cor. ii. 12.

" '8 These are Prov. viii. 22; 1 Cor. xv. 25; John xiv. 28; John xx, 17 ;

John v. 22, 26, 27 ; -John v. 19 John vi. 38 ; John xvii. 3, and Mark x. 18 ;

Heb. vii. 25 Mark xiii. 32.
4 On this, ¢ the grea.test of all sermons on the doctrine of the Spirit ’, see

H. B. Swete, The H. 8. in the ancient Church, 240-5.
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There, § 4, never was [a time] when the Holy Ghost was not H
though, § 5, Christians are divided in their language about Him—
some thinking of Him as God, others as a Divine operation
(8vépyeta), others as a creature (xriopa). But, § 6, He must be
either a contingent or a substantive existence. If contingent, then
He would be an Influence ;. but this is incompatible with the fact
that Holy Scripture speaks of Him in language appropriate only
to a Person, as when it says that He saith’, ‘ is grieved ’, or ‘is
~ angered *. If substantive, then He is either God or a creature,
‘for there is no betwixt and between. But we cannot ‘ believe in’
a creature: so ‘ the Holy Spirit is God’. - After dealing with,
§§ 7-12, difficulties supposed to follow from this assertion of His
Godhead, Gregory reverts, § 18, to the charge of tritheism made
against him. Some who are fairly orthodox in regard to the Son,
are themselves open to a similar charge of ditheism. But let that
pass : there is, § 14, but one God ; for, in the Godhead, the thres -
Persons, though distinet, are not separate, and the entire Godhead
is in each. The Greeks, § 15, it is true, speak of a single divine-
nature compatible with plurality. But the parallel fails : for each
god has but a fragment of divinity, and varies not only from, § 16,
other gods but, oftentimes, from himself. It cannot be argued,
§§ 1720, that, becatse three things are numbered together, they
must be-of the same nature ; so that, if three Persons are num-
bered, they must therefore be three Gods. Finally, if, § 21, as -
a reason for denying the Godhead of the Holy Gthost, you plead the
silence of Scripture, then, §§ 22, 28, we must remember certain
features of the language of Scripture : how, besides things said
‘which are not literally true, such as anthropomorphic expressions
about God, there are also things left unsaid which, for all that, are
‘true, as that God is Unbegotten ! and Unoriginate 2—° those two
citadels of the Arian position '—or that He is Immortal,® and not
make too much of the reticence of Holy Scripture. Indeed, § 24,
‘what is there merely implied, may be rightly affirmed ; the more
80 as, §§ 25, 26, in Scripture there is a gradual development of
divine revelation to meet the advancing capacities of those to
whom the revelation is given. This doctrine, § 27, of the Divinity
.of the Holy Ghost is a case in point.* What is said of Him, §§ 28-30,
involves His Godhead ; and, §§ 81-88, it_must never be forgotten -

1 T3 dyéwmrov, 2 T6 dyévnrov. 8 Té ddvarop, -
¢ Document No. 82.



CHAP. X - ‘ THE EAST, TO 383 ' o279 -

that illustrations of the Trinity (e. g. spring, stream, and river ; or
sun, ray, and light) are inadequate.

Such were the famous discourses that won for Gregory the
name of the Theologian—a name assigned to no one else but to
St. John the Divine. : :

(4) But meanwhile, Gregory was taken in by an adventurer,
named Maximus the Cynic.! Gothic fashions were all the rage at
Constantinople about this time 2 ; and Maximus dyed his hair to
look like a Goth. In consequence, he all but supplanted Gregory
in the favour of the ladies of the congregation. ° Gregory’, they
said, ‘ is certainly a good preacher but Maximus has such lovely
curls.” Yes, says Gregory, ¢ yellow and black ’3; for the dyeing
was not quite complete. But Maximus, coming a,s an admirer of
the now famous theologian and preacher? gained Gregory’s
confidence so successfully that, about the end of 879, the bishop
actually pronounced a panegyric upon him in church, to which

Maximus, as the hero—for that was his altas and the title of the
“sermon 5—sat and listened. His real aim was the episcopal throne
at Constantinople, and the first step to it was to oust Gregory.
Maximus had come from Egypt; and was, in fact, the candidate
of Peter of Alexandria for the see. Peter may have been in his
dotage ; or he may have looked with an unfriendly eye upon this
Cappadoeian orator—the friend of ° Orientals’ like Basil and
Meletius—now carrying all before him at the capital ; or he may
have been prompted by the first touches of that jealousy after-
wards nursed- by patriarchs of Alexandria against their rivals in
Constantinople which ultimately ruined the churches of the Hast,
when Theophilus had been roused against Chrysostom, Cyril against
Nestorius, and Diogcorus against Flavian. At any rate, Peter sent
some suffragans ® to consecrate Maximus. Aided by one of
Gregory’s clergy and surrounded by sailors of the Egyptian corn-.
fleet, they seized upon the church of the Anastasia bne night when
Gregory was ill in bed.” The rite was proceeding, ‘ and they were
shaving the dog on the episcopal throne ’,® when, at dawn, a mob

1 Greg. Naz, Carmen, xi. 750-1029 (Op. iii. 713-28 ; P. @. xxxvii. 1081~
1100).

2 Cf, Sine exceptione of 12 January 382, Cod. Theod. x1v. x. 1, which
forbade tunic and trousers within the city, anid required the ordxna,ry clothes
of a gentleman, viz. chasuble and alb.

3 Carmen, xi. 754 (Op. iii. 714; P. G. xxxVii. 1081), 4 Thid. xi. 814.

5 Qreg. Naz. Orat. xxv (Op. i. 454~ 69 ; P. @. xxxvii. 1197-1226).

$ Carmen, xi. 844-17. 7 Ibid. 887 Thid. 892.
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of Gregory’s supporters got wind of the plot and cut the service’
“short. The consecration was finished in & flute-player’s house.
Maximus then made his way to Thessalonica, probably before
August 880, to obtain recognition from Theodosius, who was then
starting off for the Gothic War. But the Emperor had been kept
informed, and repudiated Maximus.2 Damasus, who was warned
of it by his Vicar Acholius, repelled him too ®; and Maximus,
returning to Alexandria, made a last effort to intimidate Peter
into taking up his case. But the Prefect intervened and banished -
-him4 The incident would be trifling but that it illustrates
‘Gregory’s unfitness for episcopal rulé, and also the intimate -
relation that then existed between a bishop and his flock. He
wanted to resign, but was roughly overruled by them ®; and the
religious situation in the capital remained in statu guo—Arianism
in office, but on the point of yielding to the Catholic revival—till,
24 November 880, Theodosius entered Constantinople in triumph.$
§ 2. It was now to be made clear what would be the relations
between the Government and the Church. Before his arrival, two-
ediets had already foreshadowed the direction which legislation
would take. _
(1) By Omnes vetitae,” of 8 August 879, issued from Milan,
Gratian, possibly under the influence of St. Ambrose, forbade the
heresies against which former imperial prohibitions had been
issued and revoked the reseript of toleration which had recently
been extorted from him owing to the disaster at Adrianople.
(2) By Cunctos populos,® of 27 February 880, issued from
Thessalonica shortly after his baptism, and before he took the
- field against the Goths, Theodosius declared : ‘It is our pleasure
that all the nations which are governed by our Clemency and
Moderation should stedfastly adhere to the Religion which wag .
taught by St. Peter to the Romans'; which faithful tradition has
preserved ; and which is now professed by the pontiff Damasus
and by Peter, bishop of Alexandria, a man of apostolic holiness.
According to the discipline of the Apostles and the doetrine of the

1 Odrmen, xi. 909. 2 Thid. 1001-9. . -
3 Damasus, Ep. v (P. L. xiii. 365-7) ; Decursis l@ttems, Jaﬁ‘e, No. 237,
4 Carmen, xi. 1023. b Ib1d 1057-1113.

$ Socr, H. E. v. vi, § 6; Tillemont, Mém. ix. 457 ; Gibbon, c. xxvii (iii.
146, ed. Bury) ; Hodgkin, Italy, &e. 1. 1. 351, .
. 7 Cod. Theod. xv1. v. 5, or ‘ Selecta Theodosii de religione decreta, , ap.
P. L. xiii. 533 4, B.
8 Cod. Theod. xv1, i. 2; P. L. xiii. 530 B, ¢, and Document No. 69.
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Gospel, let us believe the sole Deity of the Father, the Son and the
Holy Ghost, under an equal Majesty and a pious Trinity. We
authorize the followers of this doctrine to assume the title of
Catholic Christians ; and, as we judge that all others are.extrava-
gant madmen, we brand them with the infamous name of heretics,
and declare that their conventicles shall no longer usurp the
respectable appellation of churches. Begides the condemnation of
Divine Justice, they must expect to suffer the penalties which our
Authority, guided by Heavenly Wisdom, shall think proper to
inflict upon them.’? v
Theodosius thus set himself to secure the unity of the Empire
- on the bagis of the Nicene Faith ; and the Chureh in the Empire
now finally and. definitely became the Church of the Empire,
adopted by its rulers for the Empire’s sake. The day after his
arrival at Constantinople, Theodosius proceeded to carry out his
ediet inact. On 25 November 880 lie summoned the Arian bishop,
Demophilus, to his. presence, and offered him the choice of the
Nicene Creed or deposition. He chose the latter, and was sent
into exile.? The Emperor then sent for Gregory—as yet bishop
“in’ ‘but not ‘of’ Constantinople—and placed him on the
throne 8 of what was still the principal church of ‘the city, not
St. Sophia, but the Church of the Twelve Apostles4; and put
out, shortly afterwards, a third edict to round off the buginess.
(8) By Nullus haereticis,® of 10 January 881, issued from Con-
stantinople, Theodosius ordered that there be ‘ no place left to the
Hereties for celebrating the mysteries of their faith, no opportunity
to exhibit their stupid obstinacy ’; and then went on to assign
the name Catholic only to those who believed in the Holy
Trinity. Heretics were to hold no assemblies in towns ; and the
churches were to be restored to the orthodox prelates who held the
Nicene Faith. Theodosiug then armed his lieutenant, Sapor, with’
a commission to carry it out : ‘ and this ecclesiastical revolution.. .
was established without tumult or bloodshed in all the provinces
of the East.’ ¢ Arianism collapsed, or rather it was driven beyond
the frontier, where it entered upon a new and long career. Within

2 Socr. H. E. v. vii; Soz. H. K. vi1. v, §§ b, 6.

3 Carmen, xi. 1305-1595 (Op. iii. 743 sqq. ; P. G. xxxvii, 1119 sqq.).
Gibbon, ¢. xxvii, n. 38 (iii. 146, ed. Bury) ; Hodgkin, ltaly, 1. i. 354,
Cod. Theod. xvi. v. 6 (P, L. xiii. 533) ; Fleury, xvIIiL ix.

Thdt. H. E. v. ii, § 2; Gibbon, ¢. xxvii (iii. 147, ed. Bury).
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the Empire it was ¢ put down, as it had been set up, by the civil
power. Nothing was left' now but to clear away the disorders.
which the strife had left behind .t -

A series of Councils, 8381-3, addressed themselves to the task.

§ 8. First of these was the Council of Constantinople,2 May~
July 381. o

(1) The Second General Council, ag it afterwards came to be
reckoned, was summoned by Theodosius, apparently in response
to a request made in January 381 by Ulfilas, bishop of the Goths.?
. Tts business was to confirm the decisions of the Council of Nicaea

‘and to provide a. bishop for Constantinople.r Only bishops of the
~ eastern portion of the Fmpire were invited 5; and it is possible
that, at first, neither the bishops of Egypt nor those of Eastern
Tllyricum received a summons. At any rate, they did not arrive -
until sometime after the rest. Paulinus of Antioch did not appear,
nor bishops of his communion such as Diodore of Tyre and Epipha-
nius of Salamis. There were about one hundred and fifty in all.®

(2) The composition of the Couneil thus consisted, in the main,
of ‘ Orientals ’, in the proper sense of the word, and of Asiatics.
The former arrived early; to the number of sixty-six, under .
Meletius of Antioch.” Of the latter, there were two wings :
though neither of them from Galatia or Paphlagonia, where the
sees wore in Arian hands. But from central and southern Asia
came Helladius, archbishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia 879-94, in
succession to Basil; Basil’s brothers, Gregory of Nyssa and
Peter of Sebaste 379-91; friends of his such as Amphilochius,
8751400 ; to the number of fitty or so. This wing would side
with the Orientals, and give to the Council the prevailing Basilian
or Meletian tone. It was a posthumous vietory for Basil. But the
wing from Western Agsia was Macedonian. Theodosius had
insisted on including them in the summons,® as if hoping for

1 Gwatkin, Arianism 2, 269. ‘

-% Mansi, iii. 521-99 ; Hefele, ii. 342-74 ; Gibbon, c. xxvii (iii. 148 sq.).

2 Auxentius, bp. of Dorostorum (now Silistria), Ep. de fide, vita et obitu
Waulfila, in Texte u. Untersuchungen zur aligermanischen Religionsgeschichte,
i. B7 (Strassburg, 1899); see C. A. A, Scott, Ulfilas apostle of the Goths, 37.

"4 Socr. H. E. v, viii, § 1; Soz. H. E. vi1. vii, § 1; Thdt. . E. v. vi, § 3;
Greg. Naz. Carmen, xi. 1513 (Op. iii. 752-3 ; P..@Q. xxxvii. 1134 a) ; Fleury,
xvit, ¢ i (tr. J. H. Newman, 3 vols,, 1843-4),

& Thdt. H. E. v. vi, §§ 3, 4, vii, § 2. :

¢ Socr. H. E. v. viii, §4; Soz. H. E. vi1L. vii, § 2.

7 Socr. H. E. v. viii, § 4; Soz. H. E. viL. vii, § 3.

8 Socr. H. E. v. viii, § 5; Soz. H. E. vii. vii, § 3-5.
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reconciliation ; and they eame, to the number of thirty-six, under
the leadership of Eleusius, 858-83. Reconciliation, however,
- proved hopeless. In spite of long discussions, and of a sermon ?
preached in St. Sophia on Whit-Sunday, 16 May 881, in which
Gregory goes over again the argument of the fifth Theological
Oration, the Macedonians withdrew.2
/(8) So the proceedings began with Meletius and his fnends in

possession. Meletius presided ; for, as Timothy of Alexandria,
- 880—}5, had not yet arrived, the claims of Antioch to precedence:
were undisputed.

(@) The first business was to provide a bishop for Constantinople.
The consecration of Maximus was accordingly investigated, and
declared invalid.®  Gregory was then urged to accept the see. But
it was only after hesitation that he agreed in the hope that, as
bishop of the capital, he might the more easily heal the schism at
Antioch, which was now widening out into a breach between East
and West.2 Meletius and the synod then solemnly enthroned him,
overruling the canons against translation ® on the double ground
that they were aimed not at translation but at the spirit which
sought it, and that, in Gregory’s case, they did not apply, for he
had- always protested against the consecration to Sasima that
Basil forced upon him ; while, at Nazianzus, he had but acted as
coadjutor to his father. Scarcely had he thus seated Gregory
upon the throne when Meletius died,’ May—June 881. Exceptional
honours were showered upon him: Gregory of Nyssa, in his
tuneral oration, spoke of him as ¢ a new apostle ’ and ‘ a saint ’.7
A similar tribute was paid to him by Chrysostom,® at the transla-
tion of his relics to Antioch, 12 February 887. While still out of
communion with the Roman See, Meletius had, in his lifetime,
presided over a Council afterwards reckoned as Oecumenical. On
his death he was canonized at once. He died, as he had lived,
a saint outside the Roman communion ; so that communion with
the Roman See is not necessary to membership in the Catholic

1 Greg. Naz. Orat. x11 (Op. i. 781-44 ; P. Q. xxxV. 427-52).

2 Socr. H. E. v. viii, § 10; Soz. H. E VII. vii, § 5.

8 Caron 4 ; W. Bright, C’anon32 xxii, 111-13. .

4 Greg. Naz. Oarmen, xi, 1525- 45 (Op. iii. 766-6 ; P. Q. xxxvii. 1135 sq.),
and Tillemont, Mém. ix. 474.

5 Nic. 15; w. Bright, Canons ?, xiii sq., 58.

¢ Fleury, xvII1, o. ii.

7 Greg. Nyss. De Meletio (Op. iii. 587 a ; P. G. xlvi. 852 a). ‘

8 Chrysostom, Hom. de S. Meletio (Op. ii. 518-23 ; P. G L 515~20)
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Church.! And Rome itself appears to admit this, by the ingertion
of the name of 8t. Meletius in the Roman Martyrology ?; although,
according to Jerome’s youthful view,3 Meletius was off ¢ the rock ’,
outside ‘ the ark ’, and among ‘ the profane ’.

(b) The death of Meletius at onee brought to the front again the
troubles at Antioch. On the return of Meletius to his see in 878, .
it had been agreed that when either he or Paulinug died, the
survivor should succeed. Paulinus, therefore, should have been
. universally recognized ; and this was the opinion not only of
+ Alexandria and the West, which had always supported him, but
~of reasonable people in the East, and Gregory among them. He
was now president, and did all in his power to get the agreement
carried out.* e urged the Council to acknowledge Paulinus;
but it was too Meletian in tone for that. The ‘ younger bishops ’,
says Gregory, who ‘ chattered like a flock of daws and were as angry
as a swarm of wasps ’,5 argued that to vote for Paulinus would be
to give a triumph to the West. Their point of view is worth
noting, and should be compared with Basil’s complaints about
¢ Western superciliousness * and want of sympathy. Such language
is a painful indication of the flowing tide toward schism between
agt and West. They carried their point. Flavian was elected,®
and the divisions at Antioch continued. - It was a. bitter disappoint-
ment to Gregory. He refused to preside again, and once more
announced his intention of resigning. At this point arrived .
Acholius, bishop of Thessalonica, and Timothy, bishop of Alex-
andria : ‘like a breath of the rough winds of the West,” 7 says -
Gregory, meaning that they lent their support to Paulinus. ' But
the Egyptians, at any rate, were no friends to Gregory. They
took up a line adverse to the Council, professing their dissatis-
faction with the promotion of its president, nominally on canonical
grounds, but really because Maximus, their fellow-countryman,
had been rejected. This.made Gregory only the more anxious to
resign. He would gladly, he said, be the Jonah of the contending
parties.® They took him at his word ; and his resignation was
accepted by the Council. Gregory was not heroic here ; but he
had all along been conscious of a temperament unequal to the

1 F. W, Puller, Primitive Sainis, &c.® 350 ; and cf. the case of Hilary of
Arles, 429-149. - 2 On February 12, Acta Sanct. Feb, ii. 585.

3 Jerome, Ep. xv, § 2 (Op. .39 ; P, L, xxii. 355) : and Document No. 136.

4 Greg. Naz. Carmen, xi. 1572 sqq. (Op. iii. 756 sqq.; P. G. xx=xvii.
1137 sqq.). 5 Carmen, xi. 1682 sq. 8 Fleury, XVIIi, o, iii.

7 Carmen, xi. 1802, 8 Ihid. 1839.
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burden of the episcopate. The church-people of the capital were
grieved ; but the bishops were divided. At last, in a magnificent
oration *—not without some caustic reflections on the wealth and
pomp of lordly prelates >—he took leave of them all with his
¢ Last Warewell ’, June 881. X
(¢) The next question was as to his successor. Nectarius,® the
praetor of the City, and a native of Tarsus, was making a journey
to his birthplace when he called upon Diodore, its bishop, now in
the capital, to see if he could take any letters for him. Noting the
praetor’s grey hairs, reverend aspect, and courteous manners,
Diodore said nothing, but determined that he should be his
candidate. He managed- to get his name down, though last,
on the list to be presented to the Kmperor by the bishop
of Antioch. Theodosius designated. Nectarius: and he was
elected, perhaps because he was so unlike Gregory, being a man
of birth, wealth, and courtly bearing ; perhaps because there was
a feeling that the church of Constantinople needed, above all
things, rest. But he was unbaptized, and, in that respect, like
St. Ambrose, at the moment of his election, though there the like-
ness ends. For Nectarius lacked both the ability and the character
of Ambrose. Probably it was that very lack of distingtion that
caused him to be the man of the moment.. He was baptized at
once, consecrated in the white robes of a neophyte, and forthwith
took his seat as president of an Oecumenical Council. It shows
the level of the spiritual life in a great city of the East at that time.
Nectarius was bishop 881-197; "and his immediate task, as
president, was to go on with the Counecil in its next undertaking—
" to ‘ confirm the Nicene Faith ’.4
(d) This brings us to the question of its Tome and its Creed.
As to the Tome, the Council of Constantinople of 882, so far
from saying that its predecessor confirmed the Faith of Nicaea,
speaks of it as having put forth a doctrinal statement, or Tome, of
its own which contained ‘a more expanded confession of the
Faith ’® Whether or no the Constantinopolitan Creed is to be
regarded as the ‘ quintessence ’ ¢ of this Tome, we may probably
1 Orat. xlii (Op. ii. 748-68 ; P. (. xxxvi. 457-92) ; tr. N. and P.-N. F. vii.

385-95. 2 Tbid., § 24, and Document No. 83.
3 Socr. H, B, v. viii ; Soz, H. E. vi1. viii, § 9 and viii ; Thdt. H. E. v. viii,
. §8; Fleury, xvii, c. v. 4 Socr. H, E. v. viii, § 1.

5 See its Synodal Letter in Thdt. H. E. v. ix, § 13.
8 So Hefele, Councils, ii. 348 ; conmtra L. Duchesne, Early Hist. Ch. ii. 350,
n. 1. . : .
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regard the first canon of the Council as a remnant of it—° that the
" Nicene Faith must be maintained, and all heresies anathematized .1
From a statement made by the Council of Chaleedon, in an address
to the Emperor Marcian, that ‘ the bishops, who at Constantinople
detected the taint of Apollinarianism, communicated to the
Westerns their decision in the matter ’,2 it has been concluded ?
that the Tome treated of Apollinarianism; but it was at the
Synod of 882 that a letter to the Westerns was drawn up.
But what of the Creed ? It has been commonly said; since
“ the days of Tillemont, 1687198, that this Couneil ‘ authorised "¢
.the version of the Nicene Creed which Epiphanius gives, as the
shorter 5 of two forms of Creed there reproduced by him, at the
end of his Ancoratus. He remarks that it is everywhere in use, and
must be learned by every catechumen who is about to proceed to
the holy laver.® TIts basis, however, as we have seen, is not the
Creed of Nicaea but the Revised Creed of the Church of Jerusalem,
due to ‘St. Cyril, with which Epiphanius would have become
acquainted, 862-7, while living at Eleutheropolis,” some thirty
miles south-west of Jerusalem. Epiphanius, then, adopted
the Creed of Jerusalem ;' but did the Council formally ‘autho-
rise " it ¢ This is first stated by writers of the fifth century con-
nected with Constantinople : e.g. by Flavian,® its archbishop
44719, in his letter to Theodosius IT, and in the minutes of the
Council of Chalcedon. These speak of ‘the exposition of the
818 fathers who met at Nicaea, and the exposition of the 150 who
met at a later time ’? ; and when  the exposition of the 150 * was
called for, it was the Epiphanian recension, or Revised Creed of
Jerusalem, that was read.1® Unless these witnesses are all wrong,
the Council must have become associated somehow with this form
of the Creed. There is no evidence of formal authorization. But
the Creed may have got into the acta of the Council of Constanti-
nople either because Cyril, who was there, was called upon to
defend his orthodoxy, which he would do by offering the Creed

1 'W. Bright, Canons 2, xxi. 90 sqq. 2 Mansi, vii. 464 B,

3 Tillemont, Mém. ix. 494. 4 Ibid. 495. )

5 Epiphanius, Ancoratus, § 119 (Op. iii. 122 ; P, Q. xliii. 232) 5 Hahn3
§ 75 ; Turner, Hist. and use of Creeds, 102 sq.

8 Eplph Anc.; § 118 (Op. i1i. 122 ; P, Q. xlii. 232 B).

7B J A Hort, Two Dissertatwns, 97, n. 1. :

8 Flavian, Bp. ili (P. G. 1xv. 891 A ; Mansi, vi. 541 a).

9 Tirst Session, Mansi, vi. 937 A.

10 Second Session, Mansi, vi. 956 », 957 a-0.
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of his'church ' ; or, possibly, because it was the Creed employed

at the baptism and consecration of Nectarius.?2 It is a singular

‘thing that we should know so little of the way in which it won .
recognition ; for it stands alone among creeds as, ‘from: the

beginning of the sixth century onwards ’,% the creed of Fucharistic

Worship, being recited in the Liturgy everywhere throughout the

whole Catholic Church.

(e) Of the seven so-called canons?: Canon 1, as we have seen,
was probably part of the Tome, and is not strictly a canon. It
proclaims anew the faith of Nicaea and anathematizes all heresies :
in particular, those of Arians, semi-Arians or Macedonians, Max-
celliang, Photinians, and ‘qullinarians. Canon I1is a development
of Nicene legislation as to the territorial limitations of episecopal
action : prelates are not to meddle in the affairs of civil * dioceses ’
other than their own ; and, in particular, the bishop of Alexandria
is to confine himself to Kgypt, the bishops of ‘ the Fast’ are to
administer that ¢ diocese’ with due regard to the privileges of
primaey and synodical presidency guaranteed at Nicaea to the see
of Antioch ; and, similarly, the bishops of ‘ Asia’, Pontus, and
Thrace are to keep themselves within their own bounds. The
churches beyond the frontiers of the Empire are to be governed
according to established usage, i. e. they are to receive help and
guidanee from the mother-Church within the Empire till they are
strong enough to be independent. Canon ITI'is brief but momen-
tous, and gave to the see of Constantinople ‘ an honorary pre-
eminence after the bishop of Rome, because it is New Romse’.®
Its bishop was still, for the present, dependent on his metropolitan
of Heraclea ; but, in rank, he dethroned his colleagues of Alex-
andria and Antioch and entered into rivalry with Rome itself.
The ‘canon was ignored by Alexandria, and repudiated by the
Roman legates at Chalcedon.® The last of the genuine canons is
Canon IV : it repudiates Maximus and invalidates all his episcopal
acts, ordinations inecluded. Canons V and VI belong to the
Council of 382 ; while Canon VII is no canon at all, but a state-
ment, as to the practice, in vogue at Constantinople in the fifth
century, for the reception of heretics. One cannot leave the four

1 Hort, 106 ; Turner, 44.

2 J. Kunze, Das Nicinisch- Konstantmopohtamsche Symbol, 34 sq. (Leipzig, -
1898). 3 Turner, 46 sq.

4 W. Bright, Canons 2, xxi—xxiv, 90-123 ; Fleury, xvii, cc. vii, viii.
5 Document No. 71. 6 Sixteenth session, Mansi, vii. 453 B.
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genuine canons without observing their anti-Alexandrian animus.
Marcellians must have been scarce by now, but they had been

protégés of Alexandria. The second canon was to keep the Alex-

andrian at arm’s length from Constantinople, and the third to

put the bishop of Constantinople safe above Alexandrian inter-

ference ; while the last bade good-bye to.the pretender who lately

represented it. If such was the temper of the Council it was.
fearfully avenged by Alexandrian bishops upon their colleagues

at Constantinople. -

(f) But, for the present, its proceedings were accepted. They
‘were ratified by the Imperial Confirmation. . In Episcopis tradi
of 80 July 881 Theodosius commanded °all the churches to be
handed over to those bishops who confess the Trinity *; named
certain bishops, Nectarius of Constantinople, Timothy of Alex-
andria, Pelagius of Laodicea in Syria, Diodore of Tarsus, and
others, to be centres of communion, so that only those who were
approved by them should ocecupy the churches and be known as
Catholics. All others were heretics, and were to be deprived.

(9) So ended the Council, but it was long before it acquired
Oecumenical rank. In the Bast it took its place as the second of
the Four Councils known to the Civil Law,2 from the time that it
was so enumerated in T'andem aliquando® of 7 February 452 by
which Marcian confirmed the Council of Chalcedon. But by the
Canon Law of the West recognition was delayed till the days of
Pope Hormisdas,* 514128 ; and Canon III remained unrecognized
until, on the foundation of a Latin Patriarchate at Constantinople,
1204, the Lateran Council of 1215 allowed that see the second
rank in Christendom.5 '

§ 4. The ink of the Imperial confirmation was scarcely dry
when, late in 381, two synods ¢ were held in the north of Italy, at '
Aquileia in September, and at Milan in December, both under the
influence of Ambrose,” archbishop of Milan, 374-197. His letters &

1 Cod. Theod. xvr. i. 3 (P. L. xiii. 530 sq.).

2 Justinian, Novellae, 131, § 1 (Just. Nov. Const. ii. 267 : Teubner, 1881),
ey 'M5:nﬁs.i, vii. 476 c. 4 Puller, Primitive Saints 3, 360.

5 Cone. Lat. 1v, ¢, 5 (Mansi, xxii. 990 sq.), and H. Denzinger, Enchiridion1?,
§ 436 (ed. C. Bannwart, 1908).

¢ Puller, Prim. Saints 2, 541 sq. 7 Tillemont, Mém. x. 78-3086.

8 Ambrose, Epp. viii-xiv (Op. 1L i. 783-819; P. L. xvi. 912-55). The
Gesta Concilii Aquileiensis follow upon Ep. viii ; for tr. see L. F. xlvi. 31-79.

They are ¢ corrected in favour of the Arian representatives’ (Scott, Ulfilas,
34) by the marginal record of a bishop named Maximin in Cod, lat. Parisinus.
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are the authority for what happened : first, in respect of the last
remnants of Arianism in the West, and afterwards in regard to the
disputed successions at Antioch and Constantinople where Bast
and West, after what took place at the Council of Constantinople,
were -on different sides. Late in 878, while Gratian was still sole
Emperor, two Illyrian bishops, Palladius of Ratiaria (now ArZer.
Palanka, in Bulgaria) and Secundianus were charged with Arianism,
and requested him to summon a General Council for their benefit.
They trusted to the Arian bishops of the East for support. Gratian
consented ; but Ambrose, who was now writing for him a second
work of instruction, De Spiritu Sancto,* 881, perSuaded him that
such a question as the faith of two bishops might be settled by
¢ himself and the bishops of the adjoining cities of Italy *.2
(1) Accordingly they met in Council at Aguileia,® 8 September
881, mostly from Italy, but with deputies from Gaul, Africa, and
Tllyria ; in all, thirty-two in number, and under the presidency of
" Valerian, bishop of Aquileia, 869—188. Proceedings began by the
reading of the Emperor’s mandate4; whereupon Palladius pro-
tested that he had expected a full council and had been tricked
out of it by the bishop of Milan.. After some discussion on this
point,? the Council went into the merits of the case. The letter of
Arius to his bishop, Alexander, was read,® and Palladius was
called upon to condemn its propositions. What would he say to
the Arian statement that ¢ the Father alone is eternal * 27 Would
he admit that ‘ the Son is very God ’ 28 and so on. Palladius had
recoiirse, in reply, to the usual Arian evasions®; and at length
fell back upon a refusal to answer except in a General Council.?® -
- He was condemned and deposed '; and then Secundianus was
dealt with, though more briefly, in the same way.'? Four Synodical
Letters followed. In the first the Council thanked the bishops of
Gaul for the presence of their deputies at Aquileia, and announced
its decisions.’® In the second they gave a fuller account of their
proceedings to Gratian.* In the third they urged him to support

8907, ap. Texte w. Untersuchungen zur altgermanischen Religionsgeschichte, i.
67-90 (Strassburg, 1899). v
1 Ambrose, Op. 11. i. 599-70 (P. L. xvi. 703-816) ; tr. N. and P.-N. F. x. 93—

158. 2 Glesta, § 14 (Op, 11. i, 787 ; P. L. xvi. 917 A).
3 Mansi, iii. 599-624 ; Hefele, ii. 375-7 ; Fleury, xvIII, cc. X-xvi.
4 Gesta, §§ 3, 4. 5 Gesta, §§ 6-8. 8 @esta, § 5.
7 Gesta, § 9. 8 (esta, §§ 17 sqq. 9 Gesta, § 21.

10 Gesta, §§ 43-52. 1 Qesta, §§ 53 sqq. 12 (lesta, §§ 65 sqq.
13 Ambrose, Fp. ix (Op. 11. 1. 806 ; P. L. xvi. 939 sq.).
14 Ep. x (Op. 11, i, 806-10 ; P. L. xvi, 940-4).

2191 11 U
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Damasus as, the rightful bishop of Rome to the exclusion of his.
rival, Ursinus.! In a fourth,® to Theodosius, they turn to the
questions of disputed succession which agitated the Hast ; pro-
- nounce for Paulinus at Antioch ? ; and beg the Emperor to order.
a General Council at Alexandria to discuss ¢ with whom communion
is to be maintained ’.2 - They seem to have been totally unaware,
as yet, of what had been done at Constantinople in this matter ;
and the main interest of their proceedings lies partly in the leader-
ship of Ambrose, but also in the fact that this was one of the few
‘occasions in which the Western Church spoke out definttely
-against Arianism.

(2) Next winter, at the Council of Milan,? December 881, under
the presidency of Ambrose, they appear to have heard of what
had been done by the Council of Constantinople for the settlement
of the successions there and at Antioch. They regret, in their
Synodal Letter to Theodosius,® that, in spite .of the compact,
February 381, between Meletius and Paulinus, Flavian had been
consecrated to Antioch ?; the more so as this was done, they
believe, on the advice of Nectariug, the regularity of whose -
consecration they consider uncertain 8 by comparison with that of
Maximus. This adventurer, it would seem, had arrived in Milan
soon after Easter 881, and had successfully imposed upon a Council
held there about the end of May,® at least so far as to induce it to
accept his episcopal status, and to write to Theodosius in his
favour. Now they write again, threatening to break off all rela-
tions with the Kast unless Maximus is reinstated, or unless the
~ East will agree that the whole matter shall be referred to a General
Council to meet in Rome.1® Theodosius sent them ‘ an august and
princely answer ’ ! which has not come down to us; but it told
them the truth about the pretensions of Maximus, and maintained
the Fastern view in favour of Flavian. So we gather from another
letter 12 sent to Theodosius, in reply, by a further synod held at
Milan ghortly after Easter [17 April]882. They were not satisfied ;

i Ep. xi (Op. 1. i, 810-12 ; P. L. xvi. 944-7).

2 Fp. xii (Op IL i. 812-14 ; P. L. xvi. 947-9),

3. Ibid., § 4 1 Ibid., § 5.

5 Hefele, ii. 3’77 Tillemont, x, 145 8q. ; Fleury, xvii. xvii ; Puller, Prim.
Saints 3, 531 8qq.

s Ambrose Ep. xm (Op IL i 814-17; P. L. xvi. 950-3); Mansi, iii,
631 sq. Ibid., § 2 8 Thid., § 3.

? ¢ In concilio nuper,’ 1b1d §3 and Puller 3, Excursus 11, esp. p. 537.

10 Thid.,, § 6. Ambrose, Ep xiv, § 4 (Op. 11. i. 818 ; P. L. xvi. 954 c).

12 Bp. xiv (Op. 1. i. 817-19; P, L. xvi.. 953-5) ; Ma,ns,1, iii, 630 sq.
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and it was only when they went to Rome for the sixth of the
Damasine synods, in May or June 882, that they were undeceived
~—perhaps by Acholius of Thessalonica. Though his see, since the
accossion of Theodosius, lay in the Eastern Empire, he was papal
Vicar for Eastern Illyricum, i.e. the eivil * dioceses * of Dacia and
Macedonia, or what we now call Macedonia and Greece. He was
at Constantinople in 881 and at Rome 882, and he would be able -
to tell them all about the affair of Maximus. They dropped that
worthy, at last ; but continued to support Paulinus, and did not
relax their pressure upon Gratian for a General Council. He
acquiesced, and summoned it to meet in Rome.2 But he reckoned
without his colleague ; for Theodosius preferred a Council under
his own eye. .

§ 5. Accordingly the year 882 was also marked by two synods
the one at Constantinople in the summer and the other in the
autumn at Rome. ’

(1) At Constantinople,® very nearly the same bishops met, under
the presidency of Neectarius, as at the second General Council ;
and, among others, Gregory of Nazianzus was invited. He had
retired to his estate at Arianzus, where he spent the Lent of 382
in absolute silence? in composing the Carmen de vita sua,5 and in

writing to Cledonius,® a priest of Nazianzus, in view of fresh
disputes that had arisen there, two famous letters.

They deal with Apollinarianism. -

He begins by insisting on the unity of our Lord’s Person.” He
who  of old was not man but God, in these last days has agsumed
manhood *.8 Mary, therefore, by whom He assumed it, is Mother
of God.® - We are not to suppose that He passed through her ‘as
through a channel ’,1° taking nothing of her ; nor that the manhood
was formed and afterwards clothed with the Godhead.'* Nor are

1 For this date, Puller3, 523.

2 Soz. H. E. vi1. xi, § 4; Thdt. H. E. v. ix, § 8, quotes the bps. at CP,
to this effect.

3 Hefele, ii. 378 ; Tillemont, x. 148'sq. ; Fleury, xvi1, c. xviii.

4 Tillemont, Mém. ix. 511.

5 Greg. Naz, Carmen, xi (Op. iii. 674-777 ; P. @. xxxvii, 1029-1166).

8 Epp. di, cii (Op. iii. 83-97 ; P. G. xxxvii. 175-202) ; tr. N.and P.-N. F.
vii. 4'39-45; Tillemont, Mém. ix. 515-18; Fleury, xvIII, c. xxiv,

7 Ep. ci (Op. iii. 85; P. G. xxxvii. 177 B). 8 177 B.

® ©cordkos, 177 c; on this term, see W. Bright, Sermons of 8t. Leo 2,
126-8. It is ‘a condensed expression of the personal Divinity of the
Redeemer °.

10 177 c. It was a Gnostic theory: Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 1. vii, § 2:

177 c. . '

U2
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there two sons; one of God the Father, and another of the" ‘

mother. God and Man indeed, are two natures, as also are soul
and body —here Gregory anticipates the language of the
Quicunque vult.? There are, then, two elements in the Saviour ;
but that is a different thing from two Persons.? :

Next, he proceeds to set aside adoptianist theories—any notion
that the Godhead ‘ wrought in Him by grace as in a prophet ’¢;
any conceptlon of the Crucified as less than adorable ®; and any
_idea of a progressive or adoptive sonship.®

Then he goes-on to attack the two main propositions of Apolli-
'narianism, enumerating them in the order in which he afterwards

found them, as he wrote to. Nectarius in 387, in an Apolli-
. narian ‘ pamphlet that came into his hands’” The one is that
denial of our Lord’s permanent assumption of a real human body
whieh is involved in taking such texts as ¢ The second man is from
heaven ’® and ‘ No man hath ascended into heaven but He that
descended out of heaven, even the Son of Man which is in heaven *?
as meaning that His flesh is of heavenly origin.® Such language;
says Gregory, is but a consequence of the unity of Person in
Christ : whence the ‘ cross and circulatory speeches ’ 1 of Serip-
ture.!2 The other, that He who so came down is ‘ man without
a human mind ’ 13 is a doetrine of an incomplete salvation ; for
" ‘ that, which is not taken, is not healed ’. Of course, if Adam
-fell by halves, then that which Christ took may well be but a half. .
But, if the whole of his nature fell, then it must be united to the
whole nature of the Son in order to be saved as a whole.’* Every-
where, too, in Scripture He is called Man and Son of Man,® so

that no sueh gloss can be put on ‘ The Word became flesh * as

would exclude a human mind. It is a case of synecdoche—part put
- for whole.16 _

- Finally, he notes, as did Basil, the Judaizing fantasies of the
sect,” and its heathenish idea of gradations in the Godhead.’® And,
in a second letter, he concludes by discussing other stock-texts of

1

1180 A. . 2 verse .37. 3 180 A. 4 180 s. 5 180 B. 8 181 a.

7 Ep. ccii [allter, Orat, x1vi] (Op iii, 167; P. G. xxxvii. 332 B); tr.
N.and P.-N. F. vii. 438 ; quoted in Soz. H. E’ VI xxvu, §§ 2-7.

8 1 Cor. xv. 47. 9 John iii. 13.

© Fp. ci (Op. iii. 87 ; P. . xxxvii. 181 B).

it R, Hooker, E. P. v. liii, § 4.

12 181 ¢. On this Communicatio Idiomatum see W. Bright, Sermons of St.
Leo 2, 129 sq. . 13 181 c. 14 184 A, and Document No. 84.

15 189 A, 18 189 B. 17 192 A, 18 192 B,
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Apollinarianism : e. g.  But we have the mind of Christ’,* ¢ He
was seen on earth and conversed with men ’,? ‘ He was found in
fashion as a man’3—as if His ‘ mind’ were His Godhead 4 and
‘ His flesh a phantom rather than a reality *.5 o

The two letters are good examples of that class of fourth-century
‘documents which refuted by anticipation the errors of the fifth ¢ ;
and, as such, they were eagerly quoted both at Ephesus? against
Nestorianism, and against Eutychianism by Theodoret ® and by
the Council of Chalcedon.?

- But their author was of less service to the Church of his own
day ; and, in response to the invitation to the Council, he excused
himself on the ground of ill-health, and added, ¢ I never saw any
good come of Councils. So far from putting an end to mischief,
they increase it ; and they are scenes of party-spirit and. lust of
power—do not think me a nuisance for writing like this—which
beggar description.”*® His words have often been appealed to as
a final condemnation of Church Councils by one who knew them
from the inside. We cannot confine the censure to Arianizing
synods ; nor can we deny the theological passions of the time, and
the secular tone of the clergy in the fourth century. But there are
other experiences of synods on record, besides those of Gregory.
‘It is impossible’, says Husebius, ‘to settle any question of
moment without- recourse to a synod.”** And Gregory’s was
nothing like so dispassionate a verdiet. He was old and ill, and
had always been averse to public life. Now, he says, he is retiring,
and thinks inaction best.*? If this i3 good against synodical action,
it also holds good against the exercise of Church authority in.
general.

Relieved from the embarrassment of Gregory’s presence, the
Council assembled at Constantinople in the summer of 382, and
got to work. They received the invitation, sent in December 881,
from the Council at Milan, to attend the proposed General Couneil

11 Cor. ii. 165 197 A. 2 Baruch iii, 38, 197 B.

3 Phil, ii. 7; 200 A. 4 197 a. 5197 c.

8 Tlllemont Mém. ix. 617 sq

7 Cone. Eph Actio 1, ¢. 1 (Mansu, iv. 1192 8q.) ;3 I‘leury, XXV, ¢. xli.

8 Theodoret Eranistes, i-iii (Op. iv. 62 sq., 147, 245; P. G. Ixxxiii. 94 sq.,
190, 298) ; tr. W. Bright, Later Treatises ofSt Ath. 188 209 226.

9 Manm, vi. 961-72; Session 11; Fleury, XXVIII, c. xi.

10 Greg. Naz. Ep. cxxx (Op. iii. 110; P. GQ. xxxvii. 225 a); Fleury, xvi,
¢, xviii, and Document No. 85.

11 Eus. V. C. i 51 (Op. ii. 434 ; P. G. xx. 965 B).
12 Fp, exxx (Op. iii. 110; P. G. xxxvii. 225 a).
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in Rome?!; but they preferred to accept the summons of Theo-
dosius to Constantinople.? - It was too far to go to the West ; but,
to assure their brethren there of their zeal for unity and the true
faith, they sent three delegates ® with a Synodal Letter addressed
to Damasus, Ambrose, Brito of Tréves, Valerian of Aquileia,
Acholius of Thessalonica, Anemius of Sirmium, and others, and
preserved by Theodoret.t In it they affirm their adherence to the
‘Nicene Faith 5; and profess their acceptance both of the Tome
of the Synod of Antioch, 879 (in which that synod had adopted
Damasine definitions so that its formulary went by the name of
the Tome of the Westerns), and of the Tome put out at Constanti-
nople,® 881. Then they turn to the contested successions at
Constantinople and at Antioch ; and by an appeal to the Nicene
“ rule, as they call it, which prescribes that bishops. shall be conse-
crated by their comprovincials, with the aid, if necessary, of
neighbouring bishops,” they seek to justify the appointments of
Nectarius® and Flavian.® This was a polite way of telling the
Westerns that the promotions in question were no concern of .
theirs ; but they asked, and apparently expected, their consent.
After eulogizing Cyril as rightful bishop of Jerusalem,® they
conclude with an earnest appeal for unity '; and they finished
their business by two enactments, commonly ranked as canons 5
and 6 of the Council of Constantinople, 881.2 The former adopts
* The Tome of the Westerns ’, 1.e. the Tome which the Couneil had
previously termed ‘ The Tome of the synod of Antioch’, as the
standard for the reception of Antiochenes professing the true faith.
The latter treats of charges brought against orthodox bishops.

- (2) The Roman Synod,'® of the autumn of 882, to which the
Synodal Letter of Constantinople was addressed, was the seventh
held under Pope Damasus. Ambrose was there, but he was ill
and took little part 5 ; and Acholius who, though his country was

1 Thdt. H. E. v, viii, § 10; v.ix, § 8.

2 Tbid. v. ix, § 9. They are not quite-candid here.

3 TIhid. § 9. ¢ Thdt. H. E. v. ix ; Mansi, iii, 581-8.

5 Ibid., §§ 10-12. They describe or expand it in successive statemerits
on the Trinity and the Incarnation, which rule out Sabellian, Arian, Mace-
donian, and Apollinarian tenets, in language akin to that both of the
Quicungue vult and of the Chalcedonian Definition.

8 Tbid., § 13. ? Ibid., § 14. 8 Thid., § 15. % Thid., § 16.

10 Thid. v. ix, § 17. 11 Thid., § 18.
12-'W, Bright, Canons 2, xxii-xxiv,. 113-19.

1 Fleury, xvim, c. xix ; Puller, Prim. Saints 3, 522,

14 Thdt. H. E. v. ix, § 1. }

15 Ambrose, Ep. xv, § 10 (Op. 11. 1. 821 ; P. L. xvi. 958 a).
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now part of the Fastern Empire, was papal Vicar and ranked with
Westerns. Two eminent Easterns were present : HEpiphanius,
bishop of Salamis 867-1404, and Paulinus,' who would be honoured
‘at Rome as the lawful and faithful bishop of Antioch 362-}88.
Besides these came the three delegates of Constantinople ; and
a presbyter, soon to settle and make a name in Rome-—Jerome.?
Born at Stridon ? in Pannonia, 846, he had received the priesthood
from Paulinus? at Antioch, 878 ; studied under Gregory Nazian--
zen 5 and applauded his sermons at Constantinople, 380-1 3 and
he now came to Rome. The minutes of the Council have not
- come down to us; but its line about Fastern affairs is known.
"They excommunicated ‘Flavian of Antioch 881-1404, together
with his eonsecrators,® Diodore of Tarsus 879-194, and- Acacius of
Beroea 879—1486 ; but they appear-to have been too well aware’
of the record of Maximus to interfere with Nectarius. And, in
a letter addressed to the bishops of the Hast, they condemned
Apollinarianism.” - Jerome, who was now retained by Pope
Damasus as his seeretary, was ordered to compose a confession
of faith which Apollinarians were to sign if they wished to return
to the Church. It spoke of our Lord as Homo Dominicus 8—
a term used on the high authority, e.g. of Athanasius® and
Epiphanius.’® It might, however, suggest a separation of Persons
in-Christ ; and, for this reason, Gregory took exception to it ! and
Augustine preferred not to employ it.12 Whether this Council put
out ‘ the first official canon of Seripture in the West ’, and whether.
it published ° the first official definition of papal claims ’, are ques-
tions open to doubt. These are contained in the so-called Decretum
Gelasianum.® Its first three chapters were at one time attributed

1 Jerome, Ep. cviii, § 6 (Op. i. 693 ; P. L. xxii. 881).

2 Bp. cxxvii, § 7 (Op. i. 956 ; P. L, xxii. 1091).

3 De vir. dlustr., § 135 (Op. ii. 953 ;. P. L. xxiii. 715).

¢ Contra Loann. Hierosol., § 41 (Op. ii. 452 ; P. L, xxiii. 393 o).

5 Apol. adv. libr. Rufini, § 13 (Op. ii. 469 ; P L. xxiii, 407 ©).

¢ Soz. H. E. viI. xi, § 3.

7 Thdt. H, K. v. x=Damasus, Ep. vii (P. L. xiji. 369); Jaffé, No. 234.

8 Rufinus, De adulteratione librorum Origenis, ap. Origen, Op vii (P. G.
xvii. 629 B); tr. N. and P.-N. F. iii. 426.

9 Ath. Expositio Fidet, § 1 (Op i.79; P, G. xxv, 204 A),

10 Epiph. Ancoratus, § 78 (0p iii, 84 ; P. @. xliii. 164 D).

1t Greg. Naz. Bp. ci (Op. iil. 85; P. G xxxvii. 177 B).

12 Aug, Retract. 1. xix, § 8 (Op. i. 31 B; P. L. xxxii. 616).

13 Tt consists of five chapters: (i) About Christ and the Spirit; (ii) List
of canonical books; (iii) About the three chief sees: Rome, Alexandria,
and Antioch; (iv) List of books to be received ; (v) List of apocryphal
books. For ii-v see H. Preuschen, Analecta, 147-55, .
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to “the Roman Council under Damasus’ of 882.1 But it has since
been shown 2 to be ‘no Papal ordinance, but the production of an
anonymous scholar of the sixth eentury *, probably in Italy.?

-§ 6. On 16 January 883 Theodosius bestowed upon his elder son,
Arcadius, 877-1408, then a child of six years old, the dignity of
Augustus 4; and shortly afterwards suminoned a third Couneil
at Constantinople,’ in June 883. He hoped for reconciliation to
be effected by diseussion ® ; and, before the synodical proceedings
began he sent for Nectarius and told him of his plans. Nectarius
folt himself unequal to the task ; and so did the aged and pious
bishop.of the Novatianists, Agelius by name, whom (unless Socrates -
attributes too large a share in the events to the Novatianists) the
archbishop took into his confidence. Agelius referred him to his
Reader, Sisinnius, who, for learning and experience, was thoroughly
qualified to manage the disputation. Sisinnius, however, was of
opinion, that disputations did not make for peace. He suggested,
instead, that the Emperor should summon the leaders of each
school and ask them whether they would accept or repudiate the -
ante-Nicenes. If they anathematized them, the people would
settle with them. If they accepted them, ¢ it will at once be our
business to produce their books, by which our views will be fully
attested .7 Theodosius was taken with -the plan, summoned the
various leaders to his presence, and tried it ; but in vain. It did
not suit them so well as a disputation. The Emperor then ordered
that representatives of each party should state-their faith in
writing. Nectarius and Agelius appeared for Catholics and Nova-
tianists, who were at one on the Faith ; Demophilus, late bishop
of Constantinople, for the Homoeans ; Eunomius for the Ano-
moeans ; and Eleusius of Cyzicus for the Macedonians. Theodosiusg
pronounced in favour of the formulary. which embodied the
opoovooy.  The rest he dismissed ; and, of these, only the
Ezpositio- Fidei® of BEunomius remains. It opens, plausibly

1 8o C. H. Turner in J. T'. 8. i. 554-60; and in Cambridge Mediaeval
History, i. 173 ; and for a criticism of the Petrine theory here attributed
to Damasus, 1b1d 171.

2 By E. von Dobschiitz, Das Decretum Qelasianum (7. w. U. xxxviii,
No. 4). 3 T, C, Burkitt in J. . 8. xiv. 471.

4 Socr, H, E, v. %, § 5; Soz, H, E, viL xii, § 2.

5 Fleury, xvii, c. xxvi ; Hefele, ii. 381 sq.

8 Socr. H. E, v, x; Soz. H. E, vir, xii for this account.

7 Socr, H. B. v. x, § 13.

8 Given in the note of Valésius to Socr. H. E. v. x (P. G’ Ixvii. 587, n. 34) ;
and in Mansi, iii. 645 sqq.
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enough, with the confession of * our God and Saviour Jesus Christ ’;
but it goes on to assert the solitariness of God who “ has no Son *;
for the Son is ¢ not uncreate > and He is ‘ begotten of the goodness
of the Father’, not of His essence. It was this disparity of the Son
to the Father that a bishop—according to Theodoret,! Amphilo-
chiug of Jeonium 874-2195—brought home to Theodosius by
a ‘ dramatic parable .2 He was on his way, with other prelates,
to pay honour to the Emperor and his little son, Arcadius, so -
recently associated with him in the Empire. He saluted the father,
but patted the boy on the head. This roused the wrath of Theo-
dosius, till the bishop explained himself : ¢ Think, your Majesty,
on the wrath of the Heavenly Father against those who do not
honour His Son as Himself, and have the audacity to say that the
Son is inferior to the Father.” Theodosius was impressed, and .
there followed a long series of twenty edicts—Ommnes omnino 3 of
25 July, Vittorum institutio 2 of 8 December 383, and many more—
forbidding all sectaries, under heavy penalties, with the exception
of Novatianists, to worship, publish their tenets, or ordain clergy.?
Sozomen hastens to explain that ‘ they were not always carried
out ’, as we might infer from their repetition. ‘ Nor was Theo-
dosius minded to persecute his subjects: he only wanted to
intimidate them into unity of belief about God.’® Julian would
have said the same. DBut it was a fatal policy : certainly it
gecured the unity of the Church. But that imposing unity rested,
in the last resort, upon the sword and the stake.” To return to the
Council. So far as we know, all that it attempted was to deal once
more with the schism at Antioch. But no agreement was reached.
Bgypt, Arabia, and Cyprus ranged themselves with the West, and
adhered to Paulinus till his death in 888 ; Palestine, Phoenicia,
and Syria sided with Flavian.®. ' :

1 Thdt. H. E. v. xvi; Soz. H. E. vi1. vii; Fleury, xvi, ¢. xxvii.

2 @ibbon, ¢. xxvii (iii. 143, ed. Bury).

3 Cod. Theod. xv1. v, 11 (P. L. xiii, 535 p),

: Cod. Theod. xv1. v. 12 (P. L, xiii. 536 a).

Soz. H, E. vi1. xii, § 11. 8 Ibid., § 12.
C. Bigg, Wayside Sketches, 159. 8 Socr. H., E. v. x, §§ 31-3.



CHAPTER XI

THEODOSIUS, 379-195; THE WEST UNDER
THE USURPER MAXIMUS, 883-8

WE now turn to the West, from the death of Gratian to the
overthrow of Maximus, to trace (I) the rise of a new heresy in
- Priscillianism ; (II) the last rally of paganism over the altar of
Victory ; the events (III) at Rome under popes Damasus and
Siricius ; and (IV) at Milan during the episcopate of St. Ambrose.

§ 1. In the summer in which Theodosius was ridding the Hasgt
of heresy, the Western Empire was convulsed by the fall of
Gratian.! He was a handsome young prince of amiable disposition,
affable manners, brave, pious, and of pure life. The popularity
he owed to these personal gifts was further enhanced by his
choice of wise counsellors: Merobaudes, the Frank, his chief
military adviser, and the rhetorician and poet, Ausonius,? 309-194,
a Christian though a luke-warm one, who was at first his tutor,
864-7, and then successively Count, Quaestor, Praetorian Prefect,
and Consul, 379. But as his reign went on Gratian deteriorated.
He survived his reputation, and lost the respect and the con-
fidence of his subjects chiefly through-indolence. He left the
government to officials. e allowed his conscience to be kept by
cleries, and offended the pagan aristocrats of Rome by removing
the altar of Victory from the Senate and by refusing the robe and
title of Pontifex Maximus, 382. He spent more time in the chase
than in the camp?; and, when with his armies, he showered
favours and promotions not on the Roman soldiery but on his
German body-guard. The troops became discontented ; and in
Britain they broke out into meeting, and set up—perhaps
against his willA—a Spaniard named Maximus. He invaded

1 Gibbon, c. xxvii (iii. 133 8qq., ed. Bury); T. W. Hodgkin, Italy 2, &c.
1. 1. 377 8qq.

2 Cf. Ausonii opuscula, ed. R. Peiper (Teubner: Lipsiae, 1886); T. R.
Glover, Life and letters in the Fourth Century, c. v; and the ‘Stemma
Ausoniorum ’ in Symmachus, Opera (= Mon. Germ. Hist. v1. i), p. 1xxvi.

3 Amm, Mare. XXXI X, §§ 18, 19, and Document No. 96. .

4 Orosius, Hist, vii, § 34 (Op. 556 ; P, L. xxxi, 1149 B).



THE WEST UNDER USURPER MAXIMUS 299

Gaul ; and, after driving Gratian from Paris to take refuge® at
Lyons, left him to be treacherously murdered there,® 25 August
883. The usurper then offered his alliance to Theodosius, who
was not in a position to refuse it. Justina, too, the step-mother
of Gratian, at Milan, with her twelve-year-old son Valentinian 1T,
883-192, was anxious for the future. She made friends with
Ambrose, and induced him to go to Trdves, 883-4, and make
a compact with Maximus.® Her son would agree to acknowledge
his title to Britain, Gaul, and Spain, if Maximus would recognize
the claims of the Court at Milan to Italy, Africa, and Western
Tlyricum. Theodosius ¢ dissembled his resentment * and ratified
these terms. So Theodosius now ruled at Constantinople,
Valentinian IT at Milan, and Maximus at Tréves ; and it was while
Maximus was holding .his Court there that he had to deal with
a religious movement whose real character has only lately become
known to us.

I

Priscillianism 4 is the error in question: known to us from
sources of different value. The primary sources are to be found
in eight contemporary texts® of which the extant writings of
Priscillian (specially his Tractatus 11 or address to Pope Damasus),
discovered in 1885, are the most important : while of secondary

1 Gratian consoled himself in his flight with ¢ My soul truly waiteth still
upon God’, Ps. Ixii, i, and with-*Fear not them that can kill the body ’, &c.,
Matt. x. 28 ; and showed himself a truer Christian in his troubles than in
his glory ; Ambrose in Ps. lxzg [A V. lxu] enarr., § 17 (Op. 1. 961 ; P, L, xiv.
1173 B).

% Ambrose, Bp. xxiv, § 10 (Op. 11. 1. 891; P. L. xvi. 1038 0); Socr. H. E.
v. xi; Soz. H, #. vi1. xiii, §§ 8, 9.

3 There are allusions to what happened on this first mission of Ambroese
to Maximus, in the winter of 383-4, in the letter in which he gives an
account of his second, Ep. xxiv, §§ 1, 2 (Op. 11. i. 888 ; P. L. xvi. 1035 8q.) :
see Gibbon, c. xxvii (iil. 139 s8q.), and Hodgkin, Italy %, &e., 1. ii. 411 8qq.

4 Fleury, xvir xxix, xxx ; J. H. Newman, Ch. F. ¢. xxi; J. Tixeront,
Hist. Dogm, ii. 229-41; H. Leclercq, L’ Espagne chrétienne, c. iii; E, Ch.
Babut, Priscillien (Paris, 1909); A. E. Burn, ° Priscillian and Priscil-
lianism ’, in C. Q. R. Ixxiv, No. 147 (April 1912).

5 These are: (1) Priscilliani quae supersunt, ed. G. Schepss (C. S. B, L.
xviii) ; (2) the Acta of the Co. of Saragossa, 4 October 380 in Mansi, iii.
633-6, Hefele, ii. 292 ; (3) Philaster, De Haerestbus [A. D. 383], § 84 (P. L.
xii. 1196 A, and C. 8. B. L. xxxviii. 45 sq.) ; (4) Ambrose, Epp. [A. D. 385]
xxiv, § 12, and xxvi, § 3 (Op. 1v. 1. 8914 ; P, L, xvi. 1039 B, 1042 ¢); (5)
a letter of Maximus to Pope Siricius [A. D 385), esp. § 4 (P. L. xiii. 591);
(6) Pacatus, Panegyricus Theodosio dictus [A. p. 389], esp. §§ 28-9 (P. L. xiii.
477-522) ; (7) Jerome, De vir. illustr. [A. p. 392], § 121 (Op. ii. 947 ; P.-L.
xxiil. 711 A); and (8) some verses of Ausonius, see Babut, 14, n. 1,
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value are the aecount in Sulpiciug Severus,! ertten c. 4()()—3 -
and the Acts of the Council of Toledo,? 400.

§ 2. Wo may take, first of all, the external history of the move-
-ment, which is the chief contribution of Sulpicius : and that, in
three successive epochs.

(1) Before the death of Gratian, 888, Prlscﬂhamsm had passed
through three stages—growth, repression, and revival.

Ag to its origin and growth?® about 870 Marcus, a native of
Memphis in Egypt, of whom nothing further is known, brought
into Spain a strange.compound of Gnostic speculations. Two
of his followers were a lady named Agape, and Elpidius, better
known as Delphidius, a rhetorician.® They converted the layman ’
Priscillian, a man of good family, wealthy, and well educated.
He was also a man of high character and ability ; eloquent and-
learned, austere and zealous. But he was vain of his learning,
restless, and fond of debate: just the sort of man, in ghort, to
make a fine leader of a new party. He was credited, of course,
with magical powers ; perhaps because he exercised a commanding -
influence over all whom he met, and especially over women. " He
gathered a large following and united them in a community :
which included two bishops, Instantiug and Salvianus, of unknown
gees in the south of Spain. Their neighbour, Hyginus, bishop of
Cordova 858-187, took alarm, and reported the matter to
Idaciug, bishop of Merida and metropolitan of Lusitania. Nobody
quite knew what the alarm wag about; but a secession, with
ascetic observances imposed by unauthorized teachers on crowds
of women-adherents, would soon rouse suspicion of reprehensible
doctrine, and would certainly evoke the opposition of the official
clergy who, at that time, were averse to an austere piety, to
¢ fraternities ’ then growing up to practise it, and to anything like
a church within the Church.® Idacius therefore went to work
with a will againgt the new opinions. He wrote to Pope Damasus
about .them ; and was warned, in reply, to be careful not to.
condemn men in absence.® But his violence only served to fan
the flame. Hyginus himself went over to the Priscillianists?

1 Sulp. Sev. Hist. Sacr. ii, §§ 46-51 (P. L. xx. 155-60, and C. 8. K. L. i. 99—
105). 2 M&nm, iii, 997-1020 ; Hefele, ii. 419-21.

3 Sulp. Sev. Hist. Sacr. ii, § 46 (P L. xx. 155 8q.).

4 Delphldlus, orator acerrimus ’, Amm. Mare. XVIIL i, § 4 ; Babut 87.

5 For these ¢ abstinentes’ and confraternities see Babut, c. ii.

8 Priscillian, T'ract: 11 (C. 8. E. L. xviii. 35, 1. 21-4),

7 Sulp, Sev, H. 8.1ii, § 47 (P. L. xx, 156 B).
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and they were joined by Symposius, bishop of Astorga 8801400,
and metropolitan of Gallaecia. Thus all the three western pro-
vinees, Baetica, Lusitania, and Gallaecia, were ablaze with the
controversy ; and at length, 1—4 Qctober 880, a Council was held
at Saragossa ! to deal with the situation. It was attended by
Idacius with his still more fanatical suffragan, Ithacius, bishop
of Ogsonoba 879-187 (now Faro), Symposius and seven other
Spanish bishops, and by two bishops from Aquitaine, Phoebadius
of Agen,? 858-192, and 'Delphinus, metropolitan of Aquitanica II
and bishop of Bordeaux 880-1404. The Council was invited to
excommunicate the Priscillianists,® but it contented itself with
eight canons in condemnation of their singularities.* The task of
making known its sentence was committed to Ithacius®—a
lamentable decision. For he is described by Sulpicius, no friend
to the Priscillianists, as *a bold, loquacious, bare-faced. fellow,
of luxurious habits and coarse tastes’.® e now put himself at
the head of the persecutmg party, and set out to crush Pr1scll
lianism.

A period of repression thus set in. The first attack of Ithacius
wag a literary one, in a memoir containing a medley of imputa-
tions 7 against the abstinentes of Merida ; and Priscillian replied in
their Liber apologeticus,® which forms the first® of his eleven
Tractatus. To this onset Instantius and Salvianus were strong
enough to retaliate by consecrating Priscillian to be bishop of
Awila, 838075, in the province of Idacius. But thelatter, supported
by Tthaecius, made haste to appeal to the secular government.?
He fixed upon the accusation of Manichaeism ! as that which
would be most damning ; and then, making interest with St.
Ambrose, he sought and procured from Gratian a °rescript
against pretended-bishops and Manichaeans ’,'? 881, with powers,
which he proceeded to use against the Priscillianists, for enforcing
it through the eivil functionaries.®® It was a shrewd move, for
the imputation of Manichaeism was fatal.

1 Mansi, iii. 633 ; Hefele, ii. 292. 2 For his works see P. L. xx. 9-30.
3 Bulpicius says they did so (H. 8. ii, § 47 ; P. L. xx. 156 4); but Pris-
cillian denijes it, T'ract, 11 (C. S. E. L. xviii. 35, 11, 15 sqq.).

4 Babut, 100. 5 Sulp. Sev. H. 8. ii, § 47 (P. L. xx. 156 B).
¢ Ibid., §50 (P. L. xx. 157 D).
7 Collected from the Liber apologetwus, in Babut, 144,
8 Thid. 200-8, : % C. 8. B. L. xviii. 1~33.

10 Sulp. Sev. H. 8.-ii, § 47 (P. L. xx. 156), it Babut, 148.

12 Priscillian, T'ract. 11 (C. 8. E. L. xviii. 40 sq.).

© 13 Babut, 150, n. 1. .
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But a reaction began.! Priscillian and his consecrators set off .-
for Milan to make interest at Court. Armed with letters com-
mendatory 2 they passed through Aquitaine where they had
friends at Eauze ; thence to Bordeaux where they stayed with
Huchrotia, widow of Prigcillian’s old friend, the rhetorician
Delphidius,® and her daughter Procula. An effort was made,
while they were there, to win for them the countenance of Del- .
phinus, the bishop, but he repelled them. At length, accom-
panied by these ladies and a number of other women—which
did not improve their reputation—they reached Milan, in the
winter of 381-2, and presented themselves at the palace. An
official put them off with promises4; and Ambrose, whom they
next sought to gain, was not encouraging. A Nor was Damasus
when, on reaching Rome, they presented their Ltber ad Damasum,
Priscillian’s Tractatus I11,% in the expectation that ¢the first of
bishops ’,” who was armed, by Imperial Rescripts, with jurisdiction
over the West and who supported the ‘ rigorist * or * Manichaean *
party among his own clergy, would be sure to befriend them. -
But they were under the stroke of an Imperial Reseript, not of
a synod ; and the pope did nothing. One recourse remained to
them—to get it repealed ; and this they effected through Mace-
donius, the Master of the Offices. Whereupon Ingtantius and
Priscillian (Salvianus having died in the interval) returned to
Spain, and re-entered upon possession of their sees. But their
acquittal involved the guilt of their accusers; for the official
view would now be that Idacius and Ithacius were * disturbers
of the peace of the churches’. This was a criminal offence?® ;

~and orders were issued from the Court to Volventius, proconsul
of Spain, for their arrest—or, at least, for the arrest of Ithacius.
He fled precipitately, and soon was in safety. For, 25 August 383,
Gratian was agsassinated ; and, when Maximus entered Tréves,
Ithacius had found refuge with its bishop,® Brito (or Britannius),
373-186.

1 The account in Sulp. Sev. H. 8. ii, § 48 (P. L. xx. 156) is corrected, from
other sources, in Babut, 152 sq.

2 Priscillian, Tract. 11 (C. 8. B. L. xviii. 41, 1L. 7 sqq.).

3 The rhetoricians of Aquitaine had influence at the Court of Gra,tlan 3
for his minister, Ausonius, was one of them,

¢ Priscillian, Tract. 11 (C. 8. B. L. xviii. 41, 1. 14 sqq)

5 Ibid. (C. 8. B. L. xviii. 41, 1. 2) ;- Babut, 163, n.

¢ C. 8. B. L. xviii. 34-43. 7 Ibid. 34, 1. 10; 42, 1. 24,
8 Babut, 158, n. 1. :

9 Sulp. SBev. H. 8.ii, § 49 (P. L. xx. 157 a).
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" (2) Maximus, 888-18, had now to take up the question, for
Ithacius placed in his hands a formal indictment.! The new
emperor was ready enough to act upon it ; for, by so doing, he
would make friends of the hierarchy in Gaul,? he could gain credit
with Theodosius as a new Defender of the Faith,> and he might
hope that, if Priseillian and his friends, who were rich, should
be condemned, there would be confiscations,? and money in hand -
for largess to the troops. The indictment included two charges :
Manichaeism, and loose conduct coupled with magie.® The first
was t0 be taken in Synod, the next at Court; for the accused
were bishops, and.a bishop could not be brought before a lay
tribunal until he had been. deposed by a Council. Joint letters,
therefore, were issued to the Prefect of the Gauls and the Vicar
of Spain for the requisite trials.®

The Synod of Bordeaux? met 884. Instantius and Priscillian
answered to the summons. So slender was the defence of the
former that he was deposed ; but Priscillian, challenging the
impartiality of the Council, entered an appeal to the Emperor
and so suspended its proceedings.® Both appear, however, to
have been first condemned as Manichaeans.®

The case was now transferred to the Imperial Court at Tréves,
885. Here Ithacius pressed the capital charge of magic; and
went 8o far in his animosity towards asceticism as to try to
include among Priseillian’s adherents the great St. Martin. The
saint. wag then at Court ; and, after trying in vain to induce
Ithacius to drop the part of persecutor, he turned to Maximus and
extracted a promise from him to shed no blood.’® But no sooner
- had Martin withdrawn, than Magnus and Rufus, two bishops of
the Ithacian party, won the Imperial ear!; and the Priscillianists

L Sulp. Sev. H. 8. ii, § 49 (P. L. xx. 157 ©).

2 Maximus knew the advantage to be had from the support of the clergy.
He had taken the precaution of getting baptized before hé set out from
Britain, and he ascribes his successes to the help of God, Epist. ad Siricium,
§ 1 (P. L. xiii. 591 4). 3 Ibid., § 3 (P. L. xiii. 592 4).
Pacatus, Panegyricus, § 29 (P. L. xiii. 505 A)

Sulp. Sev. H. 8. 1ii, § 50 (P. L. xx. 158 B).
Ibld § 49 (P. L. xx. 157 o). 7 Mansi, iii. 677 ; Hefele, ii. 384.
Sulp. Sev. H. 8. ii, § 49 (P. L. xx. 157 ¢); Babut, 174 sq.

8 Maximus, Ep. ad Szmcmm, § 4 (P. L. xiii. 592 B).

10 Sulp. Sev. H. 8.1, § 60 (P. L. xx. 158 a).

11 Their sees are unknown, though possibly -Rufus was bishop of Metz.
We learn that there were crowds of episcopal sycophants at Court, Sulp.
Sev Vita Marting, § 20 (P. L. xx. 171 B); and these two are spoken of as

ant1st1tes, revera autem sa,telhtes by Pacatus, Panegyricus, § 29 (P. L.
xiii. 504). .

® o o e
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became a- defenceless prey to their enemies. Maximus entrusted
the prosecution to the tribunal of the Prefect Evodius, a stern
and severo man. He found them guilty of magie,! and re-
ported to the Emperor. Priscillian was executed, with four
clergy, a poet Latronianus, and the widow FEuchrotia; and
Ingtantius was banished to the Scilly Isles.? = Maximus then
issued a military commission to hunt down their followers in
Spain; and it was dangerous to appear with a pale face or in
mean attire.® ' '

But atrocities like these raised a storm of indignation. Ambrose,
‘early in 885¢ and before the final gentences, had entered an.
ineffectual protest,> when on his second embassy to Troves on
behalf of Valentinian II. He refused to communicate with
Ithacius. Theognis, a bishop at the Court, excommunicated him
also: while Martin, returning at that moment to intercede
for two Counts whose loyalty to Gratian had brought them
into trouble, would have no dealings with the blood-guilty
Ithacians. They were assembled just then to consecrate Felix:
who, though one of their party, was a good enough man, as
successor to Britannius the late bishop of Tréves ; and Maximus,
by offering Martin the choice between joining in the consecration
and the dispatch of the commission, got rid of his opposition.
Martin communicated with the Ithacians to save further blood-
shed ; but he could never forgive himself. He left at once for
Tours ; and, for the remaining eleven years of his life, would
never attend a meeting or council of bishops again.® His protest
- was followed up by the remonstrances of the new Pope, Siricius,
885-199. Maximus hastened to assure him that the Priscillianists
wore Manichaeans. As such, they were liable to capital punish-
ment. Nor had he condemned the guiltless: and he sent the
- Pope the minutes of their process.” But Siricius was not con-

1 Sulp. Sev. H. 8. ii, § 50 (P. L. xx. 158 B).

2 Ibid., § 51 (P. L.xx. 158 B,0). 3 Sulp. Sev. Dial. iii, § 11 (P, L. xx, 218 A).

4 Tor this date see. Babut, app. 111, 242 sq.

5 Ambrose, Epp. xxiv, § 12, xxvi, § 3 (ut sup.). :

8 Sulp. Sev. Dial. iii, §§ 11-13 (P. L. xx. 217-19). - The Dialogues are a com-
parison of the miracles of St. Martin with those of the Egyptian monks,
Bardenhewer, 452, :

" Maximus, Ep. ad Siricium, § 4 (P. L. xiii. 592 B), or Collectio Avellana,
No. 40, § 4 (C. 8. E. L. xxxv. i. 91). The C. 4. is a collection of imperial
and papal letters, ranging from 367-553, which was made c. 550-600." The
name is due to a text—the Colleciio Avellana, now in the Vatican-—having
once belonged to the Umbrian monastery, St. Crucis in fonte Avellana,
Bardenhewer, 628. " :
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vinced ; and he joined Ambrose and Martin in withholding his
communion from the persecuting Ithacians. =

(8) Their supremacy, however, continued until, with" the :
reaction that took place on the overthrow of Maximus,! 27 August
888, the third and last epoch in the fortunes of Priscillianism set in.
The bishops of Merida and Ossonoba were exiled 2 to Naples ;
while the remainsg of their Priscillianist victims were ca,rrled to
Spain and there buried with great veneration.?

In Gaul, there followed a schism ;- and Felix, the blshop of
Tréves who had been consecrated by the Ithacians, became the
scape-goat of the party. The case was gone into by a Synod at
-Milan,2 890 ; and the episcopate of Gaul was informed by Ambrose,
and then by Pope Siricius, that they must choose between the
communion of Felix and that of Italyd Councils at Nimes,® 396,
. and at Turin,” 401, sustained these.decisions; but the ‘schism
continued till the death of Felix. Meanwhile, the credit of the
Priscillianists increased as that of their persecutors declined.
No doubt, these latter suffered as the partisans of Maximus ; but

their victims, said the heathen Pacatus, in the Panegyric which
he addressed to Theodosius, 389, were really murdered for being
too pious.8

In Spain, Priscillian was regarded ag a saint, and men swore by
his name. Gallaecia, where lay his tomb, kept the anniversary

of his martyrdom,® and its episcopate, headed by the metropolitan,

Symposius, bishop of Astorga, became almost entirely Priseil-

lianist.!® Theodosius himself, however, had been born in Gallaocia ;

and the scandal of his native province having turned unorthodox *-
- was 1ntolerable t0 him. Accordmgly, Councils ** of the remaining

1 Glbbon, c. xxvii (iii. 164 sqq.) ; Hodgkin, Italy ?, &c. 1. i. 466 sqq.

2 Isidore, De vir. illustr., § 19 (Op. vii. 148 ; P. L. lxxxiii. 1092 A} ; Babut,
184, n. 3.

3 Sulp. Sev. H. 8. ii, § 51 (P. L. xx. 158 ).

4 Ambrose, Hp. li, § 6 (Op. 11, 1. 998 ; P. L. xvi. 1161 B),

8 Conc. Taurin., ¢. vi (Mansi, iii. 862 ; Hefele, ii. 427).

8 Mansi, iii. 685 ; Hefele, ii. 402 sq. ; Sulp Sev. Dial. ii, § 13 (P. L. xx.
211 a). ? Fleury, xxi, c. 111

8 Pacatus, Paneg., § 20 (P. L. xiii. 504 B).

9 Sulp. Sev. H. S. ii, § 51 (P. L. xx. 158 n); Babut, 185, n. 3.

10 Ybid. 185, n. 4. 1 Mansi, iii, 1006 B ; Babut, 186, n. 1.

12 The authority for the hisbory of Priscillianism during the last fifteen
years of the fourth century is in the records of the Co. of Toledo, A. p. 400.
They consist of abjurations made by the accused ¢ Dictinius episcopus
~dixit * (Mansi, iii, 1004 D), and ‘ Aera quae supra’ (ib. 1005 B), and the
Diffinitiva sententia of the Council (ib. 1005 »-1007 B), Babut, app. v,
p. 291,

219114 X
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Spanish provinces, first at Saragossa,! 396, and then at Toledo,?
before 400, attempted a settlement ; and between these two dates
Symposius, with his son Dictinius, a presbyter and the literary
champion of Priscillianism, sought the aid of Ambrose.® Yet, for -
all his abhorrence of their persecutors, Ambrose looked upon
the Prigcillianists as ‘-having wandered from the faith’.2 The
bishops of Gallaecia must disavow Priscillian,® if they were to
enjoy the communion of Ttaly. Siricius supported Ambrose ; and,
“early in 397, they wrote to the bishops of Spain in this sense.
Symposius for his part was not unwilling,® but he could not
‘carry his province with him.” A -Council then met at Toledo,?
1-6 September 400, to find a way out of the deadlock. Symposius,
with five others,? rallied to the orthodox, but a minority of four,
headed by Herenas,'® stood out ; while, as for the orthodox them-
selves, the two provinces of Lusitania and Tarraconensis were
prepared to meet the advances of Symposius on terms, but two
others, Baetica and Carthaginensis, altogether declined. The
matter was thereupon referred to Anastasius, the new bishop of
Rome, 399-1402, and to Simplician,!! the new bishop of Milan,
8971400 ; and meanwhile, the rehabilitated prelates of Gallaecia
were to refrain from bestowing Holy Orders,'? ag Symposius had
done on his son Dictinius. But theit decision was ignored by
a recalcitrant handful of Priscillianists.’® These, however, slowly
gave way before a series of Imperial Edicts,* 407-10, and under
pressure of the invasion of the Suevi,’® 409. But their doctrines
continued  to excite alarm, and called for the intervention of
Doctors and Councils. In 415 Augustine, in reply to Orosius,®

! Mansi, iii. 1005 b, E. 2 Mansi, iii. 1006 A ; Babut, 190, n. 2.
3 Mansi, iil. 1006 A. : .

4 Ambrose, Ep. xxiv, § 12 (Op. 1L. i. 891; P. L. xvi. 1039 B).

5 By ceasing to recite his name at Mass, Mansi, iii. 1006 A.

6 Thid.

7 Ibid. 1006 B. They made Symposius consecrate his son Dictinius to
the episcopate, in spite of the condition imposed by St. Ambrose that, for
the peace of the Church, this theologian of the party should forgo that
d1gn1ty and remain a presbyter.

8 Mansi, iil. 997-1002 and 1004-7,

9 Dictinius, Paternus of Braga, Isonius, Vegetinus, and Anterius. The
abjuration of Symposius alone remains, Mansi, iii. 1005 A.

10 Herenas, Donatus, Acurius, Emilius, ibid. 1006 c.

11 Thid. 1006 E, 1007 A. 12 Tbid. 1007 A ; Babut, 193; n. 1.

13 Innocent I, Ep. iii [. D. 402], §§ 1-6 (P. L. xx. 486-90); Jaffé, No. 292.

1 Cod. Theod. xv1. v. 40, 43, 48.

8 Gibbon, c. xxxi (iii. 345) ;- Hodgkin, Imly2 1, ii. 824,

18 Aug, Ep. clxix, § 13 [end of . D, 415] (Op. ii. 608 A ; P. L. xxxiii. 748),
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wrote a long letter! dealing with their use of apocrypha and his
Ad Orosium, contra Priscillianistas et Origenistas? In 420 he put
out his Contra mendaciym?® in refutation of the Libra of Dictinius,
which was a defence of the Priscillianist practice of telling white
lies to cover the secrets of the sect.? ° Tura, periura, secretum
‘prodere noli > was the maxim attributed to them. About 444
Turibius, bishop of Astorga, consulted St. Lieo,® and, in a reply ?
of 21 July 447, the Pope exposed their errors. About 460 Pastor,
bishop of Palencia, composed the Regula fidei contra Priscillianos,?
once thought to be a conciliar document but now identified by
Dom Morin with his Libellus in modum symboli.® Finally, the
doctrines attributed to Priscillian were catalogued and condemned
by the Council of Braga, 563.1°

§ 8. We are now in a position, by comparing the charges thus
made against him in documents of the fifth and sixth centuries
with the positions asserted in his own writings lately discovered,
to discuss the doetrines of Priscillianism. It certainly became a
sect : was it also a heresy ? To writers and synods of these centuiies
it was a medley of Gnosticism and Manichaecism : a composite
system in which Sabellianism, astrology, and an‘exaggerated
encratism are found side by side with secret immoralities.'* It is
now held that, in his own writings, Priscillian appears simply as
a religious revivalist, devoted to the ascetic life and with a taste
for apoeryphal Seriptures. His movement was just a phase in
the ever-recurring conflict between a worldly episcopate and the
ascetic party.’? But certain charges can be made good against him

L Aug. Ep. cexxxvii [? 426-8, Babut, 32] (Op. ii. 849-53; P. L. xxxiil.
1034-8).

2 Aug. Op. viii. 611-20 (P. L. xlii. 669-78).

3 Aug. Op. vi. 447-74 (P. L. x1. 517-48). :

4 This is the usual view, but it is contended that the Libra did not recom-
mend anything of the sort, and that Aug., in discussing that book in his
Contra mendacium, did not have it at his elbow, but was merely relying on
extracts from it, Babut, app. iv, 286 sqq.

8 Aug. Hp. coxxxvii, § 3 (Op. ii. 850 ¥; P. L. xxxiil. 1035); and De
Haerestbus, § 70 (Op. viii. 22 »; P. L. xlii. 44)

6 This letter was similar to that given in Leo, Op. i. 711-14 (P. L. liv.
693-5) ; Fleury, xxvir, c. ix.

7 Quam laudabiliter, Leo, Ep. xv (Op. i. 693-711; P, L. liv. 677 92) ;
Jafté; No. 412 ; Fleury, xxvir, ¢. x. Some doubt this reply, e. g. J. Tixeront,
Hist. Dogm. ii. 229, n. 31, but it is accepted by Babut, 32, n. 4.

'8 Mansi, iii. 1002 - 1004 c.

9 Genna.dlus, De Ser. Eccl., § 76 (P. L. lviii. 1103 A).

10 Mansi, ix. 773-80; Hefele, iv. 382; Tixeront, stt Dogm. ii. 234-6.

11 For this summary of. J. Tlxeront Hist. Dogm ii. 237- 41

12 So Babut, c. iii, and esp. p. 135.

X 2
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from his own writings ; and when it is borne in mlnd that threel =
of these are apologies, one a baptismal prayer,® and seven sermons 3
preached at a time when he was already suspeet, it will seem not
unlikely that in these Tractatus * we have only the unexceptionable
side of his teaching. He certainly taught (1) that, so far from
the Canonical Scriptures containing -all that is inspired, certain
extra-canonical writings® are to be received with veneration.
Ho held (2) a doctrine of the divine Unity expressed in Sabellian-
izing terms ®; (8) a view of the Person of our Lord akin to
'Apolhnarlanlsm7 (4) some Gmostic® ideas and tenets in dis-
~paragement of the body,? of marriage,’d and of the use of flesh and
wine.!* On the other hand, he disavows dualism, Manichaeism,12
star-worship,® docetism™ ; he confesses the divine sanction of
.sox 15 .and the resurrection of the flesh,’® and he admits that the
Gospels are but four.” The disavowals, however, are but in
general terms ; and if it be said that the testimony of Sulpicius
and Orosius, though they lived near the events, is to be put aside
as biassed by the Ithacian tradition, still it is difficult to dispose:
$0 summarily of the rejection of Priscillianism by other, and more
distinguished, contemporaries—men like Ambrose, Damasus,
Martin and, later, Augustine, who were by no means out of
sympathy with asceticism: Further, there are’ the admissions of
Symposius ¥ and Dictinius.’® On the whole, we must conclude
(1) that Priscillianism was a recrudescence of the false asceticism
which rests on a dualistie basis ;- (2) that it held an esoteric creed,
not guiltless of Sabellianism and Apollinarianism ; and (8) that,

1 Tr. 1 i8 a Liber dpologeticus addressed to a group of bishops (Babut,

200) ; Tr. 11 i3 & Liber ad Damasum ; and T'r. 111 a Liber de fide et de apocry-
phis. 2 T, x1 18 a Benedictio super fideles. 3 Tr, Iv-X.

4 0. 8. E. L, xviil, 1-106. The Canones Priscillians (ibid. 107—47) are an
exposition of Christian doctrine with ¢ testimonia ’ from St. Paul to establish
each ; buf, as they stand, they have been edlted by Peregrinus, an orthodox
blshop, who says that he ‘ touched them up’ (ibid. 109, 1L 5 8q.); Babut,
2 sq., 212 sqq.

5 e. g. the Eplstle to the Laodiceans (1b1d 55, L. 17).

8 Ty, xt (C. 8. B. L. xviii. 103, 1.. 15 8qq.); Tr. v1 (ibid. 74, ll 13 sqq.) ;
Babut, 274 sqq. 7 Tr. vi (ibid. 74, 1L 8 sqq.).

8 Cf. the letter of Priscillian, quoted by Orosius in his Consultatio [Com.-
momtonum] ad Aug., § 2 (Op. viii. 608 o; P. L, xlii. 667=C. S. E. L. xviii,
153).

% Canon xxxiii (C. 8. E. L, xviii. 124). 1 Ty, v (1b1d. 60, 1. 1).

11 Canon xxxv (ibid. 125). 12 T, 11 (ibid. 39, 1. 8 sqq.).
- 18 Ty 1 (ibid. 14, 1L 14 sqq.). 4 Ty, 1 (ibid. 7, 1. 20).

15 Ty, 1 (ibid. 28, 1. 15 sqq.). 16 7y, 1 (ibid. 29, L. 7).

7 Py, 1 (ibid. 31, 1L 21 sqq.). 18 Mansi, iii. 1005 A.

Ibid. 1004 A5 and his defence of the ‘ mendacium necessarium’, ut sup.
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in common with many other sects which have had one doctrine
for the uninitiated and a more perfect one for the elect, Priscil-
lianists held falsehood right to screen belief. Yet Priscillianism
is entitled both fo respect and compassion. Whether or no
formally heretical, it was deeply religious. Perhaps for this very
reason it was traduced and persecuted by bishops of worldly and
gensual character ; who were the first to remit a spiritual offence
to a secular tribunal ; the first to get heresy condemned by the
State by imputing to it depravity of lifel; and the first, by
¢ g fatal precedent ’,2 to set Christians to shed the blood of fellow-
Christians. It is a relief to remember that other, and saintly,
bishops made vehement protest ; and to reflect that, in their
plea for toleration, made at a moment when they themselves were
not in danger of persecution, St. Ambrose® and St. Martin
represent, on the whole, the mind of the Fathers of that age.*
The Church thus rejected Priscillianism : no heresy, perhaps, but
~ a system which her tradition could not assimilate. The rejection
was afterwards definitely embodied in that anti-Priscillianist
formulary of ¢. 420-80, known to us as the Quicunque vult. This
Ezposition of the Faith lays stress on (1) the responsibility of
the intelleet in matters of faith,® and Priscillian was not a clear
thinker ; on (2) the moral aspect of problems of belief, the will
to believe ® being, at least, as important ag correct belief, and
Prigcillian’s intention to believe was open to doubt ; on (8) the
inconsistency of faith with secret immorality,” and Priscillian wag
credited with that disregard of moral obligations which is often
displayed by adherents of an esoteric religion.” Further, the
Quicunque vult, in its first part,? is anti-Sabellian, and in its second,?

.1 Priscillianists are  scelerati ’, Maximus, Bp. ad Siricium, § 3 (P. L. xiii.
592 A).

2 ¢ Pessimo exemplo,” Sulp. Sev. H. 8. ii, § 51 (P. L. xx. 158 o).

3 He denounces the ‘cruentos sacerdotum triumphos’® in Ep. xxvi, § 3
(Op. 11 i. 894 ; P. L. xvi. 1042 c).

4 For mmlla,r pleas for toleration see Hllary, Ad Constantium, 1, § 6 (Op. ii.
5388q. ; P. L. x, 561) ; Ath. Apol. de FPuga, § 23, and Hist. Ar., §§ 29, 33, 67
(Op. 1. 264 285, 287, 303 ; P. G. xxv. 673, 725, 729, 7713); Chrysostom,
- De sacerdotzo, i, §§ 3, 4 (0p 1. ii. 374 ; P. Q. xlviii. 634 sq.) ; Augustine.

Ep. xciii [A. D 408], § 17 (Op. ii. 237 ; P L. xxxm 329 8q.) ; but contrast
his later misuse of * Compel them to come in’ (Luke xiv. 23) in Epp. xciii,
§ 5, and clxxxv [A. p. 417], § 24 (Op. ii. 233, 653 ; P. L. xxxiii. 323, 803 sq.),
on which cf. W. H. Lecky, History of Ratzonahsm, ii, 20 sqq.

5 Verses 1, 2, 28, 29, 30, 42, and Document No. 151.

¢ Cf. “teneat ’ (verse 1), ‘servaverit’ (2), ‘sentiat’ (28), °fideliter
firmiterque crediderit * (42).

7 Verse 41, 8 Verses 1-28. ? Verses 29-42,
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anti-Apollinarian. The theory, therefore, that ii; represents the .
final verdict of the Western Church upon PrlSmlhamsm has much
to say for itself.t

1T

We now pass to the last phase in the Church’s struggle with
Paganism.

§ 4. It centred in 1 the contest over the Altar of Vietory.2

‘Julian’s attempted revival, 861-8, ended in failure. The very
men who, as officers in his body-guard, threw up their commissions
rather than tolerate its recognition, succeeded him on the throne.
Jovian, 868-14, had no time to formulate a policy ; but Valen-
tinian, 864175, and Valens, 8641178, took a clear course. They
were content with cautious readjustment. Property restored
by Julian to the temples they claimed, by Umiversa loca? of
4 February 364, for the treasury; and while they. conceded
‘ freedom of worship ’ to all and stopped short of the absolute
prohibition of sacrifice,? yet by Ne quis® of 9 September 864, they -
forbade nocturnal rites. They were of a new dynasty ; nervous
about magic and divination, specially of the political future.-
Gratian, 875-183, discharged himself of official responsibility for
paganism by refusing, 382, the title Pontifex Maximus.® Theo-
dosius actually put it down. A series of enactments—Nemo se
hostiis polluat™ of 24 February 891, Nulli sacrificandr tribuatur
potestas ® of 16 June 891, and Nullus omnino® of 8 November 892—
involved the closing of the temples for worship though they
might remain open for the display of their treasures of art as was
the temple (probably of Harran) in Osrhoenel0: while, religion

1 A, E. Burn, Introduction to the Creeds, 142 8qq.; The Ath. Creed, 17 ;

and ¢ Priscillian and Priscillianism ’ in C. @. R. lxxiv, No. 147 (April 1912).
? Ambrose, Epp xvii, xviii (Op I i, 824-42; P L. xvi. 961-82); tr

188 sqq), Hodgkm, Italyz, &e. 1 ii. 416 8qq. ; G Boissier, La Fin du
Paganisme, ii. 267 sqq. ; Fleury, xvirI, ce. xxxi, XxXii,

3 Cod. Theod. x. i..8.

4 Laws recalled by Valentinian I in his Haruspicinam ego of 29 May 371
(Cod. Theod, 1X. xVi. 9); for his tolerance cf. Amm. Mare, XXX, ix, § 5.

5 Cod. Theod. 1x, xVi. 7.

8 Gibbon, c. xxviii, n. 90 (iii. 190). As the priests retired from their
audience, one of them was heard to mutter: ‘ If the Emperor does not
choose to be called Pontifex, there will soon be another Pontifex, Maximus,’
Hodgkin, Italy 2, &e., 1. i, 400..

7 Cod. Theod. xvi. x. 10, and Document No. 97.

$ Thid. xvI. =, 11, 9 Thid. xvI. x. 12, and Document No. 98.

10 Jedem olim of 30 November 382 ;- Cod. Theod XvL x. 8; cof, xVL x. 15.
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apart, their social festivities might go on as bofore.! They might
also be turned to account for public offices.? But whatever was
thus put down by law in the towns, on the great estates and in
the country more than was actually permitted went on for
generations, The law was one thing, its enforcement was
another. In some towns, too, paganism stood its ‘ground, and
nowhere so stubbornly as in Rome itself. - When Constantiug
came there, May 857; to celebrate his triumph over Magnentius,? he
saw temples, incense, and sacrifices in full vigour 4—and all at
the expense of the State. He pretended not to see. But, within
a generation, all was changed. Only the great patrician houses
clung to paganism. They kept up its colleges and priesthood out
of family pride. At length, an edict of Gratian, the text of which
has not come down to.us, though it is referred to as his,5 swept
pagan establishments away—augurs, pontiffs, vestals, quinde-
cemvirs and all.’ _

§ 5. Nothing remained but the Altar of Victory in the Senate-
house, for ¢ paganism was still the constitutional religion of the
Senate’.” Senators took the oaths before this Altar, and libations
and incense were offered ‘at every meeting. Vietory and her
Altar had been set up there by Augustus after the battle of
Actium, 2 September 81 B.c. Constantius removed the Altar8—
the-only instance in which he interfered with the religion of the
ancient capital-—but it was restored by Julian. Valentinian I
let it stand,® out of consideration, it may be supposed, for the
majority of the Senate which was still pagan.l® Ambrose, indeed,
asserts that the majority was Christian ! DBut this is unlikely ;
or, at any rate, there can have been but few who were bold énough
to make a stand for their religion. Valentinian would look upon
statue and altar as a small compensation to be set off by the
heathen party against the rich bishopric and the forty Christian

.1 Ut profanos of 20 August 399 ; Cod. Theod. xv1. x. 17.

2 By Templorum detrahantur of 15 November 408 ; Cod. Theod. xv1. x. 19

3 Amm. Marc. xvI, X.

4 Relatw Symmachi, § 8 (Ambrose Op. 1. i, 830; P. L. xvi. 968 B).

‘ Divi Gratiani-constituta ’ is the phrase of Honorius and Theodosius IT

in Sacerdotales pagani superstitionis of 30 August 415, Cod. Theod. xv1. x, 20,

¢ Boissier, ii. 300; and, for the ranks and numbers of the pagan hierarchy,
cf. Gibbon, c. xxviil (iii. 189) : 7 Tbid. iii, 190,

8 Relatio Symmachz, § T (Ambr Op 1L i. 829 sq.; P. L. xvi. 968 a).

9 Ibid., § 3 (Ambr Op. 11. i. 829; P. L. xvi. 967 A)

10 Bmsswr, ii. 315.

11 Ambrose, Epp. XV11,§9 xviii, § 31 (Op. 11. i. 825, 840 ; P. L. xvi. 96313'
980 B).
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churches of Rome.! But Gratian removed the Altar again ; and

within the next ten years, 88292, four respectable deputations ’ 2

addressed him, or his successors, for its restoration.

] (1) The first, 882, was sent to Gratian at Milan,® and was
headed by Quintus Aurelius Symmachus? ¢. 840-1402, a senator
of high rank and great wealth who had been proconsul of Africa,
373-5, and was, by common consent, the best orator of his day.’
He was a man, t00, whose exemplary life drew from St. Ambrose
high but deserved compliment.® Gratian refused them audience

-on a counter-petition addressed to him by the Ohnstmn senators,
and forwarded to him through pope Damasus.

(2) On the death of Gratian advantage was taken of the em-
barrassments of the Court of Milan to send a second deputation, .
884, to Valentinian IT, 883—92. Symmachus who, by this time,

- was Prefect of the City, 884, and was afterwards to become
Princeps Senatus 8 888, and Consul 891, again appeared on behalf
of the heathen party, and presented the old petition; and the
interest of the proceedings lies in the debate which ensued.-
Paganism, resolved, as Augustine says, to die with éclat,’ found
its last champion in the grand seigneur and chief magistrate of
ancient Rome. The new religion was upheld by Ambrose, bishop
of the city where the petition was presented.

The argument of Symrachus is preserved in the Relatio Sym-
machs,® or report which, as Prefect of the City, he was bound -
to render, from time to time, to the Emperor of what went on in
Rome. " It shows that he was animated by zeal for paganism not
so much from belief as from its historic and patriotic relations
with Rome. Nevertheless, he makes ‘ the best’ plea that the

1 Optatus, De sch. Don, ii, § 4 (Op. 34; P. L. xi. 954); cf. Bingham,
Amng, viir, i, § 17, 1x. v, § 1.

2 Gibbon, . xxviii (iii. 191).

3 Ambrose, Ep. xvii, § 10 (Op. 11. i. 826 ; P. L. xvi. 963 ¢).

4 Tor the Jetters of Symmachus, some 950 in all, see P. L. xviii. 141-405 ;
and Q. A. Symmachi quae supersunt, ed. O, Seeck ( = Mon. Qerm. Hist. vi. i,
Berolini, 1883), where there is an account of his life (pp. xxxix sqq.), with
a ‘Stemma Symmachorum’ (p. x1). Cf. G. Boissier, ii. 310; Hodgkin,
Italy %, &ec.; 1, ii. 417 sq. 5 (. Seeck, xlv.

.8 Ambrose, Ep. xvii, § 6 (Op. 11. i. 825 ; P. L. xvi. 962 B).

7 Relatio Symmachi, § 18 (Ambrose, Op. 11. 1. 832 ; P. L. xvi. 971 c).

8 Socr, H. E. v. xiv, § 5.

? ¢ Cum strepitu pere&nt Aug. De div. daemonum, § 14 (Op. vi. 513 A
P, L. x1. 590).

10 Symmachus, Epp. x. 61 (Mon. Germ. Hist. vi. i. 280-3) ; and between

Ambrose, Epp. xvii and xviii in Op. 11, i. 828-32 (P. L. xvi. 966-71) and
Document No. 72,
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cause would bear ’1; for, says he, § 8, ‘ we ask the restoration
of that state of religion under which the Republic has so long
prospered ’. ¢ Connivance’ is sufficient: Julian ‘observed the
rites of his ancestors’. Valentinian ‘ did not abolish ‘them ’.
That is all that is wanted ; and, § 4, if the Emperor could fi),rget
his debt to Victory, he cannot, § 5, overlook the claims of custom.
“ At least, the ornaments of the Senate-house ought to have been -
spared.” From conservative he turns to patriotic arguments.
Constantius, § 8, though of ¢ another religion’, yet ‘ maintained
the ancient one for the Empire’. He was right—and we notice
here the deep background of scepticism-—for various ceremonies
have been assigned by the Divine Mind to various nations : ‘and,
“ where reason is in the dark’, the best proof of a religion is the
¢ prosperity ’ that attends it. It was, § 9, the old Roman ° rites *
that  repulsed Hannibal from the walls and the Gauls from the
-Capitol . Rome is too old to change now; and, § 10, after all,
there is no one way to the great seeret of the universe.? Rome’s is
not the only ‘way ; but it is hers ; let her be allowed to keep to it.
Then follows, §§ 11-18, a plea for the Vestal Virgins and for the
restoration of their property. Its confiscation, §§ 14, 15, was the
sacrilege that caused the late bad harvest; and, § 16, if the
congcience of the Christian Prince forbids him to give back its
own to a religion with which he does not agree, let him remember
that he can have no responsibility in the matter ; for it was not
open to the Treasury to invade rights which had been guaranteed
by law. So then let him, § 17, revert to the condition of things
under his father; cancel, § 18, the act done in the name of his
departed brother; and restore Victory and her altar to the
Senate-house. » ‘ ’
 Arguments like these—conservative, patriotic, utilitarian,
rationalistic—are thought to have weight to-day in defence of
a national establishment of religion. They were weightier then;
and Ambrose, on hearing that the memorial was being presented,
wrote to Valentinian.? He presses upon him, §§ 1-8, his responsi-
bility as a Christian Prince ; and urges, § 4, that the heathen have
deprived themselves of any equitable claim by their persecutions
W, Ca,ve,.L@:fe of St. Ambrose, iii, § 3 (Lives of the Fathers, ii. 381 : London,
1628?t)‘Uno itinere non potest perveniri ad tam grande secretum,’ § 10 (Op, 11.

i, 830 ; P. L. xvi. 969 4). _
3 Ambrose, Ep. xvii (Op. 11. i. 824-7 5 P. L. xvi, 961-6), -
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~ of Christiang in days gone by. Let not, § 5, the Emperor reverse .
his' brother’s policy, beguiled, § 6, by ‘ the merits of illustrious
men ’; but, §§ 7-8, let him put God first. It would be wrong,
§'9, even for a heathen Emperor to force Christians to take part
in heathen rites ; and this petition, like that of two years previous,
is only the work, § 10, of a minority or, § 11, of a snap division.
Refer the matter, § 12, to your Majesty’s-father, Theodosius II ;
then, § 18, let me see the Memorial that I may answer it at large ;
and before you give your consent, think what answer you will .
make, §§ 14, 15, to the Church ; § 16, to your brother Gratian ;
and, § 17, to Valentinian, your father, who never so much as knew
that there was an Altar to Victory in the Senate-house. Above
all, § 18, do that whlch you know will be proﬁtable for your
salvation.

The tone of the letter is dictatorial rather than fatherly, but
it told at once with the helpless lad to whom it was addressed.
- He setft the Memorial ; and, in a second letter,! duller and not so-
fiery, Ambrose proceeded to answer Symmachus point by point.
If, §§ 4-6, the old gods of Rome were responsible for her successes,
what about her misfortunes 2 At any rate, the misfortunes of her
defeated enemies were suffered from the heathen gods. ° If these
rites conquered in the Romans, they were vanquished in the
Carthaginians.” Rome herself, § 7, would have said that her
successes were due to her own arm. As for, § 8, the plea for
toleration, based on the notion that, by a single path, men cannot
arrive at so great a secret, Christians have a Revelation. And,
§ 10, as to the restoration of endowments, ‘ we, § 11, have grown
by wrongs, by want, by punishment ; they find that, without
money, their ceremonies cannot be maintained ’. Then, § 12,
the Vestals ; there are but seven. Pagans can only buy virgins :
whereas, § 18, Christian women, in multitudes, devote themselves
to virginity for love of holiness. Again, §§ 14-16, if pagans com-
plain that State-support and immunities ought to be restored to
their priesthood, Christians have been deprived of these and are
content ; ‘ the wealth of the Chureh is in her support of the poor’s
Next, § 17, the stock argument-of paganism from public calamities
has to be met. ‘Were there then, §§ 18-19, no calamities before
the world became Christian ? And, §§ 20-1, how about the present

1 Ambrose, Ep. xviii (0p 1. 1. 833~ 42 P, L xv1 972—82), and Docu-
ment No. 73. -
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splendid harvest ? The writer then goes on to undermine the
appeal to antiquity in favour of ancestral rites by dwelling on,
§§ 28-80, progress and development as the law of all things—
an argument. that might easily prove too much; and, after
ingisting, §§ 81-8, that Christian Senators must not be forced,
he concludes, §§ 84-9, by discussing the utilitarian test of the
truth of a religion, whether it brings to its adherents prosperity or
disaster. *Qratian’, for instance, ‘ was a most orthodox Emperor ¥
but he has been left’, a man may say, ‘ without his reward.’
‘ True,” answers Ambrose ; ‘ but human affairs move in a certain
cycle and order . . . and are subject to vicissitudes.” It is no
wonder that capital has been made out of the rationalism’ of
some of his arguments.! But, for all-that, it is clear enough that
his was- the living faith and that of Symmachus a dying one ;
just as cledr as it is from setting side by side the voluminous but
vapid correspondence of Symmachus with the Confessions of
his younger contemporary and protégé > Augustine. So the second
petition for the restoration of the Altar of Victory came to nothing.
‘ Valentinian’, writes St. Ambrose, ‘did nothing but what our
faith reasonably required.’ 3

(8) A third memorial was addressed to Theodosius 4 possibly
when, to. celebrate his triumph over Max1mus, he paid a visit to
Rome,5 .18 June to 1 September 389, or, as others think,’ in the
spring of 891 at Milan : it only irritated the Emperor and ended in
the banishment ? of Symmachus to a distance of a hundred miles-
from the Court.

(4) The fourth and last deputatlon was sent from the Senate
" to the Emperor Valentinian [II] of blessed memory '—he was
murdered ‘at Vienne 15 May 892— when he was in Gaul: but
was able to extract nothing from him ".# Fugenius, indeed, the
puppet-emperor set up by Arbogast, the murderer of Valen-
tinian,? erected the Altar of Victory again 1 and restored to

1 Gibbon, e. xxviii (iii. 193) ;' W. H. Lecky, Hist. of European Morals, i.
4029 Aug, Conf. v, § 23 (Op. i. 117 ¥ ; P, L. xxxii. 717).

3 Ambrose, Ep. lvn, § 3 (Op. 1. 1. 1011 P, L. xvi. 1175).

4 Tbid., § 4 (Op. 1. i. 1011 ;' P, L. xvi. 1175 8q.).

5 Hodgkm, ltaly?, &o. 1. i. 517 sqq.

6 Symmachus, Opera, lviii (ed. O. Seeck) 7 Thid., n. 236.

8 Ambrose, Ep. lvii, § 5 (Op. 11. i. 1011 ; P, L. xvi. 1176 4).

® Soer. H. E. v, xxv, § 1.

10 Paulinus, Vita Ambrosii, § 26 (Op. 1.1; P. L. xiv. 36 4); Rufinus, H. £,
ii, § 33 (Op. 304 ; P. L, xxi. 539 a).
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paganism its revenues.! But it was a short-lived reactlon Theo-. .~
dosius defeated Eugenius at the hard-fought battle of the Frigidus
(now the Vippaceo.?), 5-6 September 894, in the pass of the Pear-
_tree which connected Sirmium with Aquileia 3 ; and on his victory
paganism was officially. abolished in Rome. Then,?* if not in 388
on the overthrow of Maximus, ‘ six hundred families of ancient
lineage * went over to Christ. It was the death-blow to paganism,
in its last stronghold, among the great patrician houses of the
capital ; and it also marks the last stage of another long process,
viz. the Latinization of the Roman church. The Canon of the Mass
can be traced back, much as it is, to this period 3 ; and the form in
which we have it may be that of a translation from the Greek
which, though but one among other variants, established its
superiority in Rome just before the time when, in numbers and
dignity, the Roman church acquired further prestige by the passing
of paganism and the absorption of its most distinguished patrons
into her communion.

11T

We may now look a little closer into the affairs of the church
of Rome under the pontificates of Damasus, 866184, and Siricius,
884-198.

§ 6. Damasus was bishop for nearly twenty years.

(1) His accession was marked, as we have seen, by tumults
for which we do not accurately know his share of responsibility.
His rival Ursinus, twice banished, 866-7, under Valentinian,®
sent first to Gaul before October 868,7 and then suffered to reside

* Ambrose, Ep. lvii, § 6 (Op. 11. i. 1011 ; P, L, xvi. 1176 a).

2 .See map in Hodgkin, lialy 2, &c. 1. i. 569.

3 Soer. H. K. v. xxv ; Gibbon, ¢. xxvii (iii, 182 sqq.) ; Hodgkin, 1. i. 578.
. It was the route by which most of the invasions of Ttaly in the fifth century
were made, ibid. 709.

4 So Prudentius, In Symmachum [A. D. 402-4], i. 410, 545 8qq. (Op. ii. 733,
745 ; P. L. 1x. 153, 164); and Zosimus [A. D, 425~ 50], Hist. iv, § 59 (Corp.
Scmpt Hist. Byz xlix, 244 sq.); but modern historians assign the change
to 388, e.g. Tillemont; Gibbon, ¢. xxviil, n. 23 (iii. 194); Hodgkin,
Tialy 2, &o. 1. i. 516, 581—2 Bury (Gibbon, iii. app. 10).

5 The section from Quam oblationem to the end of Supplices te occurs,
-with some modifications, in. Ps. Ambrose, De Sacramentis [written ¢. 400,
possibly at Ravenna ; L. Duchesne, Chr. Worship, 177], iv, §§ 21-7 (Ambr.
Op. 1. 1. 371 sq.; P. L. xvi, 443-6); tr. T. Thompson and J. H. Srawley
(S.P.CK. 1919); q.v. pp. xxxi-xxxiv; J. Wordsworth, The Ministry of
Grace, 82 8q.; and A Fortescue, The Mass 2, 128-32 : see Document No. 117.

8 Faustmus M&rcelhnus, Libellus Precum Praef., §§ 2,4 (P. L. xiii. 82 a,
83 a, B).

7 Qoyau, Chronologie, 525.
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in north Ttaly,! 8702, avenged himself on Damasus in the courts
of law. About 870 he instituted a criminal suit,? appearing as -
accuser himself; and, in a second suit, after the accession of
Gratian, he made further charges against the pope before the
Vicar of the City, through one Isaac, a tonverted Jew,? who has
now been successfully identified with Ambrosiaster4 But Gratian
took the case into his own hands; banished the accusers, Isaac
to Spain and Ursinus to Cologne, and cleared the pope of the
calumnies against him. Damasus was not satisfied. He knew how
to rely on the secular arm ; but he wished to have his innocence
attested in an ecclesiastical assembly. Accordingly a Council met in
Rome, perhaps in 878 or in May 882,% and probably the sixth under
*Damasus, and presented a petition to Gratian beginning Et hoc
gloriae vestrae,” in which they make two important requests. The
first, §§ 1-9, has reference to Ursinus : and asks that, the Govern-
ment having restored order by banishing the disturbers of the
peace, the Emperor should confirm® the privilege, previously
acknowledged, of the bishop of Rome and his fellows to try the
cases of bishops still recalcitrant, so that no bishop might be
brought before a secular judge ®—the bishops of Parma and
Puteoli, Restitutus, an African bishop, and Claudian, the Donatist
bishop of Rome, being the recalcitrant prelates in question. Let
him order that such offenders, if living in Ttaly, should be com-
pelled to appear in Rome ; if further off, before the local metro-
politan ; if metropolitans themselves, either in Rome or before
judges appointed by the bishop of Rome. The see of Rome would
thus acquire a widely extended authority in cases of first instance.
But let provision be also made for its intervention in appeals.
Any bishop, who had been condemned and had doubts about

1 Coll. Avell. Epp. xi, xii (C. 8. K. L. xxxv. 52-4),

2 Alluded to by Gratian in Ordinariorum sententiae, § 4 (P. L. xiii. 585 sq.),
or Coll. Avell. Ep. xiii, § 9 (C. 8. B. L. xxxv. 57).

3 So the Roman Councll in their letter, Kt hoc gloriae vestrae, § 8 (P, L.
xiii, 580 B). ,

4 So L. Duchesne, Early Hist. Ch.ii. 371, n. 2 ; and C. H. TurnerinJ. T, S.
i. 155, and vii. 364. His ¢ Commentaries are the earliest extant commen-
tary ... on all the Pauline Epistles ’, and his ‘ Quaestiones too are the earliest
substantial book on Biblical difficulties that has come down to us’, ibid.
361 ; but the identification is rejected by A. Souter in 4 study of Ambrosiaster,
5 (Texts and Studies, vii, No. 4).

5 Qratian, Ord. sent., § 2 (P. L. xiii. 584 sq.).
For this date, seo I‘ W. Puller, Prim. Samts 3 145 n. 1.
Text in P. L. xiii. 575-84 ; cf. Puller3, 145 sq and Document No, 58.
Gratian, Ord. sent. §§ 1, 4 (P. L. xiii, 576 A, 579 A).
Ibid., § 2 (P. L. xiii. 577 sq.).

© e
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the fairness of his metropolitan or other episcopal judges, should . -
be allowed the right of appeal ecither to the bishop of Rome or to
a synod, of, at least, fifteen neighbouring bishops.! A second

request, §§ 10, 11, looked back to the indignity heaped on Damasus
by Isaac in summoning the pope before the ordinary courts. The
bishop of Rome should be sheltered from such calumniators, and
any cases to which he was party, if not committed to his Council,
should be heard by the Emperor in person.2 Gratian replied with
the rescript Ordinariorum sententioc® addressed to Anulinus,
Vicar, 878-9, of the City, i.e. to the official who, as the immediate
subordinate of the Praetorian Prefect of Italy, governed the
suburbicarian provinces. The Emperor begins by remarking,
§ 1, that, if his letters to Simplicius, predecessor of Anulinus, in
874, had not been ignored, Ursinus and other disturbers of the
peace, §§ 2-8, would by this time have disappeared. The innocence
of Damasus, § 4, had been vindicated by Valentinian, and, § 5,
they must be sent off at once. Then, ag to the two requests of
the Roman Synod, in § 6, he adopts its distinction between -
bishops of the suburbicarian provinces,* where the pope was sole -
metropolitan, and bishops who live in * the more distant regions
of the Western empire. He orders that the former are to/be tried
either at Rome or by synods elsewhere (such as were usual in
Sicily 5 and, perhaps, in Sardinia and Corsica) ; but that the
latter—bishops, that is, of Africa, Spain, North Italy, and Gaul—
when under accusation, are to be remitted by the local magistrates
to the court of the metropolitan. So far the rescript dealt with
suits of first instance in the case of ordinary bishops ; and there
-was no enlargement of papal powers. But in the case of metro-
politans, and by way of appeal, Gratian proceeds to confer two
new powers on the Roman see. ‘ The pope was made master of
the judicial process by which all accused metropolitans throughout -
the West wore to be tried. He might either have them summoned
to Rome to be tried there, or he might appoint judges by whom

1 Ord. sent. § 9 (P. L. xiii. 581 sq.). 2 Tbid., § 11 (P. L. xiii. 583 a).

3 P, L. xiii. 583-8; Cod. Avell. Ep. xiii. (C. 8. E. L. xxxv. 54-8); of this
rescript § 6 is the most important ; q.v. in Document No. 65.

¢ The nearer regions must be the suburbicarian provinces, Puller 2, 150.
Hence the bishops in Kt hoc gloriae vestrae, § 9 (P. L. xiii. 581 A) ask that
the law may be enforced by the Vicarius Urbis. If these regions had

. extended further, they would have added the Vicarius Italiae and the

Vicarius Africae. : :

5 Ath. 4d Afros, § 1 (Op. ii. 712; P. L. xxvi. 1029 B).
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they would have to be tried elsewhere. And, in the second place,
ordinary bishops throughout the Western Empire, who had been
tried in the first instance away from Rome by the provincial
synod or by some local synod of bishops, might, if they chose,
appeal either to the pope or to a synod of fifteen hishops having
sees in the neighbourhood ’.! This was a great step forward in
the growth of papal authority ; but it was no recognition of
inherent spiritual rights. On the contrary, the new jurisdiction
was both created and annexed to the Roman See by the civil
power, which was thus very complaisant to Damasus and to
the first request of his Couneil that bishops should be tried by
their fellow-bishops and by the pope in particular. The second,
that the hishop of Rome himself should be saved the indignity
of appearing before the ordinary courts was quietly refused.
Gratian confined himself to directing, § 7, that, where the accusers
were known to be persons of doubtful morals or mere calumniators,
their evidence should not be admitted.> Not long after this
Rescript, Ursinus, the arch-calumniator, died, 881, three years
before Damasus himself. The old pope’s success had been hotly
contested through nearly the whole of his episcopate.

(2) Damasus—now nearly eighty—had used his episcopate
well : and in the three following ways. -

He was a stout defender of orthodoxy. . If he was not very
ready to mix himself up in Eastern quarrels, 871-7, by lending an
ear to Basil and his friends, Damasus could say that his own see
wasnot a bed of roses ; and that, as the constant friend of Peter
of Alexandria, 878—180, and of Paulinus at Antioch, 862—88, he
was doing his utmost for the maintenance of the faith in the Kast.

He put the wealth of his church to excellent use. Men might
point to the luxury of his table and the ostentation of his horses
and carriages, and say, as did Praetextatus, Prefect of the City,
that it would be worth while to turn Christian if one could become
bishop of Rome. But Damasus was a great patron of building
and art. In particular, he spent much on the Catacombs ? which
he opened up and beautified with inscriptions in ‘ Damasine
character ’4 from the chisel of a very able artist, Furius Dionysius

1 Puller, Prim. Saints 3, 151, 2 Ord. sent., § T (P. L. xiii. 588).:

3 For the Catacombs, see R. Lanciani, Pagan and Christian Rome, c. vii;
M. A. R. Tuker and H. Malleson, Handbook to Chr. and Eccl. Rome, i. 422 sqq. ;
and F. Cabrol, Dict. d’arch. chrétienne, i. 2375-450.

4 Gabrol, Dict. iv. 160-97 ; T. and M. i. 427,
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Filocalus. Four of these inscriptions are to be found in the -
* papal crypt * of the Cemetery of St. Callistus : so-called because
of the popes buried there, such as Fabian, 7250, and Lucius, $254.
Damasus speaks of these as a ‘ numerus > or guard of honour, the
term for ¢ the goodly fellowship of the Prophets ’ in the T'e Deum ;
and he says he hopes to be buried there.!

- He discerned the ability of Jerome, and made him his secretary.

§ 7. Jerome,? ¢. 8401420, was born of Christian, Catholic and
well-to-do, parents, at Striden, a town on the borders of Dalmatia
-and Pannonia, whose site is uncerta,m owing to its destruction
by the Goths,® ¢. 878.

In early youth, ¢. 854, he came to Rome and learned grammar
of Donatus,* whose 4rs grammatica was the basis of all,rud1ments
or introduetion, in the way of Latin grammar, till the end of the
‘Middle Ages.® Rhetoric he learned while the fame of the Christian
~teacher Victorinus was at its height.® He did not escape the
temptations of the capital? ; but he drew back, and was baptized
there, ¢. 368, before the death of pope Liberius in 866, so that he -
regarded himself as & member of the Roman church. Then he
went, with his foster-brother Bonosus, to Gaul,® and spent some
time at Tréves.® Athanasius had passed his first exile there, and
had left a strong tradition of asceticism 1 behind him. It may
therefore have been under these influences that in Tréves Jerome
resolved to devote himself to a life of piety.’! Such a life he found,
at the suggestion of Rufinus, ¢. 850-1410, a fellow-student, in
the latter’s native town of Aquileia.!*> Here he settled, ¢. 870-8,
as one of a company of like-minded young men, mostly. clerics,
~ with whom he thought himself already ‘among the blessed ’.13

1 PDamasus, Carmen, xXxxiii (P. L. xiii. 408 A); Lanciani, 219,

2 See the Vita in Jerome, Op. i (P. L. xxii. 5-176) ; Tillemont, M ém. xii.
1-366 ; G. Qriitzmacher, Hieronymus (Leipzig, 1901 6); Bardenhewer,
455—73 Letters and select Works, tr. N. and P.-N. F. vi.

3 Jerome, De vir. illustr., § 135 (0p ii. 953 ; P. L. xxiii, 715).

t Jerome, Adv. Ruﬁnu'm, i, § 16 (Op. ii. 472; P. L. xxiii. 410).

5 Reginald Pecock, bishop of Chichester, 1450—17, wrote a Donet into
Christen Religion (=an introduction to the Christian Religion), ¢. 1449, :

8 Jerome, Chron. ad ann. 3564 (Op. viii; P. L. xxvii. 687 s8q.).

7 Epp.iv, §2, vil, § 4, xiv, § 6 (Op. i. 14, 19, 32; P, L. xxil. 336, 340, 350).

8 Adw. Iovin. ii, § 7 (Op. il. 335 ; P. L. xxiii. 296 a).

8 Comm. in Gdl. lib. ii (Op. viii. 430 ; P. L. xxvi. 357); Ep. v, § 2 (Op.
i. 15 P. L. xxii. 337).

10 Cf the story of Pontitian in Aug Conf. vm, §§ 14, 15 (Op i. 150 sq. ;
P. L. xxxii, 755). 11 By, ii1, § 5 {Op. i. 12 P. L. xxii. 334)

12 Epp. iii, § 3, ix (Op. i. 10, 22; P. L. xxii. 333, 342)
13 Chorus beatorum, Chron. ad ann, 378 (Op. viii; P, L. xxvii. 698);
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But it did not last long. There was ‘a sudden whirlwind > and
‘ an impious disruption’,! the first of those disturbances which—
owing to Jerome’s capacity for making enemies as fast as he made
friends—were periodical in his career. The ‘company’ was
disbanded. Bonosus went to live as a hermit on a rock in the
Adriatic,? Rufinus to Alexandra,® and Jerome himself to
Antioch, 878. Here he fell ill ; and, as the result of a vision,
determined, though the style of the prophet put him off, to
devote himself once and for all to Christian literature and to
bé a classic no morer He began to learn Greek, and took his
first lessons in Biblical exegesis from Apollinaris,® in whom he
came under the influence of the exact and literalist methods of
interpretation distinctive of the school of Antioch. The next
five years, 374-9, he spent in the desert of Chaleis, east of Antioch,
sharing the austerities of other solitaries.® At this time he began
the study of Hebrew—a severe penance, he says, for a Ciceronian ;
and so he became the only scholar among the Fathers to be ac-
quainted with ‘ the rasping and gasping words ’ 7 of that sacred
but barbarous tongue. His first work dates from the desert 8 ;
for in 874 he wrote the life of the hermit Paul of Thebes.® But
again, as at Aquileia, storms broke in upon his retreat. The
controversies of Antioch reached the wilderness; and Jerome,
speedily involved in them, found the place too hot to hold him.
Besides the official bishop of Antioch, the Arian Euzoius, 361-178,
there were at this juncture, 876, three other claimants of that see :
Meletius, 861181, who had the support of St. Basil ; Paulinus;
862-188, who relied upon Rome and Alexandria ; and Vitalis,
- consecrated, 876, by Apollinaris to that dignity.'® Moreover,
Meletius, with the East in general, spoke of three hypostases’
in the Godhead ; whereas Paulinus acknowledged, with the West,
but ¢ one hypostasis’. Jerome had never communicated at the

where note ‘chorus’=company, as in Te Deum; °gloriosus Apostolorum .
chorus ’, and cf. ¢ numerus °, supra. 1 Ep, iii, § 3, ut sup.

2 Thid., § 4 (Op. i. 11; P. L. xxii. 334).

a Ibid., § 2 (Op. i. 10; P. L. xxii. 333).

4 Fp. xxii, § 30 (Op. 1. 115 ; P, L. xxii. 416).

5 Ep. Ixxxiv, § 5 (Op i. 523 ; P. L. xxii. 745).

8 Ep. xxii, § 7 (Op. 1. 92; P L. xxii. 309).

7 ¢ Stridentia anhelantlaque verba,’ Ep. cxxv, § 12 (Op i, 940; P. L.
xxii. 1079). 8 Ep. x, §3 (Op.i.24; P. L. xxii. 344),

% For the Vita S. Pauli primi eremitae see Jerome, Op. ii, 1-14 (P. L,
xxiii, 17-28); tr. N. and P.-N. F. vi. 299-303.

10 Basil, E’p cclxv, § 2 (Op. iv. 409 ; P, G. xxxii. 985).
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hands of Paulinus; but only from those Egyptian confessors -
whom Valens had exiled to Diocaesarea in Palestine. He knew

that they were recognized by the Roman church. But as a member.

of that church, he would sympathize with Paulinus. To Jerome

‘ three hypostases’ would spell ‘three Gods’.? But his fellow-

solitaries sided with Meletius. Jerome should express his Trini-

tarian faith in the language of the new Nicenes or Cappadocians,

and acknowledge three hypostases or Persons in one Substance?
Hence the storm. He turned to the church of his baptism for

answer ; and in the first two -of his six 4 letters to Damasus, he
took that pope for an oracle, as if his predecessor Liberius had
never deserted the Nicene Faith, and wrote, with characteristic
vehemence, in terms that stand alone among the writings of the
Fathers, on the authority of the Roman See.’ °Since the Kast
tears into pieces the Lord’s coat . . . therefore by me is the chair
of 8t. Peter to be consulted, and that faith which is praised by the
Apostle’s mouth ; thence now seeking food for my soul whence
of old I received the robe of Christ. . . . I speak with the successor .
of the fisherman, and the disciple of the Cross. I, who follow none
as my chief but Christ, am agsociated in communion with thy
blessedness, i.e. with the see of Peter. On that rock the Church
ig built, I know. Whoso shall eat the lamb outside that house isg
. profane. If any one shall not be in the ark of Noah, he will perish
when the flood prevails. ... I know not Vitalis ; Ireject Meletius ;
I am ignorant of Paulinus. - Whoso gathereth not with thee,
scattereth ; i.e.’he, who i3 not of Christ, is of anti-Christ.” ® Tt
was the letter of a young man 7 in a hwrry ; and Damasus, though
Jerome wrote him a second letter,® made no reply ; but he let -
it be seen that he upheld Paulinus. Pressed further by the
Meletian clergy, Jerome withdrew from the desert ® and returned
to Antioch, 879. Uniting himself to Paulinus, he accepted ordina-

1 Jerome, Ep. xv, § 2 (Op. i. 39; P. L. xxii. 356).

2 Tbid., § 4 (Op. 1. 40 sq. ; P. L. xxii. 357).

3 Ihid., § 3 (Op. i. 405 P. L. xxii. 356). .

L Epp. xv, Xvi, xviii, xix, xxi, XXVi. 5 Puller, Prim. Sainis 3, 162.

8 Jerome, Ep. xv, §§ 1, 2 (Op. i. 38 sq.; P. L. xxii. 355 sq )s and Docu-
ment No, 136.

7 Written after the letter [Ep. xiv] to Hehodorus, whlch he describes,
nineteen years later, as having been written ‘* Dum essem a.dolescens, immo
paene puer ’, Ep. lii. [A. . 394], § 1 (Op. i..254; P. L. xxii. 527) ; Puller?,
162, n. 2.

8 Ep. xvi (Op. i. 42 P. L, xxii. 358)

9 Ep. xvii, §§ 2, 3 (Op i. 44 ; P. L. xxii. 360).
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tion to the priesthood from him ; though he never exercised his
office,! and stipulated from the first that he should be monk rather
than priest, and so free to go where he would.2 Accordingly, we
find him, 880-1, in Constantinople, taking as a second master in
exegesis St. Gregory of Nazianzus, by whom he was brought under
the influence of the allegorical school of Origen. He applauded
Gregory’s sermons ; and afterwards passed on to Nepotian a warning
that Gregory gave him about the danger of applause in churches.
* There is nothing so easy as, by sheer volubility, to deceive an
uneducated congregation ;  the less they understand, the more
they admire ’ 3 the preacher. . Jerome now began to translate the
Homalies of Origen on Isatah, Jeremioh, ond Ezekiel ® ; and, at
the same time, he translated the Chronicle of Origen’s admirer,
Eusebius,® and completed it to the death of Valens,” 878. But
all this while he says not a word of the Second Oecumenical
Council then sitting. Possibly he was preocecupied. Possibly,
as it ignored his bishop, Paulinus, and dealt unsympathetically
with his two teachers in exegesis, condemning Apollinaris and
disgusting Gregory, he would be out of temper with it. We may
feel some surprise, in that case, at his not saying so ; but it may
have been enough, for once, that to review the aets of this Council
he was going to Rome, in the train of Paulinus,® for the seventh
synod under pope Damasus in the autumn of 882.

No sooner was it over than Jerome and Damasus, 882-4,
came to stand to each other as confidential adviser to patron.
Jerome wrote the Dialogus adv. Luciferianos,® to put down the
pretensions of a handful of the followers of Lucifer, bishop of
Cagliari ¢. 858—171, in Rome, who were a source of constant

1 So Epiphanius to John of Jerusalem, in Jerome, Ep. li, § 1 (Op. i. 242 ;
P. L. xxii, 518).

2 Contra Ioann, Ier., § 41 (Op. ii. 452 ; P, L. xxiii. 393). The Co. of
Chalcedon uitimately put an end to such possibilities, (1) by forbidding
ordination to the priesthood except on' a title, c. 6 ; and (2) by requiring
that a monk should be kept to one place, ce. 4, 6, 24 ; W. Bright, Canons 2,
166, &ec.

3 Jerome, Ep. lii, § 8 (Op. 1. 263 ; P. L. xxii. 534).

Op. iv. 1101-44 (P. L. xxiv. 901-56).
Op. v. 741-1004 (P. L. xxv. 583-786).
Op. viii (P. L. xxvii, 33-674).
Ibid. 675-702: from the death of Valens to A. D. 449 it was continued
by Prosper of Aquitaine, 1463 ; ibid. 703-24.
8 Jerome, Hp. cxxvii {A. D. 412], § 7 (0p i. 956 5 P. L. xxii. 1091).

9 Jerome, Op. ii. 171-202 (P. L. xxiii. 155- 82), written 379 acec. to
Bardenhewer, 465; but 382-5 ace. to Duchesne, Harly Hist. Ch. ii. 383,
and Grutzmacher, i. 89; tr. N. and P.-N. F. vi. 320-34, .
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worry to Damagus. Of its interest we have already spoken.
The pope then set Jerome to work on Holy Seripture.

Firgt, he consulted him as to its interpretation: e.g. on the -
meaning of Hosanna,* on the parable of the prodigal son,? on the
vengeance to be exacted for Cain, on digtinctions between clean
and unclean, on diserepancies about the date of the Exodus, on
how it was that a good man like Isaac was allowed to be deceived.?
Jerome was once more in the seventh heaven—the heaven of
a scholar who found, all of a sudden, that his learning was in.
demand. He had already sent the pope from Constantinople, 881,
a disquisition about the Seraphim.# Now, 8884, he replied on the
subjects of Hosanna 5 and the prodigal,® and on the points which
puzzled the pope from the stories of the patriarchs.” :

Second, Damasus employed him on the text of Holy Scripture 8;
and, about 888, at his patron’s request, he began a revision of the
various Latin versions, comparing them with the Greek. The
oldest Latin version had been made not later than the second
century in Africa, the Old Testament portion being from the -
Septuagint. It is called ‘the African Latin’. A second, suffi-
ciently different to be, in all probability, independent, was in use
in North Italy in Jerome’s time, and has a type of text known
as ¢ the Furopean Latin’. Successive revisions of this, whether
casual or systematic, produced, after ¢. 850, a third type of text
called ‘ the Italian Latin’. These three types are classed together
under the common name of the ‘ Old Latin’ version. Jerome
was to take various manuseripts of this version, and bring the
text into agreement with the Greek.® He felt that it was a heavy
task. It would bring him info eollision with a good many ° two-
legged asses’° among the Roman clergy as well as with many

1 Damasus, Ep, viii (P. L xiii. 371 B, c)=Jer. Ep. xix (Op. 1. 63 ; P L.
xxii, 375).

2 Jor. Hyp. xxi, § 1 (Op. i. 68; P. L. xxii. 379).

3 Damasus, Ep. ix (P. L. xiil. 371 8qq.) ; Jer. Bp. xxxv (Op. i. 168 ; P. L.
xxii. 451).

¢ Jeor. Ep. xviii (Op. i. 45-64; P. L. xxii. 361-76).

.8 Ep. xx (Op. i. 83-8; P. L. xxii. 375-9).

8 Ep. xxi (Op. i. 68-87; P. L. xxii. 379-94).

? Ep. xxxvi (Op. i. 160—-71 P. L. xxii. 4562-61).

8 B.F. Westcobt and F. J. A. Hort, The N. T. in Greek, ii. (Inbroductlon)
78 sq.; H. B. Swete, Introduction to the LXX, 88 sqq.; Bardenhewer,
459.

® Jer. Proef. in iv Bvangelia [a,d Damasum] (Op. x;. P. L. xxix. 525 ¢);
reprinted in Novum Test. Latine, ed. H. J. White (1913) tr. N. and P.-N. F.
vi. 487 8q., and Document No. 138.

1 Ep. xxvii (Op. 1. 134 ; P. L. xxii. 432).
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pious associations.® But, he says, truth 2 and the original ® must
come first. So he began with the Gospels; and then went on,
probably by request, to the Psalter. This he revised ‘ cursorily’,
as he says, ‘ from the Septuagint’#4 This Psalter, the fruit of
Jerome’s: first revision of the psalms in 883, became known-as
" The Roman Psalter, and was used by the Roman Church till the
pontificate of Pius V, 1566-172. Its version of the Venites
still retained in the Roman Mattins ; but, as a whole, its use iSA
now conﬁned to St. Peter’s at Rome, St. Mark’s at Venice, and
a few churches in the diocese of Milan.t - It would appear also
that, before he left Rome, Jerome had carried further his revision
of the New Testament from the Greek?; and, before leaving,
he dealt in the Conira Helvidium,® 882-4, with ‘a rustic and
illiterate * author® who had denied the perpetual virginity of our
Lady. Damasus, he says, was still alive when he wrote it. The
pamphlet would have had his approval for he was  the virgin
doctor of the v1rg1n Church *,% ‘
Jerome was now in high esteem, both as scholar and as aseetic ;
and many thought of him as the next pope.’! He began to exercise
a powerful influence over his patron’s supporters among the great
ladies of Rome. They were attracted by his learning and his
austerity. First among them was the rich patrician widow,
Marcella,? 325-1410. She came of the Marcelli, the noble house
which had given so many Consuls and Prefects to Rome ¥ ; and
her beauty had been the talk of the town when, as a girl of
"about -eighteen, she sat at the feet of Athanasius during his exile
in Rome, 841-8, and learned from him of the monks of Egypt.™s
As a young widow, she refused the offer of a second marriage
from the Wealthy old consular, Cerealis, with no little spirit.

L Praef. in iv Bvang. (Op. x; P. L. xxix, 526 o).

2 Ibid. 3 Thid. 527 A,

4 Praef. in lib. Psalm. (Op. x; P. L. xxix. 117) tr. N. and P.-N. F. vi, 494,
and Document No., 141. 5 Op. x (P. L. xxix. 296).

8 E. Martene, De ant. eccl. rit. iii. 7, a,nd P. Batlﬂol Hislory of the Roman
Breviary, 70 sq. 7 Grutzmacher i. 220.

8 Op. ii. 205-30 (P. L. xxiii, 183-206) ; tr. N. and P.-N. F. vi. 334-46.

® Adv. Helvidiwm, § 1 (Op. ii. 206 ; P. L. xxiii, 183).

0 Ep. xlviii, § 18 (Op. i. 230 ; P, L. xxii. 508). )

U Fp.xlv, § 3 (Op.i. 196; P L. xxii, 481).

12 For a sketch of Marcella see the Epitaphium Marcellae of Jerome, Ep.
cxxvii (Op. i. 950-60 ; P. L. xxii, 1087-95) ; Tillemont, Mém. xii. 66-76 ;
Fleury, xvirn xx'; Grutzmacher, i. 225 sqq.

13 Jerome, Ep. cxxvii, § 1 (Op i, 951 ; P, L. xxii. 1087).

1 1bid., § 5 (Op. i. 954 ; P. L. xxii. 1089) .



326 THEODOSIUS, 879195 - parrm

“ Were I wanting to marry,’ she said, I should look for a husband,
not for an inheritance.” About 360—70 she devoted herself to a life
of study and piety, in her great house on the Aventine 1; and was'
the first lady of rank at Rome to do so, before a fresh zeal for
asceticism had been kindled there by the visit, as an exile, of
Peter of Alexandria, 873—180. It was for the study of the
Seriptures that she attached herself to Jerome.2 Then there was
another widow, Lea,® November 884 ; a virgin, Asella,* 384—}a. 405,
whose knees, from constant prayer, grew as hard as a camel’s ®;
and a third widow, Paula,® 847-1404, the heiress of the Gens
Aemilia. Her father, Rogatus, traced his descent back to Agamem-
non,” and her mother, Blaesilla, had the blood of the Scipiones and
the Gracchi in her veins ®; while her husband, Toxotius, 1880,
claimed kinship with Aeneas and the Julian house.® On his
death she devoted herself to charity and good works1; with
her two daughters, the girl-widow,1! Blaesilla,2 365-184, and
BEustochium, 867-1419. Paula entertained Epiphanius,!® bishop
of Salamis, with whom Jerome travelled when he came to Rome,
882 ; and from that time forward she and her daughters became
the most ardent. of his adherents. It was an invidious position ;
nor was he the man to occupy it with diseretion. There were
scenes between Jerome and his opponents which ended by their
spitting in each other’s faces 14; and his quarrelsomeness disgusted -
Marcella,1s though Paula was too meek 1 to see anything amiss
in the manners of her spiritual guide. In a pamphlet on virginity
addressed to Hustochium 17 there is a fresdom 1® which shocked
even the heathen society of Rome, familiar, as it was, with the

 Jerome, Ep. cxxvii, §§ 3, 4 (Op. i. 952 sq.; P. L. xxii. 1088 sq.).

2 Thid., §7 (Op. i. 955 sq. ; P. L. xxii. 1091),

3 Ep. xxiii (Op. 1. 126-8; P. L. xxii. 425-7) ; Tillemont, Mém. xii. 65 sq H
Fleury, xvir. xxi; Grﬁtzmacher, i. 266.

4 Ep. xxiv (Op. i. 128-31; P. L. xxii. 427-30); Tillemont, Mém. xii.
63 sq ; Fleury, xvIiL. xxi; Grittzmacher, i. 267 sq.

5 Ibid., § 5

¢ Cf. the Efp@tafphwm Paulae ; Jer. Hp. eviii (Op. i. 690-725 ; P, L, xxii.
878-906) ; Tillemont, Mém. xii. 84-6 ; Fleury, xviII, xxi; Grutzmacher, i..
242 sqq. 7 Ep. oviii, § 3 (0p. i. 692 ; P. L. xxii. 879).

8 Ibid, §§ 1, 3. ® Thid., § 4. 10 Thid., § 5.

11 Epp. xxu, § 15, xxx1x, §1 (Op.i. 98, 176; P. L. xxii. 403, 465).

12 Fp, xxxviii (Op. i. 173-6 ; P, L. xxii. 463- 5) for her conversion.

18 Fp, cviii, § 6 (0 i. 696 ; P. L. xxii, 881).

U Fp, 1, §4 (Op. i 239 P, L. xxii, 515),

15 Ep. xxvii, § 2 (Op. i. 134 ; P. L. xxii. 432),

18 Ep. cviii, § 26 (Op. i. 719; P, L. xxii. 902).

12 Ep. xxii (Op. i. 88-126 ; P. L. xxii. 394-425).

18 ¢ g. ibid., §§ 13, 25.
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grossness of paganism. Jerome speaks, moreover, of Fustochium
as the spouse of Christ,' and of Paula therefore as’ the mother-in-
law of God.2 One need not wonder that the fashionable world
of Christian Rome took advantage of the handle which he thus
offered them. Its ladies, who combined a little piety with miich
frivolity,® its clerical fops 4 and toadies,® its hypocritical monks®
all smarted under Jerome’s tongue. They were glad to make -
things unpleasant for him ? ; and when, on the death of Damasus,
11 December 884, Siricius succeeded, who had no sympathy with
him, Jerome would feel that the situation was becoming unbear-
able. By the death of Blaesilla, 885, under the austerities which
“he préseribed, things reached the limit. There was a riot at her
funeral. Monks in general and Jerome in particular became
the object of universal detestation.® At length, in a letter
to Asella of August 885, he gave vent to his feelings, and an-

-nounced his intention of retiring from ‘ Babylon ’ to Jerusalem.®
Paula and Eustochium speedily followed him.® They visited
the solitaries of Egypt in his company; and, with them in -
attendance, he arrived in Palestine, to settle at Bethlehem, not
long after the death, 18 March 886, of Cyril, bishop of J erusa,lem,l2
850-186.

§ 8. To Siricius, the new pope,’® 884199, Jerome’s retirement
was, no doubt, a relief. It was usual, at Rome, to choose the bishop
from among the local clergy ; and this system, while it rarely
gave to the Roman church men of mark for its leaders, as the more
open methods of election provalent at Milan gave that see a
St. Ambrose, at any rate provided it with wise rulers, by the promo-
tion of cleries of long experience in an official career. Such a prelate
was Siricius. He had been a supporter of Damasus against Ursinus
when, 15, 22, or 29 December 884, he was elected by the church
to the exclusion of Ursinus who appears to have come forward

1 Eyp. xxii, §§ 8, 16.
2 Tbid., § 20. Rufinus took him to task for this irreverent exaggeratlon,
Apol. c. eronymum, ii, § 10 (Op. 363 ; P. L. xxi. 593).
3 Ep. xxii, §§ 16, 28, 34.
-4 Thid., § 28, and Document No. 139. 5 Thid., § 16.
6 Ibid., §§ 14 and 28, and Document No. 139.
7 Ep, xxvii, § 2 (Op. i. 134 ; P, L. xxii. 432).
8 Ep. xxxix, § 5 (Op. i. 184 ; P. L. xxii. 472).
Ep. xlv, § 6 (Op. 1. 198 ; P. L. xxii. 482) ; Flewry, xvIr. xxxvi:
10 Thid., § 2 (Op. i. 196; P. L. xxii, 481); and Ep. cv111, §§ 7 sq. (Op. i.
695; P. 1. xxil, 882). .
1 Ep cviii, § 14 (Op. i. 704 ; P. L. xxii, 889) ; Fleury, xviI xxxvii,
12 Tillemont, Mém. viii. 435. 13 Fleury, XvIrL, xxxiii,

©
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again. The choice was confirmed, 24 February 885, by a letter,! -
in terms complimentary to Siricius, which Valentinian II addressed
to Pinian, fl. 876-1420, the Vicar of the City. One of the first
events of the new pontificate was the enlargement, by imperial
munificence, of the church of St. Paul-without-the-walls to
something of its present proportions2—a sure proof that the
church in Rome was growing in numbers,

(1) There was a parallel growth of the pope’s authority as
patriarch of the West, not unconnected ® with the powers which
-the State had conferred upon the Roman see by Gratian’s reseript
Ordinariorum sententicge. Thus, in administrative oversight,
Siricius continued the policy of Damasus (who treated Kastern
Ilyricum ¢ as, for ecclesiastic