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The name is an unusual and difficult one. It seems desirable to give preference to the order
which Photius adopts, but to preserve the spelling in Nicephorus Callistus, and in the captions of
the chief manuscripts, and therefore to call him Salaminius Hermias Sozomen. What the term
Salaminius indicates, cannot yet be accurately determined. There are no data to show any official
connection of Sozomen with Salamis opposite Athens, or Salamis (Constantia) in Cyprus; certainly
there is no record of any naval service. In vi. 32, where he speaks of the greater lights of monasticism
in Palestine, Hilarion, Hesychas, and Epiphanius, he remarks, “At the same period in the monasteries,
Salamines, Phuscon, Malachion, Crispion, four brethren, were highly distinguished.” In the tart
controversy between Epiphanius and the empress, the latter had said, “You have not power to revive
the dead; otherwise your archdeacon would not have died.” Sozomen explains, “She alluded to
Crispion, the archdeacon, who had died a short time previously; he was brother to Phuscon and
Salamanus, monks whom I had occasion to mention when detailing the history of events under the
reign of Valens” (viii. 15). The readings in the first citation fluctuate between the forms Salamines
and Salamanes. Since these monks were of the family of Alaphion, intimate friends and neighbors
of the grandfather of Sozomen (v. 15), it might be conjectured that Salamines stood in some
relationship with Sozomen, such as sponsor or teacher, and that the cognomen might have its origin
from such a connection. It seems strange in such a case that he would not have dwelt upon the
bond, or at least have emphasized the life of this particular brother by a special note; but he simply
avers, “Some good men belonging to this family have flourished even in our own days; and in my
youth I saw some of them, but they were then very aged.” Nor in the other passages (vi. 32, viii.
15) is there any hint of intimacy. At the same time, this seems as yet the most warranted explanation
of the epithet. Hermias was quite a common name even among Christians. It was originally connected
with the household or local worship of Hermes, as the giver of an unexpected gift, or it may be as
the utterance of a parental wish for the future success of the newcomer. Although it contained a
heathen reminiscence, it was probably conferred in this case because it was ancestral. The name
Sozomen itself is documentarily a very unusual one; and was probably bestowed upon the child
by the father as a devout recognition of deliverance for himself and his boy, and in contrast with
the family surname. A certain prefectus domestico, to whom Isidore of Pelusium addresses a letter
(1. 300), was also so called; he must have been a cotemporary. It would be a pleasant surprise could
he be identified with the historian; and it would not be at all impossible, for Evagrius, the advocate
and historian, was so promoted (H. E. vi. 24). The biographical hints in Sozomen’s surviving work
are of the smallest; and outside tradition has preserved absolutely nothing. His ancestors were
apparently from early times inhabitants of the village of Bethelia, in the territory of Gaza, and near

AN to that important city. By race, they were probably of Philistine rather than Jewish descent; for they
192 were pagans (Hellenists) up to the time of Hilarion, in the second quarter of the fourth century, and
our historian contrasts them with the Hebrews. The family was one of distinction, belonging to a

sort of village patricianate. That of Alaphion was of still greater dignity. The village of Bethelia

was populous with a mixture of Gentiles and Jews; the former, however, largely predominating.

Its name appears to have been derived from the Pantheon, erected on an artificial acropolis, and so
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overlooking the whole community, whose universalistic religious zeal was thus symbolized. The
term Bethel was first given to the temple, and then was transferred to the town as Bethelia; and the
use of such a form indicates that the prevailing dialect was a variation of Syriac or Aramaic. It is
also spelled Bethelea (vi. 32). Hilarion was born in Thabatha, another village near Gaza, to the
south, on a wady of the same name. He became a student in Alexandria, but adopted the monastic
discipline, through the example of Antony; on returning to his home, he found his parents dead.
He distributed his share of the patrimony to his family and the poor, and then withdrew to a desert
by the sea, twenty stadia from his native village, and began his career of monastic activity as the
founder of that ethical system in Palestine. Before his flight to other and distant seclusions, he came
in contact with Alaphion, the head of a noble family in Bethelia, seemingly on very friendly footing
with Sozomen’s grandfather. Alaphion was possessed of a demon; neither pagan formularies nor
Jewish exorcists could relieve him; Hilarion had but to invoke the name of Christ, and the malignant
agent was expelled.'” The healed man became at once a Christian; the grandfather of Sozomen
was won to the same profession by the care of his friend. The father, too, adopted the new faith;
many other relatives joined the ranks of the believers, in this intensely pagan community and region;
for Gaza, as the chief city, displayed a decided hostility to the Gospel. The grandfather was a man
of native intelligence, and had moderate cultivation in general studies, and was not without some
knowledge of arithmetic. His earlier social and intellectual position made him at once prominent
among the converts, especially as an interpreter of the Scriptures. He won the affections of the
Christians in Ascalon and Gaza and their outlying regions. In the estimation of his grandson, he
was a necessary figure in the religious life of the Christian communities, and people carried doubtful
points of holy writ to him for solution; yet it does not appear that he held any clerical function.
While the ancestor of Sozomen was conspicuous as the religious teacher of Southwestern
Palestine, the old Philistine region, Alaphion and his family were distinguished for works of a
practical quality: they founded churches and monasteries; they were active in the relief of strangers
and the poor; some adopted the new philosophy; and out of their ranks came martyrs and bishops.
Sozomen says nothing of his father, excepting that he was originally a pagan, and therefore born
before Hilarion’s mission. The edicts of Julian caused a sudden revival of the old state religion,
and led to many local persecutions, where the pagans were the stronger party: Gaza and its
dependencies were of this number, and some of the tragedies of that unhappy time are recorded by
our historian. The families of Alaphion and of Sozomen were compelled to flee, to what place is
not told us; probably the southernmost monastic retreats: the exiles certainly returned (v. 15), not
unlikely after the accession of Jovian. We can only guess at the date of Sozomen’s birth, and
somewhat in this wise. Hilarion’s activity in Palestine was after the council of Nice, and before the
accession of Julian; we may say about a.d. 345. The grandfather at his conversion may have been
about forty, since he had become a conspicuous local figure; the father, in all likelihood, was but

108 v. 15, and Hieron. de vita Hilarionis.
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a lad when this change came over the domestic worship. The exile under Julian took place very
nearly in 362, and the return in 364, when the patrician of Bethelia was verging on sixty, and the
lad had become a young man. We may place the date of Sozomen’s birth somewhere between 370
and 380. Hilarion passed away about 371: Ephraim Syrus, in 378; Gratian was emperor of the West;
Theodosius the Great was just about to succeed Valens in the East. Ambrose was the most imposing
TN ecclesiastic of the Occident; Gregory Nazianzen and Epiphanius were the leaders of orthodoxy in

193 the Orient.
There are but few details concerning his education. That it was directed by the monks is sure;

in fact, the only form of Christian life known in that region was of the ascetic type; the very bishops
and clerical functionaries were selected from the ranks of the practical philosophers. There was a
succession of pious men in the line of Alaphion, and with the elders of the second generation,
Sozomen, as a youth, was more or less acquainted. The names of some of them have already been
mentioned:'** all had been pupils of Hilarion. The fourth of the brothers, Melachion by name, must
have already passed away, and legends had speedily transfigured his memory. The influence of
Epiphanius throughout Palestine, and particularly in its southern slopes and shepheloth, was dominant
in shaping the quality of devotional thought and feeling: its force was scarcely spent when Sozomen
was a boy.

This accounts for the exaggerated value he puts upon the monastic discipline as the true
philosophy, and why he desires not to appear ungrateful to its cultivators, in the writing of his
history; for he purposes to keep in mind that tremendous movement, and to commemorate its
eminent leaders under different reigns; in fact, he decides to make it a feature of his treatment of
church life and history. There is no warrant, however, for stating that he himself became a monk.
With all his admiration for their spiritual superiority, he does not lay claim to any direct fellowship,
but rather denies his right or competency to invade their domain. We may be sure that he received
the ordinary education imparted in the monastic schools of the time, approximating that of similar
institutions near Alexandria. In a degree it was narrow, and growingly hostile to pagan literature;
moreover, it was apt to be provincial, if patriotic in its tone. This will account for his desire to
elevate the importance of Palestine over against the supercilious tendency which centralized all
culture in Constantinople. The main body of his studies was conducted in the Greek language, of
which he is no slight master; indeed, he became one of the best imitative stylists of his time,
according to so good a judge as Photius. His familiarity with the Syriac and Aramaic names, the
exactness of their transliteration, and his larger acquaintance with the history of the Syrian church,
point to a likely knowledge of at least a dialect of that widely diffused speech; indeed, he could
hardly have escaped the patois, which seems to have predominated over the Greek in Bethelia. In
iii. 16, he allows for the loss of force and original grace in every translation, but states that in
Ephraim’s works, the Greek rendition made in Ephraim’s own day, suffered nothing by the change,
and he institutes such a comparison between the original and its version, that one is inclined to

o4 v. 15; vi. 32; viii. 15.
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think he could read both. So his effort to keep a balance in writing between the central and border
lands of the empire, and indeed outside of it, would indicate a broader linguistic sympathy. In vi.
34, he speaks familiarly of Syrian monks, who had survived to his own period; the wider range of
his knowledge may have been due also to the practice of his profession, or to Syrian cases brought
to Constantinople, each of which would involve a comprehension of the language; nor less his use
of the records written by the Christians of Persia, Syria, and particularly Edessa, to preserve the
story of the Persian church and its many martyrs, whose material he used so copiously (ii. 9-14).
It is difficult to be sure of his proficiency in Latin; on the one hand, as an advocate it would be
absolutely necessary for him to understand that language of jurisprudence; for all edicts, laws,
rescripts, were written therein: the Theodosian code itself was so compiled in his own day. On the
other hand, where he quotes Latin documents, he invariably does it from translations into Greek
made by other hands; thus in iii. 2, of Constantine’s letter to the Alexandrians, he says, “I have met
with a copy translated from the Latin into the Greek; I shall insert it precisely as I find it.” So in
iv. 18, the letter of the Synod of Ariminum to Constantius; and in viii. 26, the two epistles of
Innocent. Probably his second-hand report about Hilary of Pictavium, v. 13, leans the same way.
AN But on the whole we must allow his profession, which necessitated a knowledge of the law language,
194 to outweigh the lack of original versions in his book.

It is difficult to judge from a solitary work what the degree of an author’s general culture is.
Clemens Alexandrinus has multitudinous quotations; it would be easy to conclude that he was a
scholar of universal reading, and a genuine polyhistor; but their inaccuracy and frequent infelicity
make them rather appear as the excerpts from some florilegium or some rhetorical hand-book. The
classical allusions in Sozomen are not very many; and he might well have considered it out of place
to indulge in overmuch reference in such a record as he presents; the quality of what appears would
not compel a wide range of reading; the dedication is most fertile in familiar illustrations, poetical,
historical, and mythological. In i. 6, because of his mentioning Aquilis, he drags the Argonauts in
by the ears, hardly from Pisander, but rather from Zosimus, who does the same in mentioning the
progress of Alaric.'® When he describes Constantine’s tentative search for a favorable site on
which to rear his new capital, the mention of the plain of Ilium moves the historian to relate a little
tradition about the Trojan town (ii. 3). He mentions Aristotle, in whose philosophy A&tius was
versed (iii. 15); and to whose dialectic work Theophronius composed an introduction (vii. 17).
When he dwells on the imitative literature produced by Apolinarius, he alludes indirectly to the
Homeric poems, and mentions outright his writing “comedies in imitation of Menander, tragedies
resembling those of Euripides, and odes on the model of Pindar” (v. 18). In narrating the history
of Daphne under Julian (v. 19), he gives the myth of Apollo and Daphne. Such hints and others are
no proof or disproof of any extensive reading, and yet the way in which he alludes to some is more
after a cyclopadic fashion than any profound study of the authors themselves. In fact, his confession
in the instance of the Apollo and Daphne myth is naive, “I leave this subject to those who are more

1045 Z0s.v.29.
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accurately acquainted with mythology.” This acknowledgment is not born of any puritanic
hesitancy,—for he had ventured into the sensual bog a little way already,—but is rather a genuine
declaration of his ignorance, and that in the capital where Anthemius and Synesius were authorities.
Probably we have a little light in the limitations and illiberality of his early training, by recalling
his attitude toward the imitative writings of Apolinarius, which sprang up to countervail the Julian
edict, which the Christians interpreted as a prohibition to their enjoyment of the Hellenic culture.
While Socrates whole-souledly and forcibly advocates the humanizing effect of the ancient literature
(iii. 16), Sozomen says, “Were it not for the extreme partiality with which the productions of
antiquity are regarded, I doubt not but that the writings of Apolinarius would be held in as much
estimation as those of the ancients,” and he rather sides with the monks in their contempt for classic
studies (i. 12). He does not wholly commit himself; he is a bit hesitant,—a characteristic of his
make-up. This was an absorbing question in that and previous days, as it has continued to agitate
the church, more or less, until our own time. In his time the influence of the monks and the clergy,
who were pervaded with the ascetic spirit, was more and more against the humanities; the court
fluctuated, while the training of the Valentinian and Theodosian succession had been decidedly
monastic, and its sympathies were mainly with the intolerant tendency, the necessities of their
position, and the splendid and overshadowing political abilities of men like Libanius, Themistius,
Anthemius, Troflus, could not be set aside. Some of them, too, had proved themselves to be the
saviours and uplifters of the state. The learning and grace of Eudocia, the empress, the spirit of her
early training as the daughter of an Athenian philosopher, and her own poetic gifts, were persuasive
agents in sustaining a classical survival among the Christians at the court, before she fell under the
blight of her husband’s jealousy. Cyrus, the restorer of Constantinople, filled his verses with the
same antique flavor. The clergy, whose preliminary training had been in the schools of the sophists,
or at the Universities, could not wholly bury their sympathy, although they went through casuistic
struggles such as that of Jerome. The Arians, too, were frequently of a larger culture, and on the
AN Germanic side, of signal military skill and political sagacity, whose services the state could not
195 dispense with. The University which even the monastically drilled Theodosius the Younger organized
in Constantinople, while seeking to give a Christian tone to the higher education, previously
controlled by Athens, made very liberal provision for the languages, if not so much for philosophy.
Sozomen, as we see, inclined to a less generous view, and thought Apolinarius had such a universal
genius, that his numerous originals might be dispensed with; Homer, Menander, Euripides, Pindar,
but for an affectation, need not have been missed. This shows the thin quality of his reading, if not
the restricted quantity of it, and lays bare the impotence of his critical faculty. These limitations
were doubtless due in large measure to the shrunken ideals of his Palestinian education: it savored
of Epiphanius’ temper and impress.

His education on the religious side was in the Nicene faith as professed by the Catholic Church
in the East, to which the monks remained, not always thoughtfully faithful, in all that stormy period.
As Sozomen says, the people were unable to follow the refinements of theological discussion, and
took their cue from those whose lives seemed better than that of the ordinary clergy. He had,
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however, no close drill in the arguments pro and con, judging from his own declarations of inability
to follow the various aspects of Arian discussion. After citing the letter of Gregory Nazianzen to
Nectarius, in which the distinctive features of the heresy of Apolinarius are given, he supplements:
“What I have said, may, I think, suffice to show the nature of the sentiments maintained by
Apolinarius and Eunomius. If any one desire more detailed information, I can only refer him to the
works on the subject, written either by them or by others, concerning these men. I do not profess
easily to understand or to expound these matters” (émel €uol oUte ouviéval ta towadta, oUtTe
petappdlerv eOMeTEG, vi. 27). And when he enumerates the causes of rupture among the Eunomians,
“I should be prolix were I to enter into further particulars; and indeed the subject would be by no
means an easy one to me, since I have no such dialectic skill” Enel unde Eunelpwg €xw TV To10VTWY
doAé€ewv, vii. 17). It would seem, then, that his logical training had not been of a very deep quality,
and yet it must be said that such definitions and arguments as he does state in the history of
controversy are orderly and lucid. Metaphysics also seems to have had no large place in his earlier
studies; but he certainly did become familiar with its later theological terms and distinctions, and
he draws a clear line between the various contestants who warred for and against consubstantiality.
His reading also covered some philosophical speculations, as one gathers from a sentence in v. 6,
“For it is not true, as some assert, that as is the body, so is the soul.” He probably also early learned
to distinguish between ontology and ethics, by the practical lines drawn between the clerical disputant
and the monastic philosopher. A sentence in his history of Meletius, bishop of Antioch (iv. 28),
emphasizes this difference as we seldom find it in early Christian literature: “In his first discourse
he confines himself to instructing the people in what we call ethics (toUg kaAovpEvoug RO1KOLG
Adyoug), and then openly declared the Son to be of the same substance as the Father.”

His spirit was taught to enslave itself with legalistic fetters, and where he does rise above them,
it is with trembling misgivings; he had a side for larger things, like Socrates, due probably to his
profession, but he was afraid to venture quite so far, and yet he is magnanimous as compared with
the better educated and clerical Theodoret.

To those early school years we must also attribute his statement, that he was a witness to the
fidelity of Zeno, bishop of Majuma, the seaport of Gaza. “It is said, and I myself am witness of the
truth of the assertion, that when he was bishop of the church in Majuma, he was never absent at
morning or evening hymns, or any other worship of God, unless attacked by some malady; and yet
he was at this period an old man, being nearly a hundred years of age” (vii. 28). The patriarch’s
self-support and industry were in like manner the object of his youthful admiration. The struggle
of the bishop of Gaza to assert his jurisdiction over Majuma, the seaport which had its own
episcopate, and desired to retain its ecclesiastical autonomy, after it had lost its civil independence,

AN Sozomen speaks of as happening in his day, and was one of the news of his youth; and one catches
196 in his statement an inner satisfaction with the decision of the council which recognized the freedom
of the Christian community by the sea (v. 3). In connection with public worship, he had very likely

heard in those earlier days the reading of the Apocalypse of Peter. He says in vii. 19, “Thus the

book entitled the Apocalypse of Peter, which was considered altogether spurious by the ancients,
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is still read in some of the churches of Palestine, on the day of preparation, when the people observe
a fast in memory of the passion of the Saviour.” And a favorite book he saw in the hands of the
monks of his native land, was the Apocalypse of Paul, “although unrecognized by the ancients”
(vii. 19). A familiarity with such books gives a key to his later attitude toward prophecy.

There is no evidence as to what persuaded him to study law, nor do we know when he was
enrolled as a student. The fact that he mentions the school of Berytus as the place where Bishop
Triphyllius had prosecuted jurisprudence for so long a while (i. 11) can hardly be taken as a
suggestion of Sozomen’s own residence there. It would have been more likely for him to have
attended lectures at the University of Alexandria or Antioch, with which cities he shows a
considerable acquaintance. His studies were probably based on the Codex Gregorianus, with its
supplement, the Codex Hermogenianus; for it was in his own day, and during the writing of his
history, that the Codex Theodosianus was begun, and one is sorry to miss his name from the list
of its compilers; and it was not until a.d. 439, that it was proclaimed as the text-book of imperial
law. That he was admitted to the practice of that profession, we have direct evidence, as in the case
of Evagrius, (H. E. vi. 7) while as to Socrates, it is simply an uncertified tradition. Sozomen speaks
of his afflicted friend Aquilinus (ii. 3), “who is even at the present time residing with us, and is an
advocate in the same courts of justice as that to which we belong.” From the tenor of the legal
notices in his history it is likely that he practiced in the episcopal courts as well; for these had
assumed form, and the function of an advocate is regulated in several synodical canons. He is more
careful and systematic in stating the course of important legislation with regard to religion and the
Church, than any other historian. Thus under Constantine, i. 3, 5, 8, 9, 21, 23, ii. 32; under
Constantius, iii. 17,iv. 15; under Julian, v. 5, 15, 17; under Jovian, vi. 3; Valens, vi. 12, 19; Gratian,
vii. 1; Gratian and Theodosius, vii. 4; under Theodosius, vii. 9, 12, 16, 20, 25, viii. 4; Valentinian,
ii. (Justina), vii. 13; Arcadius, viii. 7, 24. There is no instance of his own practice such as Evagrius
gives (H. E.vi. 7).

We can only guess at the time of his settlement in Constantinople. One would judge from his
narrative, that he was not there during the riots excited by the deposition of Chrysostom, a.d. 404.
He may have arrived a little after the elevation of Atticus to the see, as successor to Arsacius, who
had followed John, somewhere about 406, a year before the death of the orator, and two years
before the decease of the Emperor Arcadius. Under the sage Anthemius, he was finding his way
in his profession. Under Pulcheria, one is inclined to suppose that he obtained some recognition.
The capital thereafter remained the center of his practice, and he appears to be still in connection
with the dikasteries while he is writing the second book of his history (ii. 3). There are a few personal
points in his life at the imperial city which he hints at. Thirty five stadia overland from the city,
toward the Pontus, was Hesti®; owing to an appearance of the Archangel Michael, a temple was
built there, and, as a consequence, called Michaelium. It became noted for its curative properties,
both for physical and mental disorders. Sozomen himself had been afflicted, how, he does not tell
us,— whether by reverses, or dangers, or disease, or other suffering,—but he resorted thither and
testifies to the benefit he received (ii. 3). There is another personal incident which he records in ix.

333



NPNF (V2-02) Socrates Scholasticus

2. He was a spectator of the splendid ceremonials connected with the discovery and transfer of the

remains of the Forty Martyrs: he saw the costly caskets, the festival, and the procession; he heard

the music of the commemorative odes, and beheld the deposit of the relics by the body of St.
Thyrsus. A number of other spectators whom he knew were there, the greater part of whom were

living at the writing of his record. This celebration took place much later, under the episcopate of

TN Proclus; therefore after the year 434. A final personal hint is given in his statements of the overthrow
197 of Uldis. Concerning the remnant of the Sciri, who as a result of that campaign were scattered as

slaves over Asia Minor, he remarks, “I have seen many in Bithynia, near Mt. Olympus, living apart
from one another, and cultivating the hills and valleys of that region” (ix. 5). As to the nature of
this tour, we know nothing. He must have been active in many of the later ecclesiastical and secular
matters which he narrates, for the first endeavor of his history is to mention the affairs in which he
was concerned (uepvrcouat 8¢ mpayudtwy oi¢ tapétuyov, i. I). We can only deplore that he makes
no sign, in the unfolding story, possibly some might have been indicated had he completed his
ninth book.

The influential circles of the Eastern and Western capital were divided into parties on a variety
of themes. One such, on the lines of culture, we have already considered. A second and very decisive
one, was the question whether the foreigners, especially the Goths and the Persians, should be
admitted into the service of the state. The stronger body believed in the use and incorporation of
these new elements. What before was a variable matter, became a fixed policy under Theodosius
the Great, and in all directions. His weak sons were controlled by both factions alternately.
Anthemius, Pulcheria, and Theodosius II. adhered in the main to the liberal view. Yet the presence
of a cry, Rome for the Romans, could overthrow such a man as Stilicho, and elevate such a weakling
as Olympius. Sozomen, from his handling of the events, allied himself with the illiberal cabal; and
while he sought room for a representation of foreign Christianity in his book, nevertheless opposed
the intrusion of at least the northern element into the offices of the empire.

There was a third line of cleavage among the people and the court. A very strong and persistent
faction set itself against the admission of pagans and Arians into political position. These two,
dying elements often combined to save themselves from extinction. The court itself fluctuated,
because the Germanic politicians were mostly Arian, and the best scholars of political science were
pagans. Exigencies compelled the recognition of masters like Anthemius and Troilus. Sozomen
threw in his lot with the narrower clique. He does not condescend to mention the best statesman
of his time, or the wisest political thinker. Socrates does, and with admiration. The portrayal of
Alaric is from the estimate of him as a leader in whom the hopes of pagans and Arians revived.
Gainas is traduced, because he was the rallying-point of expiring Arianism in the East.

Sozomen, as we have seen, sided also with the majority in honoring the monastic life, which
was bitterly opposed by many politicians and ecclesiastics. Naturally, therefore, he regarded life
from a more pietistic standpoint, than did the court under the leadership either of Eudoxia or Eudocia.
He responded to the puritanism of Chrysostom and Pulcheria.
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He is a defender of Chrysostom, and answers such criticisms as Socrates has made. We can
scarcely doubt that his heart was with the Johnites, although he may not have entered their separatist
communion.

We can gather from intimations in his history that Sozomen had traveled somewhat. He shows
a better knowledge of Palestine, than even Epiphanius; he must have kept up his connection with
his native land to have been so well informed as to its traditions, places, and customs. Naturally
the greater part of this interest centers in Gaza and its neighborhood, as his old home. In ii. 1, 2,
his story of the invention of the Cross and the holy buildings erected by Helena, improves on the
original, by local detail and color. In ii. 4, he enlarges upon the Eusebian account of Constantine’s
purgation of Mamre or Terebinthus, as one familiar with the spot and with its fair. In ii. 5, he gives
a bit of history of Gaza and Majuma under Constantine. In ii. 20, he narrates the election of Maximus
as bishop of Jerusalem, from a source which no one else has used. In iii. 14, his biographical notices
of Hilarion, Hesychas, and others, indicate an exact topographical knowledge. The Julian edict
gives occasion to state the dissensions between Gaza and its seaport (vii. 3). Quite graphic is the

TN martyrology of Gaza and its vicinity, given in v. 9. In discussing Julian’s outrage on the image of

198 Christ at Paneas (v. 27), and the miraculous well at Nicopolis, formerly Emmaus, we see signs of

local acquaintanceship. In v. 22, Julian is said to write to the patriarchs, and rulers, and people,
asking for their prayers for himself and his empire; here is a distinct reference to the then existing
patriarchate; so all the details of the attempted restoration betray a well-informed hand, as well as
state the fact of direct communication with the witnesses of the phenomena. The biographies in vi.
32 are bound up with Southern Palestine, and particularly with Bethelia and Gerar. Similarities in
vii. 28, of those more closely related to him, easily prove that he was near home. In viii. 13,
Scythopolis is selected by the fugitive Egyptian monks, because its many palms afforded them their
customary means of support,—a circumstance narrated by no one else. Nor are local hints wanting
in the story of the finding of Zachariah’s body (ix. 17), with its legends. There is in one sense a
disproportionate mention of Palestine, and designedly, not only from patriotic motives, but from a
desire to vindicate its historic position in the development of Church history, and to rebuke the
prevailing tendency of churchmen and historians to press it into the background. It is a curious
juxtaposition, that the councils of Chalcedon should so soon after have vindicated the primacy of
Jerusalem. There is also a better acquaintance with the facts and purposes of Jewish history, the
relation of Judaism to Christianity (i. 1); the genesis of the Saracens, and their association with the
covenant people (vi. 38); the regulations of the paschal season, especially in vii. 18; as well as a
greater accuracy in the transliteration of names of places.

It was no inconsiderable journey from Gaza to his school, and from his school to Constantinople.
The hints concerning Palestine, already mentioned, indicate personal observation. Beyond these
we have suggestions that may look to his having been in Arabia and Cyprus, as, when he speaks
(vil. 19) of knowing the custom in both places, to have a chorepiscopus at the head of a local church.
So, too, in Alexandria, he was struck with the strange position of the bishop in not rising when the
Gospels were read, something he had never known or heard of in other communities,— words which
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point to familiarity with that city. One would be glad to think of his having visited Tarsus, since
he was acquainted with Cilix, a presbyter of that city, whom he consulted about the origin of the
Apocalypse of Paul (vii. 19). That he knew Bithynia from the sight of it, we have already seen (ix.
5). He describes or alludes to architectural or topographic features of Alexandria, Antioch, and
possibly Edessa, in a way that scarcely leaves a doubt of his having seen those cities; we may
suppose that his clientelage would compel journeys to and fro.

His work abounds with allusions to structures and regions of Constantinople, to say nothing of
its vicinity. The general description of the building of the city by Constantine (ii. 3) already gives
some of its principal features. Of the churches, he mentions the first of those dedicated to the
Archangel St. Michael (ii. 3), at some remove from the city (Hestie, Michaelium), and to be
distinguished from a later structure on the opposite shore, and one in the city, erected to the same
patron angel;'*® —the church of the Apostles, which became the place of sepulture for emperors
and even bishops (ii. 34, iv. 21, viii. 10);—the church of Acacius the martyr (iv. 21), to which
Macedonius endeavored to remove the coffin of Constantine; —the church of Sophia (iv. 26), begun
by Constantine, and dedicated under Constantius,—with which was connected a baptistery (viii.
21); this great edifice was burned in the tumult which arose after the second exile of Chrysostom
was announced (viii. 22); —the house of prayer begun by Chrysostom and completed by Sisinnius,
containing the tomb of the martyred Notaries; this was outside the walls, in a spot previously devoted
to the execution of criminals, and an object of dread, because of frequenting ghosts (iv. 3);—the
church of the Novatians, situated in a part of the city called Pelargum; this was taken down by them
and transferred to a suburb named Syce, hence the edifice was entitled Anastasia; it was restored

AN to its original spot under Julian (iv. 20); —the little dwelling which was converted into a house of
199 prayer for Gregory Nazianzen, and so became a church, also called Anastasia (vii. 5); —the church
reared by Macedonius, which received the name of Paul, bishop of Constantinople, when Theodosius
removed the confessor’s body to that building; it is described as a spacious and distinguished temple

(vii. 10); when Theodosius the Great conveyed the head of John the Baptist to Hebdomas, in the
suburbs, where was the seventh milestone, he erected on that site a spacious and magnificent temple,
which became a center of imperial devotion and miraculous cures (vii. 21, 24, viii. 4, 14);—the
church reared in honor of St. Stephen, the proto-martyr (viii. 24); —the church dedicated to the
memory of St. Mocus the Martyr, where Dioscorus was buried (viii. 17);—the place where the

body of Thyrsus the Martyr reposed, and whither the relics of the forty soldiers were transferred

(ix. 2); this was a temple, according to Procopius.'” In Chalcedon, he mentions the church of St.
Euphemia, so glowingly described by Evagrius, and that of SS. Peter and Paul in the Oak (Ruffinum).

While he speaks of the number of monks and nuns, in and about Constantinople (iv. 2, viii. 9),
and alludes in a general way to their dwellings (iv. 20), he mentions no particular establishment
except that founded by Marathonius, which stood in Sozomen’s time. He also refers to the

1046 Procopius de £dificis, i. 3, 8.
1047 de Adificis,i. 4.
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Xenodochia, the Nosocomia, the Cherotrophia, and the Ptochotrophia (iv. 20, 27, viii. 9), but he
does not specialize, not even concerning the group of institutions founded and endowed by Pulcheria
(ix. 8). There were residences for the bishops and clergy, but these are only hinted at (vii. 14, viii.
14). The palaces and the forums are mentioned only in a general way, but the splendid council
chamber (uéy10toc 0ikog Thg sLykAfTov PoLATiC), which was burned with the Sophia, is described
as south of that edifice. He refers to the Hippodrome in the third region, with a little description of
its early form and place (vi. 39, viii. 21). Certain of the eight public baths are mentioned, the
commodious therma called after Zeuxippus (iii. 9) is set forth as a conspicuous and large structure,
and the palace as adjoining it near the sea-side. This was in the second region. He speaks correctly
of baths bearing the names of Anastasia and Carosa, daughters of Valens, standing in his own time
(vi. 9). The baths of Constantius are characterized as very spacious when he tells us how the
followers of John resorted thither for the paschal feast (viii. 21).

We have some brief notices of a few friends outside the earlier circles in Bethelia and Gaza.
By the advice of some pious acquaintances, who were versed in the mysteries, he decided not to
publish the Nicene symbol (i. 20). Among those who experienced relief at the Michaelium, was a
fellow-advocate, Aquilinus; the story of his cure is told us from Sozomen’s own observation, and
from the statements made by his colleague (ii. 3). He was on good terms with Cilix, the venerable
presbyter of Tarsus (vii. 19). He had a friend or friends, who were cognizant of affairs under
Theophilus (viii. 12); and similarly with some who had been intimate with Chrysostom (viii. 9). It
is not unlikely that he knew Nicarete in her old age, a lady of Bithynia remarkable for her sacrificial
life, whose memory is preserved by him alone (viii. 23). The facts which he brings to light concerning
Pulcheria, and the submission of his work to the younger Theodosius, shows that he was received
graciously by both.

Part II.—Sozomen as Author.

When seized with a desire to write history, Sozomen says: “I at first felt strongly inclined to
trace the course of events from the very commencement, but on reflecting that similar records of
the past, up to their own time, had been compiled by those wisest of men, Clemens and Hegesippus,
successors of the Apostles, by Africanus, the historian, and by Eusebius, surnamed Pamphilus, a
man intimately acquainted with Sacred Scriptures and the writings of the Greekpoets and historians,

AN I merely drew up an epitome in two books, of all that is recorded to have happened to the churches,
200 from the ascension of Christ to the deposition of Licinius.” This work is unfortunately lost. It was
not a simple chronicle, but an abbreviated account of these events; the abridgment was probably

from the authors mentioned above. The habit of succinct narration is quite in his later vein. He
doubtless commingled secular with the sacred detail. It may be suggestingly asked, whether his

words in ix. 1 do not give a hint of another work: “But I willingly for awhile pass over the many
separate manifestations of divine favor, that were granted to the sister of the emperor, as proofs
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that she was loved of God, lest anybody should blame me, for having set out to do other things,
and yet had turned to the use of encomiums.” This sudden arrest could not be owing to an intended
resumption of such matters at a later portion of the history; for the method was already regarded
as irrelevant, and the very reason for citing no more in that vein; is it not likely that he at least
purposed an encomium of Pulcheria?

The attempt of Hieronymus, Wolf, Lambec, and Fenzel to ascribe Hermias’ Atacuppog tév
£€w @rhood@wv (Irrisio gentilium philosophorum) to Sozomen, because of identity of name, is
now held by none.'**® The work by which we know him, is the Ecclesiastical History in nine Books.
When did he write it? In trying to determine the time of its production, let us look at the data
suggested in his work.

(1) In the dedication, the delineation of the emperor’s culture and character discloses a man of
fixity and repose; these qualities could not be ascribed to the time of his imperial majority, in his
fifteenth year, nor to the time of his marriage (421); they are rather the features of settled experience;
hence we would expect in general a period nearer the end of his reign, than one in the beginning
or middle; certainly somewhere beyond his thirtieth year, and therefore beyond a.d. 438.

(2) Sozomen says that poets and authors, even those of prefectural dignity, as well as other
subjects, celebrated the emperor. The usual literary incense was burned. Olympiodorus dedicated
his history to him. Socrates was magniloquent; and more particularly did Cyrus, the friend of
Eudocia, who attained the highest offices of the state from 439-441, write epigrams in praise of
his monarch.'” This would make a date after 441.'°°

(3) In illustration of the practiced self-control of his sovereign, he narrates an incident of the
royal journey in the summer heat, through Bithynia, to the fallen city of Heraclea, in Pontus,'"!
with the view of restoring it. This journey took place in June of a.d. 443."* This incident is

introduced with tpwnv, which would place the writing quite definitely as not very soon after June
443.

(4) The reign of Theodosius is described as above all others bloodless and pure from slaughter.
This could only be moderately just, before the judicial murders connected with the jealous fits of
Theodosius, from 442 on, and the united movement of outlying nations upon the East and West,
as projected by the political sagacity of Attila.

(5) The professed terminus of his history is the seventeenth consulate of Theodosius: this was
the year 439; hence the whole work was written after that time.

108 Otto, Corp. App. Vol. ix. (Migne, P. G. vi.).
1049 See his epigrams in Anth. Gr.
1050 Giildenpinning thinks there may be a suggestion of the fatal apple in Sozomen’s praise of his sovereign’s abstemiousness.

I would like to agree, but cannot. Die Kirchengesch. des Theodoret von Kyrrhos, pp. 12, 13.
1051 Heraclea Pontica of the maps.

1052 Marcell. Am. Chron. s. d.; Chron. Pasch. s. d.; Novell. Theod. xxiii. 5, 21.
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(6) The prayer at the conclusion of the proémium may have in it a point of light; he hopes that
through the favor of Christ, the imperium may be transmitted to Theodosius’ sons and grandsons.
The only child born to Eudocia was a daughter, Eudoxia, who was married to Valentinian III. It
was because of the lack of succession, that Pulcheria married General Marcianus. Eudocia withdrew
from the court somewhere between 441-443, but that would not have had to impede the succession,
had Theodosius chosen to be divorced; and this prayer rather intimates the desirability of another
marriage. This, therefore, must have been written before the hope of sons was removed; certainly,

AN therefore, before the closing years of the emperor’s reign.

201 (7) In Book ix, Pulcheria’s inclination to virginity is spoken of as expressed in the most solemn
way, and with the consecrated gift of a table to signalize it. There is no hint in the work of the
marriage with Marcian, suggested by Theodosius on his death-bed, and carried out after his demise.
This would indicate that the work was completed before 450.

(8) In ix. 1, he affirms: “That new heresies have not prevailed in our times, we shall find to be
due especially to her, as we shall subsequently see.” The heresies are those connected with
Nestorianism, 428—444, and possibly the return of the Johannists to full communion by the triumphal
restoration of Chrysostom’s remains in 438; these were to fall within the limits of his work. The
Eutychean heresy in its first stage was hostile to Pulcheria’s views, while its overthrow was not
effected until a year after the death of Theodosius. The close of the Nestorian controversy through
the compromise was in 444, and that date would suit well with the fact of mastering the heresy at
the very time he was writing this account of Pulcheria.

(9) In ix. 2, he recounts the transfer of the forty martyrs, after a public festival had been
appropriately celebrated with fitting honor and pomp, with psalms, “at which I myself was present;
and others who were present can also bear testimony that these things were done in the way
described, for almost all of them still survive. And the event occurred much later, when Proclus
governed the church of Constantinople.” Proclus was elected 434, and continued in office until his
death in 447. This transfer must have taken place before 439, the proposed terminus of the history,
and very likely a little while after the accession of this long-tried candidate. The time of the writing
was at some considerable remove from the event itself, because of his appeal to the survivors as
witnesses to the truth of his portrayal, and yet not so far, but that the most of the participants and
spectators could still be appealed to. This would correspond very well with the date connected with
443, suggested by the incident in Bithynia, if we allow some interval between the writing of the
dedication and Book ix.

(10) In ix. 6, the overthrow of Uldis, 406, is narrated. The settlement of the conquered Sciri as
slaves and colonists is enlarged upon. Sozomen himself saw these imperial farmers at their tilling
in Bithynia. This may connect itself, possibly, as to the time of the year, and place, with the emperor’s
progress to Heraclea Pontica. There is evidently an interval between the capture of the Sciri, and
their settled work as colonists, when Sozomen visited that region, and between that visit and the
writing of the fact. If it corresponded with the imperial progress, it would of course be 443. Taking
all these points together, it would seem that the work was begun about the latter part of 443; and

339


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf202/Page_201.html

NPNF (V2-02) Socrates Scholasticus

that the dedication was written first, because that states the plan of the whole work, including the
ninth book, whose record does not meet the intention, there expressed; moreover, some of the events
in Book ix. indicate a considerable interval between the fact and the account of it. When he finished
what he wrote, it is not so easy to tell; it would certainly take him a few years, and the end was
reached before any considerable outbreak of the Eutychean heresy; therefore probably in 447, or
448, for the reason that Pulcheria did not conquer that heresy until after her marriage with Marcian;
this date is supported by the fact that the breaking of her vow was unknown to the writer of ix. 1,
3; also because the Emperor Theodosius was still alive. The work was the fruit and employment
of old age; the style is certainly that of an elderly man, and not that of youth or early maturity.

What were the main objects he had in view in his history?

1. He desired to present the truth with regard to the facts and their results. In i. 1, he affirms:
“I will readily transcribe fully from any work that may tend to the elucidation of truth.” “Still, as
it is requisite, in order to maintain historical accuracy, to pay the strictest attention to the means of
eliciting truth, I felt myself bound to examine all writings of this class, according to my ability.”
This is his professed purpose; however subjective or churchly his view of truth may be, we must
give him the credit for the intention. In i. 1, he appeals to his readers in this wise: “Let not an

AN impertinent or malignant spirit be imputed to me, for having dwelt upon the disputes of ecclesiastics
202 among themselves, concerning the primacy and pre-eminence of their own heresy. In the first place,
as I have already said, a historian ought to regard everything as secondary in importance to truth.”

And we shall see evidences of his fairness.

2. His history is designed to be a demonstration of Christianity as from God. The vastness of
the change wrought by God in the introduction and success of Christianity and the insignificant
and mythical themes upon which literature had been wont to exercise itself, prompted him, with
his confessed inefficiency, to undertake this line of evidence, in the conviction that God would help
his believing incapacity. Hence his work is a record of immediate divine interventions, and
extraordinary gifts of the Holy Spirit; it abounds in visions, miracles, and prophecy. The celestial
agents visibly direct affairs; the flow of vaticination does not cease; the power to reverse the expected
order of events is not suspended. Thus, as to epiphanies of divine, angelic, or sainted beings: In i.
3, is recounted the appearance of the cross unto Constantine; and in the night during sleep, the
manifestation of Christ with a cross, and the instructions given to the emperor. In ii. 1, we have a
series of divine interpositions to discover the true cross, and Sozomen remarks in refutation of one
explanation, “I do not think that human information is requisite, when God thinks it best to make
manifest the same.” In ii. 3, the old name, Hesti@, is changed to Michaelium, because of the reported
appearance of the archangel there. The monks are favored with such direct counselors; Pachomius
obeys an angel, who directs him to assemble young men for instruction; “he was frequently admitted
to intercourse with the holy angels.” Apollonius yielded to direct divine advice, and withdrew from
the desert to a populous region. The cross reappeared in the days of Constantius (iv. 5); Julian’s
life is filled with portents (v. 1, 20, 22; vi. 2). A curious bit of speculation occurs in vi. 2; in
interpreting Julian’s alleged use of his blood, he says: “I know not whether the approach of death,
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as is wont to be the case, when the soul is in the act of being separated from the body, and when it
is enabled to behold diviner spectacles than is allotted to men, that Julian might then have beheld
Christ. Few allusions have been made to this subject; and yet I dare not reject this hypothesis as
absolutely false, for God often suffers still more improbable and astonishing events to take place,
in order to prove that the religion named after Christ is not sustained by human energy.” Of
Theodore’s confession (v. 20) he remarks: “It is said that he was afterwards asked whether he had
been sensible of any pain on the rack; and that he replied he had not been entirely free from suffering,
but had his pain assuaged by the attentions of a young man who had stood by him, and had wiped
off the perspiration with the finest linen cloth, and supplied him with coolest water, by which he
eased the inflammation and refreshed his labors. I am convinced that no man, whatever magnanimity
he may possess, is capable without the special assistance of divine Power, of manifesting such
entire indifference about the body.” In vi. 29, Piammon sees an angel standing near the holy table,
and writing down in a book the names of the monks who were present, while he erased the names
of those who were absent. Mark had the elements of the holy table administered to him by an angel
(vii. 29). Malachion, while journeying with his brothers, was made invisible, and then reappeared,
and pursued his way with them (vi. 32). So the portent at Hebdomas was a sign of divine favor to
Theodosius the Great (vii. 24); the heavenly hosts were the real overthrowers of Gainas (viii. 4);
Basiliscus the martyr appears to Chrysostom (viii. 28). Pulcheria’s celestial directors helps her to
find the forty martyrs (ix. 2). The appearance of Zechariah to the serf pointed out the way to the
discovery of the prophet’s remains (ix. 17). The demoniacal agencies are equally operant, some of
which are alluded to in the above passages, but readily yield to prayer and exorcism, if not
immediately overthrown by God.

For a demonstration of the same truth, miracles are wrought to effect physical cures, mental
troubles, threatened dangers, casting out of demons, silencing philosophers and wordy ecclesiastics,
vindicating orthodoxy, reading the thoughts of hypocrites defeating enemies, sanctifying the

AN sacraments’ raising the dead; and they are the mighty agents for converting philosophers, Jews,
203 pagans, and heretics. They are wrought by the hands of the eminently excellent only; the gift is
associated with a high measure of grace; for example the bishops Paphnutius (i. 10) and Spyridion

(i. 11) are so endowed; Alexander of Constantinople (i. 14), Eusebius of Emesa (iii. 6), Martin of
Tours (iii. 14), Arsacius of Nicomedia (iv. 16), Donatus (vii. 26), Gregory of Neocasarea (vii. 26),
Theotimus of Scythia (vii. 26), Epiphanius of Salamis (vii. 27). In like manner, the monks Antony

(i. 13), Amun (i. 14), Eutychianus (i. 14), Macarius the Egyptian, Apollonius, Hilarion, Julian (iii.

14), John, Copres, Helles, Apelles, Eulogius (vi. 28); Apollos, John of Diolchus, Benjamin and

Pior (vi. 29). The united prayer of a congregation could effect them (vii. 5). The statue of Christ at
Paneas, the fountain at Emmaus, the tree at Hermopolis (v. 21), were all miraculous centers. The

spot where the Archangel Michael appeared (ii. 3), the places where the head of John the Baptist
reposed (vii. 21), the tombs of monks, martyrs, and bishops,—as of Hilarion (iii. 14), Martyrius

and Marcianus (iv. 3), Epiphanius (vii. 27),— were replete with restorative virtues. Sozomen had

such a miracle wrought upon himself; he believed thoroughly in an uninterrupted stream of
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charismata; he deemed it necessary for the maintenance of the faith. He was no more credulous
than Socrates, or Theodoret, or Evagrius, or Theodore. To criticise him for his belief in this respect
is to forget the Christian consciousness of the age. And the historic school which seeks to eliminate
the volume of testimony, in the assumption that miracles do not fall within the province of history,
ignores the first law of that science, which requires the reproduction of all facts, in time and place,
whatever they may be, that are affiliated with the evolution of the human will; that other older
school which dismisses all ecclesiastical miracles on the a prioriassumption that these energies
ceased at a time co-ordinate with the death of the Apostles, or at a point not far removed from their
age, violates the spirit of induction. These miracles must be tested by evidence, and the laws of
supernatural energy, and in no other way. To Sozomen and all his contemporaries the miracle
appeared essential both to the proof of the divine origin of Christianity, and to offset and withstand
the influence of the theurgic arts of the philosophers, such as Julianus and many of the Neoplatonists.
As he remarks concerning the reply made by Alexander, bishop of Constantinople, when he silenced
the philosopher by the simple authority of Christ, “It is then right to consider whether it is a greater
miracle, that a man, and he a philosopher, should so easily be silenced by a word, or that a stone
wall should be cleft by the power of a word, which miracle I have heard some attribute with pride
to Julian, surnamed the Chaldean” (i. 18). The gift of prophecy is also represented as sustained
throughout this period, and with the same logical aims in view. The monks are especially thus
endowed: Antony (i. 13, vi. 5, 6), the two Macarii, Pachomius (iii. 14), Arsacius (iv. 16), John (vi.
28, vii. 22, vii. 28), Theon (vi. 28), [saac (vi. 40); so the bishops Athanasius (iv. 10), Chrysostom
and Epiphanius, rather abusively (viii. 15); so royal persons, such as the wife of Valens, passively
(vi. 16), Pulcheria, directly and passively (ix. 3). The perpetuation of this charism was deemed
inherently necessary for the sake of historical continuity, and to prove as well that the faith he loved
had been established by God; equally was it requisite as a holy parallel whereby to gainsay the
mantic spirit of Paganism; as is best illustrated in the silencing of the oracle at Daphne (v. 19), and
by his reflections upon the philosopher’s tripod devised for finding the successor of Valens (vi.
35). Nor are Socrates, Theodoret, Evagrius, and others any more moderate than Sozomen in this
respect.

3. Another aim of his history is to prove that Providence or the divine government is promoting
the Christian faith directly. The universal order must be interpreting itself distinctly through the
Church. The Father must be vindicating the good and punishing the wicked, according to the
orthodox category. Sozomen’s history is as insistent in this regard as Eliphaz and his philosophic
confreres. One must be able to decide infallibly in each case as to cause and effect; it is a very
realistic pragmatism, and is not the exclusive property of Sozomen; it is a characteristic of all these
Church historians.

TN There is properly enough a recognition of God in history; the sovereign will and the human

204 will are jointly working out the world’s order, but it is the attempt to trace the cause and effect

immediately and in each case, which is so repulsive and absurd. Some illustrations will show how
he brings out this view. In i. 7 the comment made on Constantine’s overthrow of Licinius: “From

342


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf202/Page_204.html

NPNF (V2-02) Socrates Scholasticus

many facts it has often appeared to me that the teaching of the Christians is supported, and its
advancement secured, by the Providence of God, and not the least from what then occurred; for at
the very moment that Licinius was about to persecute all the churches under him, the war in Bithynia
broke out, which ended in a war between him and Constantine, and in which Constantine was so
strengthened by Divine assistance, that he was victorious over his enemies by land and by sea.”
More of detail comes out in the life of Athanasius. Thus in ii. 17, of his election he says: “Alexander,
bishop of Alexandria, when about to depart this life, left Athanasius as his successor, in accordance,
I am convinced, with the Divine will, directing the vote upon him.” And again: “He fled to escape
the honor, but he was discovered in his place of concealment by the help of God, who had forecast
by Divine manifestations to his blessed predecessors, that the succession was to devolve upon him.”
His whole career is so viewed in v. 6. There is a large discussion of this subject in vi. 35, where he
argues against the plan of pagan philosophers to foretell the future of the empire: “The philosophers,
on the other hand, acted as if the deposition and restoration of emperors had depended solely on
them; for if the imperial succession was to be considered dependent on the arrangement of the stars,
what was requisite but to await the accession of the future emperor, whoever he might be? Or, if
the succession was regarded as dependent on the will of God, what right had man to meddle? For
it is not the function of human foreknowledge or zeal to understand God’s thought; nor if it were
right, would it be well for men, even if they be the wisest of all, to think that they can plan better
than God.” He persists in tracing a connection between God and every event in favor of mechanical
goodness or orthodoxy. He follows many opponents, whether heretical or pagan, with the Divine
wrath; all these historians do this,—Philostorgius, as well as Evagrius. Sozomen is not nearly so
bitter or uncharitable as either of these. He is most atrabilious in the case of Julian, under whom
his own family had suffered. As a consequence of this arbitrary pious pragmatism, the most
deplorable incompetents are treated as the express favorites of heaven, while the larger-minded
pagan or Arian is loaded with contempt. Under this law, too, the evil sides of the orthodox, and the
excellences of the pagan, or Arians, are suppressed. The defeats of the Nicene emperors are not
mentioned; the victories of the Anti-Nicene are passed by or belittled, while their humiliations are
evidence of the impending anger of heaven. In the survey of Helena’s life (ii. 2) he says: “It seems
to me that so many holy actions demanded a recompense, and indeed even in this life she was raised
to the summit of magnificence.” As to Constantine, in ii. 34 he dares say: “He was more successful
than any other sovereign in all his undertakings; for he formed no design, I am convinced, without
God.” When Bishop Felix of Rome died, and Liberius became sole occupant of the see, he construes
the fact thus: “This event was no doubt ordained by God, that the seat of Peter might not be
dishonored by the occupancy of two bishops; for such an arrangement is a sign of discord, and is
foreign to ecclesiastical law” (iv. 15). In all the features of Julian’s life, God is visiting him with
his unappeasable anger (vi. 35, v. 21, 22, vi. 1, 2). The election of Nectarius, though it was in
violation of ecclesiastical order and an accumulation of ignorant blunders, did not take place without
the interposition of Divine strength (vii. 8). Theodosius is portrayed as the prime delight of heaven;
thus his simple reliance upon God wins him a hopeless battle with Eugenius (vii. 24). It is so with
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the whole Theodosian line (viii. 1, ix. 1). Pulcheria has Divine love manifested to her in manifold
ways, as does her brother, Theodosius the Younger (ix. 1, 3, 16). Even Alaric is driven by an
inexplicable impulse to rebuke the luxury, debauchery, and injustice of the Romans (ix. 6). In ix.
1, he says of his own sovereign: “It appears to me that it was the design of God to show by the
events of this period, that piety alone suffices for the salvation of princes; and that without piety,
TN armies, a powerful empire, and every other resource, are of no avail. The Divine power, which is

205 the guardian of the universe, foresaw that the emperor would be distinguished by his piety, and

determined that Pulcheria, his sister, should be the protector of him and of the government.” In ix.
16, he explains his secular details in the paragraph: “This is not the proper place to enter into details
concerning the deaths of the tyrants; but I considered it necessary to allude to the circumstance in
order to show, that to insure the stability of imperial power, it is sufficient for an emperor to serve
God with reverence, which was the course pursued by Honorius.” While of his patron he says: “It
seems as if God openly manifested His favor towards the present emperor, not only by disposing
of warlike affairs in an unexpected way, but also by revealing the sacred bodies of many persons
who were of old most distinguished for piety.” The whole history is full of this sort of philosophy
of its personages. Similarly all natural calamities and the irruption of barbarians are ethically
explained, which is correct enough as a general principle; but these phenomena are punitive or
vindicatory of particular deeds. Constantius’ course toward Athanasius was heralded by an invasion
of the Franks, and by an earthquake in the East (iii. 6). Of Julian he says: “It is, however, very
obvious that throughout the reign of this emperor, God gave manifest tokens of His displeasure
and permitted many calamities to befall several of the provinces of the Roman Empire. He visited
the earth with such fearful earthquakes, that the buildings were shaken, and no more safety could
be found within houses than in the open air.” Then follow the inundations of the Nile; the drought
and the famine in the empire, and on their heels the pestilences (vi. 2). Under Valens we read: “In
the meantime although hail-storms of extraordinary magnitude fell in various places, and although
many cities, particularly Nicea in Bithynia, were shaken by earthquakes, yet Valens the emperor
and Eudoxius the bishop paused not in their career, but continued to persecute all Christians who
differed from them in opinion” (vi. 10). He does not make the same reflection upon Constantius,
when the earthquake at Nicomedia intercepted the meeting of a council (iv. 16); Gainas’ attempted
revolution is “pre-announced by the appearance of a comet directly over the city; this comet was
of extraordinary magnitude, larger, it is said, than any that had previously been seen” (viii. 3). After
Chrysostom’s exile, “hailstones of extraordinary magnitude fell at Constantinople and in the suburbs
of the city. Four days afterwards, the wife of the emperor died. These occurrences were regarded
by many as indications of Divine wrath, on account of the persecutions that had been carried on
against John” (viii. 27).

But the earthquakes and famines and invasions that happened under Theodosius the Great and
Theodosius Junior are not mentioned directly. By such unfair pragmatism Sozomen, as all his
fellow-historians, sought to answer the allegations, now more directly affirmed, in the period of
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barbarian irruption, that the calamities were due to the desertion of the gods. Sulpicius Severus,
Augustine, and Orosius built up a somewhat better apology.

4. Another object he kept before him, we will let him state in his own words: “The doctrine of
the Catholic Church is shown to be especially the most genuine, since it has been tested frequently
by the plots of opposing thinkers; yet, the disposal of the lot being of God, the Catholic Church has
maintained its own ascendancy, has re-assumed its own power, and has led all the churches and
the people to the reception of its own truth” (i. 1). Catholicity and Orthodoxy, as defined at Nicza,
are synonymous. The creed of the fathers is final. The Church which spoke in 325 and 381 is the
historic and Catholic Church, and the Theodosian line is the Divinely appointed instrument for
laying its foundations immovably, the others having failed. Church and State are to be indissolubly
wedded. This faith is made mechanically the test of goodness and badness, and this expresses his
personal belief.

He speaks of the Scriptures with uniform reverence, and holds to the Oswpia as the method of
interpretation, as we see in v. 22, where he says of the Jews: “They were only acquainted with the
mere letter of Scripture, and could not, like the Christians and a few of the wisest among the
Hebrews, discover the hidden meaning (npo¢ Bewpiav)”’; yet he speaks with respect (viii. 2) of

AN Chrysostom’s way of expounding the sacred records and of his “teacher Diodorus’ method, employed

206 in the many books of that bishop,” in which he explained the significance of the sacred words and

avoided allegory (Bswpia). But when bishops and monks are declared to be skilled in the Scriptures,

it is in this mystical sense. His own grandfather was a solver of the amphibolies of the Word,
doubtless by this convenient key (v. 5).

The dogmatic standpoint, as we have seen, was traditionalism, toward which the Church
gravitated under the dictation of the councils, the influence of bishops like Athanasius, the almost
uniform ictus of the Roman see, Ambrose, the Gregories, Basil the Great, Ephraim, Eusebius, and
Epiphanius, the majority of monks, and finally the whole force of the State. He opposes all shades
of Arianism, as also Apolinarianism; had he completed his work, from what he says of Pulcheria’s
conquest over heresies, he would have opposed the Nestorian views of the Theotokos. But of
Donatism and Cyprianism he has not a word. Of the anthropological struggles of the West there is
not a syllable. Here is the place, also, to consider his attitude toward heresies. Sozomen does not
assail any phase of Arianism with the intemperate epithets which Eusebius employed to condemn
the earlier innovators, or such as abound in Theodoret and Evagrius and later historians. Indeed,
he sometimes calls them Christians and members of the Catholic Church. His treatment of the
Novatians, while a little offish, is yet generous as compared with other writers, except Socrates,
from whom he obtains almost all their history; he devotes much space; he is generally courteous
in tone; and when he speaks of the proposed union (iv. 2) between the Catholic Church and that
body of believers, he omits the cause of the failure; viz., the reluctance of some legalistic Novatians
to acquiesce,—a point which Socrates does not fail to expose. He mentions Montanism (Phrygianism)
several times, but with no new facts, save that they were numerous in Phrygia in his day, and had
peculiar Paschal usages (i. 6, ii. 18, 32, vii. 18, 19). Of the Gnostic sects, he alludes to the
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Valentinians only, whose conventicles were repressed by an edict of Constantius (ii. 32). The
Manich@ans are mentioned only as they are one of the three sects excepted from Gratian’s law of
toleration (vii. 1). Of the Pricillianists, whose attempt at a world religion falls so wholly within his
time, he says nothing. The Quartodecimanians are still numerous and tenacious (vii. 18). He has a
bare allusion to the Encratites (v. 11). Of the Origenistic controversy, he has no more to say than
he is compelled to, in order to state correctly the conflict between Theophilus and Chrysostom.
Over against the Origenists he places the Anthropomorphists (viii. 12). Of Lucifer’s separatism,
he gives only the rise (iii. 15). With all his emphatic adherence to the current orthodoxy, he must
be regarded as the most charitable of historians next to Socrates. Mention has already been made
of his kindly disposition toward the Novatians. When writing fully and favorably, as was his duty,
about Aétius (iii. 15), he is constrained to make an apology: “Let it not be accounted strange if |
have bestowed commendations upon the leaders or enthusiasts of the above-mentioned heresies. I
admire their eloquence and their impressiveness in discourse: I leave their doctrines to be judged
by those whose prerogative it is.”

On the one hand, we find him insisting on the right of private judgment, as when he discusses
the overruling Providence in Julian’s life, and especially on the infatuation which led the emperor
to Persia in spite of Sallust (vi. 1): “This observation, however, is only inserted lest I should be
blamed for omitting it. I leave every one to form his own opinion.” So, after discussing the use of
penance, he remarks in the following chapter (vii. 17): “Such subjects as the above, however, are
best left to the decision of individual judgment.” He would also allow latitude in ceremonials (vii.
19), as we shall see. On the other hand, he dreads the progressive and unsettling outcome of the
private judgment in exercise. He expresses this fear in iv. 27: “The spirit of innovation is
self-laudatory; hence it advanced farther and farther, and crept along to greater novelties. With
increasing self-conceit, and in scorn of the fathers, it enacted laws of its own. Nor does it honor
the doctrine of the ancients concerning God, but is always excogitating strange dogmas and restlessly
adds novelty to novelty, as the events now show.”

TN Of the threatening strategies of free thought in his own day, he devoutly exclaimed: “That new

207 heresies have not prevailed in our times, we shall find to be due especially to her” (Pulcheria) (ix.

1). Consequently he deprecates the deleterious influence of polemics. On the accession of Jovian,
he says: “The presidents of the churches now resumed the agitation of doctrinal questions and
discussions. They had remained quiet during the reign of Julian, when Christianity itself was
endangered, and had unanimously offered up their supplications for the mercy of God. It is thus
that men, when attacked by foreign enemies, remain in accord among themselves; but when external
troubles are removed, then internal dissensions creep in” (vi. 4 and in vi. 25).

“Thus do the private animosities of the clergy from time to time greatly injure the Church and
divide religion into many heresies! And this is a proof; for had George, like Theodotus, received
Apolinarius, on his repentance, into communion, I believe that we should never have heard of the
heresy that bears his name. Men are prone, when loaded with opprobrium and contempt, to resort
to rivalries and innovations; whereas, when treated with justice, they become moderate and remain
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in the same position.” More emphatic still is his protest in vi. 26: “Those varying dogmas are the
source of innumerable troubles to religion, and many are deterred from embracing Christianity by
the diversity of opinion which prevails in matters of doctrine.” In the beginning of this same chapter,
in speaking of the Eunomians, he delineates them thus: “They do not applaud a good course of life
or manner of conduct, or mercy towards the needy, unless exhibited by persons of their own sect,
so much as skill in disputation and the power of triumphing in debates.” This is a great blow at the
sectores cymini, and at pride in polemics; the whole tone is much more liberal than that of the
ecclesiastic Theodoret, or even the lawyer Evagrius. Sozomen, like Socrates, represents a generous
feeling current among the laymen of Constantinople in court and among the trades and professions.
The attitude of the Catholic Church with regard to baptism he sets forth adequately as trivial, and
argues against the Eunomian innovation of one baptism and a change in the formula (vi. 21): “But
whether it was Eunomius or any other person who first made these innovations upon the tradition
of baptism, it seems to me that such innovators, whoever they may have been, were alone in danger,
according to their own representation, of quitting this life without having received Divine baptism.”
The argument here is an unusually long one; with his generation he held to the magical efficacy of
the rite. The theory of the sacraments as mysteries or arcane, was one which controlled him
throughout, and even limited his fidelity as a historian. Thus in i. 20: “I thought it necessary to
reproduce the very document (the Nicene Creed) concerning these matters, as an example of the
truth, in order that posterity might possess in a fixed and clear form, the symbol of that faith which
proved pacifying at the time; but since some pious friends who understood such matters,
recommended that these truths ought to be spoken of and heard by the initiated and their initiators
only, I agreed with their counsel: for it is not unlikely that some of the uninitiated may read this
book: while I have concealed such of the prohibited material as I ought to keep silent about, I have
not altogether left the reader ignorant of the opinions held by the Synod.” Nor will he repeat the
symbol as subjoined to the letter of the council of Antioch (vi. 4); and when the Macedonian
commission to Liberius make their statement, and the text is given to show their entire acceptance
of the Nicene view, Sozomen will not reproduce it. Again in vi. 29, Mark was a monk of “such
eminent piety, that Macarius himself, the presbyter of Cellie, declared that he had never given to
him what priests present to the initiated at the holy table; but that an angel, administering it to him,
whose hand up to the forearm, he declared himself to have seen.” In viii. 5, in giving the account
of a marvelous judgment wrought on a Macedonian wife, who pretended to be a convert to the
Nicene views, and thus frequented the orthodox ceremony of the Supper, he remarks, “At the time
of the celebration of the mysteries (the initiated will understand what I mean), this woman kept
what was given her, and held down her head as if engaged in prayer.” In reciting the disturbances
at the Easter celebration over the decree of exile against Chrysostom (viii. 21), he says: “They were
TN charged with the commission of such disorderly acts as can be readily conceived by those who

208 have been admitted to the mysteries, but which I consider it requisite to pass over in silence, lest

my work should fall into the hands of the uninitiated.” Here we have a glimpse of the scope of the
arcane as well as the weakness of the historian in submitting to the advice of narrow friends; no
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other historian felt bound to restrict himself in such matters. Sozomen here joined the most extreme
sacramentarians of his day. On the weighty matter of discipline, he believes with the Catholic
Church in receiving back the penitent into the Church, against Novatian and Donatistic practices.
He expresses his opinion at some length, though not so fully as Socrates, in the chapter which
relates to the abolition of the penitential presbyter (vii. 16): “Impeccability is a Divine attribute,
and belongs not to human nature; therefore God has decreed that pardon should be extended to the
penitent even after many transgressions. As in supplicating for pardon, it is requisite to confess the
sin, it seems probable that the priests, from the beginning, considered it irksome to make this
confession in public, before the whole assembly of the people. They appointed a presbyter of the
utmost sanctity and the most undoubted prudence, to act on those occasions: the penitents went to
him and confessed their transgressions; and it was his office to indicate the kind of penance adapted
to each sin, and then when satisfaction had been made, to pronounce absolution.” He deplores the
abolition of the office as the occasion of laxity. The deterrent force of public confession was now
lost, and that to the danger of Christian conduct. He sympathizes also with that form of martyrdom
which wantonly and ruthlessly assails paganism and is slain in the attempt. The system of
relic-worship, so characteristic of any decline of opportunity for heroic action, had set in
overwhelmingly, and he believed in it vigorously. Our own age reproduces the same tendency not
only in religious, but in secular forms, and among Protestants as well. Thus he commemorates: of
Old Testament prophets, Micah and Habakkuk (vii. 29), Zechariah (ix. 17); of the preparatory
period, the head of John the Baptist (vii. 21); of the Apostolic Church, St. Stephen (vii. 29, ix. 16);
of the martyrs, Babylas (v. 19), Forty Soldiers (ix. 2); of the monks, Hilarion (iii. 14), the four
brothers (vii. 9). The most prominent of secondary relics is the cross with its inscriptions and nails
(ii. 1). The discovery of these is mainly through prayer and heavenly signs; their possession is an
object of imperial ambition; the removal and transportation of them are effected with most gorgeous
and reverent pomp; and the sacred treasures become the agents of endless miracles.

Sozomen, like Socrates and Chrysostom, believes in freedom as to old-time ceremonials. He
has a chapter on the varieties of religious usage (vii. 19); and the record is largely the result of his
own inquiry. He remarks in conclusion: “Many other customs are still to be observed in cities and
villages; and those who have been brought up in their observance would, from respect to the great
men who instituted and perpetuated these customs, consider it wrong to abolish them. Similar
motives must be attributed to those who observe different practices in the celebration of the fast,
which has led us into this long digression.” From his point of view, uniformity may not encroach
upon individualism beyond a certain point. He is certainly quietly and with dignity attacking a party
of narrow uniformitarians, who are already pressing for a harmony of all ceremonials in Christendom.

Another feature of the Catholic system that he traces carefully, is the relation between Church
and Empire. He devotes more attention to this aspect of polity than to its internal development; this
latter he touches upon incidentally, and not at all carefully. We have seen how painstakingly he
cites the imperial edicts with regard to the Church. The state laws, which at first expressed conciliar
decisions, were followed by independent imperial enactments. These, indeed, are at first sporadic,
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but become more and more the rule. The personal views of Sozomen appear in the narrative, but
they are fluctuating. He acquiesces in the imperial convocation of councils, as do all his
cotemporaries. On the death of Constantine, in commenting upon the hereafter fixed Christian
character of the state, he says: “The sacerdotal dignity is not only equal in honor to imperial power,
AN but in sacred places even takes the ascendancy” (ii. 34). With the plan of producing uniformity of
209 religion in the empire, he seems to sympathize (iv. 11). He is indignant at Julian’s indifference to
the murder of Zeno by the inhabitants of Gaza, and at the deprivations of the Christians, when all
their political and personal rights were taken from them (v. 9). To the charge of Libanius, that the
man who aimed the dart at Julian was a Christian, and belonged to the race of habitual transgressors
of the law, Sozomen replies by defending the regicide: “In the documents above quoted, Libanius
clearly states that the emperor fell by the hand of a Christian; and this probably was the truth. It is
not unlikely that some of the soldiers who then served in the Roman army might have conceived
the idea, since Greeks and all men until this day have praised tyrannicides, for exposing themselves
to death in the cause of liberty, and spiritedly standing by their country, their families, and their
friends. Still less is he deserving of blame, who for the sake of God and of religion, performed so
bold a deed” (vi. 2). This is the highest stand that a lawyer could take in support of individualism.
In his view of the exalted prerogatives of the Church, the reply of Valentinian to the bishops, who
desired to hold a council, would seem happy. “I am but one of the laity, and have, therefore, no
right to interfere in these transactions; let the priests, to whom such matters appertain, assemble
where they please” (vi. 7). Theodosius’ compulsory course with regard to paganism and orthodoxy,
and the choice of Nectarius, are approved. On the other hand, he selected two instances out of many
from the life of Ambrose, for the purpose of illustrating how, in God’s behalf, that bishop conducted
himself towards those in power (vii. 25).

Throughout we find him recognizing the practical headship of Rome; he expresses himself
unconsciously in vi. 22, “The question having been thus decided by the Roman Church, peace was
restored and the inquiry ended.” This ignores the action of the Synod of Alexandria and that of
Constantinople itself, for both had decreed the consubstantiality of the Holy Spirit and opposed the
christology of Apolinarius, prior to the action of the Roman Synod. The power delegated to Julius
by the council of Sardica (iii. 8), the conflict between the East and the West conducted in mutually
arrogant epistles (iii. 10), the subordination of new to old Rome (vii. 9), show the drift toward
concentration. Sozomen does not seem to understand the rival movements of Alexandria under
Athanasius and Theophilus; nor the Eastern imperial attempts to elevate Constantinople to the
supremacy, nor the mutterings of Antiochan jealousy.

The Church'’s servility toward the orthodox rulers is fairly expressed, and yet with comparative
moderation, by Sozomen. He is an apologist for Constantine, and reflects, as do all the historians,
and especially Evagrius in his criticism of Zosimus, the adulations and subterfuges of Eusebius.
The religious fluctuation of that emperor is masked; his crimes are suppressed; he is made to appear
orthodox, even when at his worst Eusebian stage. No wonder that Philostorgius charged the
Homodusians with worshiping Constantine as a god in the ceremonies connected with his image!
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Constantius, a vacillating, cruel, incompetent, is also apologized for, but to the damage of his
intelligence. Julian, for his years in some respects, one of the most promising and earnest rulers of
ancient times, is loaded with obloquy, his highest motives and ideals ridiculed, his victories belittled,
his death savagely exulted in. Jovian’s and Valentinian’s toleration are not understood, but their
personal orthodoxy is in so far praised. Valens is looked at through the eyes of his two fierce
Cappadocian assailants. His excellences are entirely ignored; the most inconsequent views are
imputed to him while attempting to glorify Basil; in the sad story of the emperor’s dying son, that
bishop appears as a brute in his treatment of the agonized father. The stories of heroism attributed
to the orthodox are only examples of insufferable insolence; one must marvel at the patience of
Valens, if there be any truth in them. Gratian, that beau-ideal of Western orthodoxy, was really a
nose of wax in the hands of Ambrose; he was esteemed more moderately by the East, and that
rather for having called Theodosius to a share in the throne, than for any quality in himself; but his
utter moral collapse, after the magnificent promise of his youth, is wholly veiled from sight.
Theodosius the Great is glorified, not for his superior statecraft and generalship, but for his efforts
TN to suppress paganism and heresy. The charges against his private life such as Eunapius and Zosimus

210 suggest, are not hinted at. He is a man of prayer and visions, a relic-worshiper, and a persecutor of

pagans and Arians. Great as he certainly was, his distinguishing and conspicuous qualities are
passed by. His pitiful children, Arcadius and Honorius, the sorriest quidnuncs of those stormy
times, are heroes of piety. Pulcheria, excellent as she was, was not worthy of the excessive flattery
poured out upon her; while Anthemius, Troilus, Valerianus, and other noble figures of the day are
passed by. The younger Theodosius, with his good training and generally fair endeavor, is delineated
in the dedication as the consummate man of all time, while he is a very third-rate soul at best. The
eulogies by Socrates (vii. 22 and 42) are just as fulsome. This was the grave sin of the State Church;
the Arian State Church did the same for Constantius and Valens; more and more as history reveals
the truth concerning many of those idols, does the revulsion increase against a union of two functions
which could so degrade both.

The relation of Church and State involves the question of persecution. It is not the history of
the endeavor to enforce uniformity, with which we shall concern ourselves, but rather the views
Sozomen sets forth, as to the policy of repression. The laws of Constantine suppressing heretics
did not affect the Novatians (ii. 32), concerning which justice, he remarks: “The emperor, I believe,
willingly relaxed the rigor of the enactment in their favor, for he only desired to strike terror into
the minds of his subjects, and had no intention of persecuting them.” The punishments inflicted in
Constantius’ time on the orthodox in Constantinople, both by Macedonius (iv. 23) and Eudoxius
(iv. 26), call forth this reflection: “For, if the persecution did not occasion such tortures to the body
as preceding ones, it appeared more grievous to all who reflected aright, on account of its disgraceful
nature, for both the persecutors and the persecuted belonged to the Church; and the one was all the
more disgraceful in that men of the same religion treated their fellows with a degree of cruelty
which the ecclesiastical laws prohibit to be manifested towards enemies and strangers.” He spares
himself the pain of registering all who were ejected from their sees (iv. 27), for no province was
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without its list of sufferers. The cruelties inflicted by George on pagan and orthodox, furnish a
mournful narrative (iv. 30). On the elevation of Julian, a great dread fell upon the Christian world,
intensified by the portents which befell him. The series of edicts soon wrought mutual dissension
in the Christian ranks, as well as suffering from without. But while Sozomen attributes the
refinements of cruelty to Julian, and lays the miseries of the saints at his door as parts of a subtle
plan, he nevertheless cannot conceal from himself the absence of direct interference on the part of
the State; these calamities were the results of a restoration of the old religion to its ancient union
with the State; it was an imperial act; and he is compelled to confess the seeming magnanimity of
Julian in certain cases, but even then maligns his motives. The imperial clemency did not arise
from any feeling of compassion, but because persecution would only increase the number of Galilean
adherents; because he was envious of their glory, did he resort to argument instead of cruelty, and
manifest an unexpected benevolence instead of proceeding to rigorous measures (v. 4, 5). “It may
be concluded from what has been said, that if Julian shed less blood than preceding persecutors of
the Church, and that if he devised fewer punishments for the torture of the body, yet that he was
severer in other respects.” Nevertheless, this statement is followed by a record of suffering in all
quarters of the empire and the impression of purposed directness is given, as if the State had inflicted
them, especially when we read that the emperor would not listen to the cautions of Sallust (v. 20).
He does not comment on Jovian’s toleration, but only rejoices in the return of the Church to
ascendancy. Unsparing is his picture of the dastardly measures of Valens against the professors of
the faith; he regards that persecutor as the special victim of Divine wrath; while, on the other hand,
he does not hesitate to call the Arian Goths, who fell under the anger of Athanaric, martyrs (vi. 37).
He does not express an opinion as to the partial toleration of Gratian’s edict (vii. 1); but in
explanation of Theodosius’ law forbidding heretics, i.e. all anti-Nicenists, from holding churches
and from exercising any clerical function, he says: “Great as were the punishments adjudged by
AN the laws against heretics, they were not always carried into execution; for the emperor had no desire
211 to persecute his subjects; he only desired to enforce uniformity of view about God’ through the
medium of intimidation. Those who voluntarily renounced heretical opinions, received commendation
from him.” And it is true that the court practice of persecuting emperors, orthodox or Arian, was
utterly in the teeth of their own edicts, and their most intimate counselors were elected without
regard to religion. When Justina sought to revive the Arian standard in the West, her treatment of
Ambrose is called persecution (vii. 13); but Ambrose’s intolerant procedures against the Arians
are not even noticed. No quizzical wrinkle disturbs the flow of his narrative in vii. 15, when
Theodosius 1. gives a heathen temple to the Christians, and the pagans resolve to defend their rights,
and do so effectually; but the Christians who perish in that hateful conflict are crowned as martyrs
by an imperial edict! For the religious tyranny of Theodosius the Great he is a warm apologist, and
disguises the perversion of that principle of freedom for which he pleads most earnestly, when the
Arians hold the reins of power, and abuse their opportunity. The contradictions are perfectly apparent
and irreconcilable, because uniformity by force has always been impossible. Yet logical men will
state the most contradictory reasons, which no quidnunc can refrain from laughing at. Themistius’
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plea for toleration (vi. 36) in matters of intellectual belief, on the ground of secular diversities in
philosophy and from the incomprehensible nature of God, shows the existence of a party who
believed in this principle. While Sozomen gives it place, and hailed the Gothic Arians who compelled
Valens to cease his oppressions, he has no word of approbation for the proposition or the argument.
5. Another design of his history is stated in i. 1: “I have had to deliberate whether I ought to
confine myself to the recital of events connected with the Church under the Roman government;
but it seemed more advisable to include, as far as possible, the record of transactions relative to
religion among the Persians and barbarians.” He regards Christianity as the universal and sole
religion, and would trace its extension in all directions. Hence he is the first historian to give us a
larger account of religion in Syria and Palestine, introducing us especially to some aspects of
Christian life and suffering in Edessa; we are all the more surprised to have no mention of the
Church in Africa, and so very little of the Church in the West, except when it comes into close
relations with the East, as in the larger controversies, and especially after Arianism threatened to
keep its hold upon the Byzantine section of the empire; and the Orient had to cry to the cold and
unsympathetic Occident for help, and often in vain. He is also careful to give us some, if not a very
original, account of the work of missions. He repeats the story of the Iberians, Armenians, Indians,
Saracens, and Goths. He gives us a larger insight into Persia; the errors with which he is charged
as swarming, are no more numerous than those of his cotemporaries. Of the large work of Theophilus
of Dhu, or the extension of Arianism among the Germanic tribes, he says nothing. Chrysostom’s
real missionary enterprises are passed by, excepting his expenditure of the funds furnished by
Olympias for the redemption and restoration of Isaurian captives (viii. 27). His reflections on the
methods of Church extension are more interesting and numerous. Thus, in ii. 5, of the attempt of
Constantine to abolish idolatry and introduce the faith, Sozomen says, “Soldiers were not necessary;
the courtiers effected it”’; he does not consider it advisable to give all the details as to all the lands
then won to the state religion. The barbarians he notices as converted through the instrumentality
of Christian captives (ii. 6, 7). Armenian influence carried Christianity into Persia (ii. 8). Prodigies,
too, are helpful agents (vi. 5, v. 22). The hieroglyphs and crux-symbols discovered in the Egyptian
temples led to the repentance of pagans (vii. 15). Sometimes a kingdom will solicit the instruction
of an orthodox monk, as in the case of the Saracens (vi. 38). The legal suppressions of paganism
facilitate a change of sentiment on the part of many (vii. 15). The very ambitions of their clergy
led numbers of the Arians to embrace Nicene views (vii. 17); and the doctrinal discussions among
heretics constrain others to embrace a more uniform system of belief (viii. 1). The efficiency of the
TN monks as evangelists is found in nearly all the biographies of them. On the other hand, he makes

212 confession to the baleful effects of incessant indulgence in polemics. “These varying dogmas are

the sources of innumerable troubles to religion; and many are deterred from embracing Christianity
by the diversity of opinion which prevails in matters of doctrine” (vi. 26). This thought of
universality, then, is a feature of his history.

6. Another design is to dignify monasticism as the true ethical ideal and goal of Christianity,—as
the philosophy which is to supplant all the ancient intellectual strivings of reason,—and he announces
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this purpose as follows: “Nor is it foreign to ecclesiastical history to introduce in this work an
account of those who were the fathers and originators of what is denominated monachism, and of
their immediate successors, whose celebrity is well known to us either by observation or report.
For I would neither be considered ungracious towards them, nor willing to consign their virtue to
oblivion, nor yet be thought ignorant of their history; but would wish to leave behind me such a
record of their manner of life that others, led by their example, might attain to a blessed and happy
end” (i. 1). He is here quietly resisting a school of Christians and politicians who were opposed to
the absorbing and destructive qualities of this manner of life; Athanasius, Basil the Great, Jerome,
Chrysostom, had to write in its defense for the same reason, and he sided with these supporters of
its virtues, very naturally. He is a full believer in the Divine philosophy which nurtured him;
monasticism with its practical strivings after conformity to the Divine-human Pattern, and its attempt
to enthrone the spiritual over the material has a zealous defender in him, of all its rapt and grotesque
forms. He determined therefore to make it a unique portion of his history. The discussion of its
aims in i. 12 will give us a clue to his own desire to represent it as almost the resultant force in the
progress of the Divine kingdom; one reads the historian’s responsive feeling between the lines.
This philosophy was the most useful thing received by man from God; it was superior to all other
knowledge, and warranted the neglect of all worldly science; it strove to eliminate the adiaphora
from ethics, and to make everything have a moral complexion; one must be doing good, or else he
is doing evil. Its great duties are the discipline of self, the worship of the Creator, and the cultivation
of a spirit of other-worldness. These canons and goals are the life of the system. It is the philosophy
which is to take the place of the old theoretical schemes; and it is the great school to fill up the gap
made by the decay of the Hellenic universities. The Christian university founded by Theodosius
in Sozomen’s day, was indeed a blow to this educational ideal. While we may have no accord with
his view of this ethical phenomenon, we must concede him the merit of discerning its significance
and intent, and allow that he was wise to give us so full an account of its elaboration, and so much
detail and scrap of biography; for it was a dominant element in the history of this time. It formed
men and measures. The reproach of Sozomen on this score is wholly a mistake; he has done us
capital service in not neglecting this element, otherwise we could have but little conception of its
historical setting, of its patience, its tireless devotion, and we would have to resort to Palladius or
Rufinus and the individual biographies. Moreover, it is an uncritical spirit which recoils from
dissecting the awful and often repulsive details of legalistic self-denial. After discoursing on the
local origin of monasticism and the forms it assumed, we have chapters containing brief sketches
of hermits, laurists, and ceenobites (i. 12, 13, 14, iii. 14). The people looked to the monks for the
color of their theology (iv. 10). Arianism felt its weakness without them and ineffectually sought
their suppression (vi. 20). The Nicene faith uniformly received the support of these communities
(vi. 27), to which they remained devoted under all persecutions. Another series of biographies
follows in vi. 28-34: Theophilus (viii. 12) has a preliminary struggle with them to carry forward
his plots against John. The royal court itself under Pulcheria’s leadership reflected its severe
discipline (ix. 13). Sozomen seems also to have studied the rules of various bodies, some of whose
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details he gives, and indulges in a sort of comparative study of their regulations (vi. 30). Yet with

all his implied admiration of the heroes of this system, who went to the almost extreme of abstinence,

he remarks in reviewing the discipline of Theotimus (vii. 26): “I consider it to be the part of the

AN philosopher to yield to the demand of these appetites from necessity, and not from the love of

213 sensual gratification.” It is to be noted that he omits for the most part the immoral forms of
monasticism, such as Evagrius gives us a highly rhetorical account of.

7. A more subordinate aim is to present selected secular matters so-called; he does not consider
these to be wholly foreign to the scope of his work. He handles such with considerable largeness
in Constantine’s life, and keeps up a thread under Constantius and Julian. He is more sparing until
he reaches Arcadius and Honorius, and the chapters 3—15 of Book ix. are largely devoted to the
Western struggles with usurpers.

8. A final and subordinate aim is the development of imperial law with regard to the Church;
he gives little of purely synodical canons, but remarks, “I consider it necessary, however, to mention
the laws enacted for the honor and consolidation of religion, as they constitute a considerable portion
of ecclesiastical history.” And in the next chapter, “Having arrived at this point of my history, it
would not be right to omit all mention of the laws passed in favor of those individuals in the churches,
who had received their freedom” (i. 9). We have already seen how continuously this plan is sustained.

His Method. 1. He is conscious of certain limitations, and expresses them frankly. (@) A modest
estimate of his own powers (Proemium, i. 1). (b) The excess of material compels him to a constant
process of selection (ii. 3,5, 14, iii. 14, 15,16, 1v. 4,27, vii. 17,28, ix. 1. (c) A sense of incapacity
to handle some aspects of doctrine (vii. 17). (d) An occasional insufficiency of data to state a positive
conclusion (iv. 2, viii. 16).

2. He acknowledges the need of research, and presents his ideal purpose in i. 7: “I shall record
the transactions with which I have been connected, and also those concerning which I have heard
from persons who knew or saw the affairs in our own day, or before our own generation. But I have
sought for records of events of earlier date amongst the established laws appertaining to religion,
amongst the proceedings of the Synods of the period, amongst the innovations that arose, and in
the epistles of kings and priests.” His recurring intention was to reproduce the documents just as
they were, but he finally decided to epitomize their contents and to present the entire instrument,
only when the state of controversy compelled it in order to fairness. The difficulty in the way of
consulting these sources lay in the fact of their dispersion in palaces, churches, and the private
libraries of the erudite. He anticipates criticism by acknowledging that contradictions are likely to
appear in his work, not from any fault of his own, but because of the partisan and arbitrary nature
of the documents; he ingenuously confesses that men’s passions and conceptions have shaped many
of these writings, and that the factious spirit has often been guilty of the willful omission of material,
which was not of its side. He distinctly avers that he felt it his duty to examine all writings of this
class according to his ability. Such was his intention. If now we turn to his actual methods, we can
group his ways of accumulating material, somewhat as follows: —

(a) His own observation by hearing or sight, and hence knowing, as in ii. 3; vii. 19, 28.
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(b) By obtaining a personally clear knowledge, the medium being undefined, as in the election
of Maximus to be bishop of Jerusalem, and Macarius’ sympathy therewith; here his better information
was probably due to his Palestinian origin. Totéov pévtotl w¢ ol Tade NKPIPWKITES, KATX YVOUNV
Maxkapiov yevéabai te kai omouvdacdijvat T® A0t tadta, ioyxvpilovtat (ii. 20). As to Serapion
and Severianus T& pév 08¢ #yvwv (viii. 10). As to Zechariah, where the same phrase occurs (ix.
17). At the close of a universal review of monasticism tdde éyvwv wg cuvéypaa (iii. 14). As to
the Syrian and Persian monks gi¢ yv@otv éunv fA0ov (vi. 34). ’AAAG T& uév denynodunv €@’ 8cov
pot pabeiv £€eyéveto, mepl TOV TOTE EKKANCLACTIKOV @LAOGOQWV (Vi. 35).

(¢) By hearing from those who knew the facts dnep mapd dkpipd¢ Emotapévwy dkrikoa (ii.
21). As to Arsacius: ol tapd t@v 'Apodkiov avtov Osacapévwy aknkoévat épacav (iv. 16). As to
the mutual prophecies of Epiphanius and John kakeivov 3¢ eicétt vOv moAA&GV Gvta tov Adyov
emLOOUNV (viii. 15). As to Atticus: kal TOV U€v To1dve yevéaDat gaoiv, of ye Tov &vdpa Eyvwoav
(viii. 27).

AN (d) The correction of a false story by inquiring of trustworthy persons. Thus as to the origin of
214 the Apocalypse of Paul. 'Epouéve 8¢ pot mepi toUtov, Peddog Epnoev eivar KIME (vii. 19). As to
an accusation against John: to0tov 8¢ mpdgacty £Tépav AEyetv oK €xw, TANV OTL APevdnig Tig
oiuat mubavouévy mept TovTov €N, k.TA. (viii. 9). The true and twofold causes of difficulty
between Theophilus and Isadore: t@v ye Urv UYYEVOUEVWY TOUTOLG TOTE TOIG LOVAXOTIG GVOPOG

olov motevecBat EmVOOUNY, K.T.A (viii. 12).

(e) To these may be added the very frequent usage of tuvBdvouat as a means of expressing his
knowledge acquired in any form whatsoever, by hearing, by inquiry, by tradition (i. 21, ii. 8, iii.
14,iv.25,v.2,9,vi. 2 bis, 17, 34 bis, 37, vii. 8, 15, 17, 20, 21, 25, viii. 2, 7,9, 19).

() Also his use of dkp1péw, showing his effort to attain accurate information, and ioyvpilouat
less frequently, to indicate the strongest confirmation. Both these are used with reserve, and not
lightly. Several times he acknowledges his resort to tradition, when he uses the wordapeiAripapev,
but we cannot always be sure of the form of transmission (iii. 15, 30, vi. 38).

(g) Also his reference to those who had more accurate information, or to works whose detail
he could not reproduce, or which lay without the province of history (iv. 3).

We see then an ideal and actual plan of research, and a real effort at personal investigation; to
deny his frequently iterated language, is to accuse him of deliberate falsehood; and this is palpably
unfair; this his honest purpose and work must be borne in mind, in the discussion of his relation to
Socrates.

3. As to method in textual criticism, there is none; we find variations in the texts quoted from
those of Socrates, Athanasius, and Theodoret, but no more in him than in the rest from one another.
When he reports Constantine’s speech, he treats it as Thucydides did the orations of his worthies,
and as the high-flying Eusebius and the indiscriminating Theodoret do. When he copies a translation
from the Greek, he simply says that he gives it just as he found it. On the whole, one is surprised
at so fair an agreement in the readings of the documents.
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4. There is an entire lack of genuine analytical criticism; the love of allegory (i. 1, ii. 1), the
credence given to the Christic sections of Josephus (i. 1), the unquestioning acceptance of Eusebius’
turgid statements about Constantine’s life, are proofs enough of its absence; and yet Sozomen was
careful to present the variety of accounts, so that one might have all points of view, if he did not
carefully sift the evidence. This is indeed quite a marked feature of his method. Thus concerning
the death of Arius, he gives five different views (ii. 29, 30). He states carefully the varying shades
of opinion concerning Marcellus (ii. 33). The two classes of views of the election of Macedonius
are recorded and skillfully weighed (iii. 3). The divisions of sentiment after the Synods of Sardica
and Philippopolis are accurately grouped (iii. 13). Other instances occur in iii. 14, 18,23, v. 2,22,
vi. 2, 12,26, vii. 5, 22. These are but a selection of what is habitual with him, and show a desire to
present all sides of a question, and to reflect the divergent convictions of his time about men and
measures; but he does not always try to find the just opinion and weigh the testimony; he never
tests the validity of his documents, and only a few times tries to decide between clashing judgments,
as to which of them rests on a solid foundation of testimony. It is, however, to his credit, when he
confesses that his research is baffled, as in iv. 2, with respect to the manner of Paul’s death, or
suspends his judgment, because the data are insufficient, as in the application to the empress, of
Chrysostom’s homily on female peccadilloes (viii. 6). Such language shows that he not only sought
to ascertain the truth, but to elicit the facts out of conflicting testimony. We may not always think
the game worth the powder, but the temper and intent are commendable.

5. Sozomen has a marked zeal for interpreting the events of history; and we can gather these
hints of histories, although they do not seem to have been defined as principles in his own mind.

(a) He criticises by the rules of traditionalism and monasticism; we find small men given undue
prominence, and large ones put far below their proper place (iv. 6, 9,28, v. 7, 12, vi. 17, 26, vii.
12).

AN (b) He seems to have regarded it his occasional duty to explain the moral intent of a period, of
215 the lives of men, of a special incident; in other words, he used history reflectively and ethically
(viii. 4,12, 17).

(c) He is fertile in suggesting motives for which he has no documentary warrant. The entire
history of Julian is replete with the insinuation of mean motives (¢ cuuBdAAw). The solitary
commendation of him for lowering the price of provisions in Antioch (v. 19) is only a ground for
holding him up to ridicule for want of judgment (iii. 5, 15,v.2,4,5, 11, 19, 15, 22, vi. 12).

(d) He deems it necessary to apologize for his favorites if they are in a questionable position
(iii. 18, v. 6, viii. 1).

(e) He thinks it right to give recognition to men or measures who have enlisted his admiration
(vii. 10).

(f) He traces cause and effect in a pragmatic way (vi. 16, 38).

(g) He delights in taking prominent figures of a period as the remarkable men who have created
a remarkable time, and are Divine instruments, or as objects of Divine protection on account of
their piety (iii. 13, 19,iv. 16, v. 13, vi. 17, 26, 27, viii. 3, 4, 6).
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216

(h) He dwells at times on characteristics of human nature at play (vi. 4, 26).

(i) He gives a favorable explanation of the bad actions of the orthodox (iv. 16).

(j) He sometimes introduces speculative explanations or reflections (vi. 2, 4, 37, viii. 5).

6. Chronological method. (1) The imperial reigns are taken as the great periods for the books,
and the material is distributed under them; no dates are given, only the names of the emperors. This
is stated in the pro€émium, and is carried out in the history. (2) He uses the consulates —

(a) To mark the beginning and the end of the entire history.

(b) Also occasionally to indicate the synchronous occupants of the apostolic sees (i. 2); the
convocation of a council (iii. 12, 19, iv. 6, 17, vii. 12); the enthronement of a bishop (iv. 26); the
death of an emperor (vii. 29, ix. 1); some general but important event (vii. 5, viii. 4).

(c) With this the corresponding year of the emperor is sometimes but rarely given.

(d) Another conspicuous chronological system with Sozomen, as in Eusebius, Socrates, and
the church historians in general, is to keep up the roll of succession in the greater sees. This had
become an essential note of the visible and Catholic Church.

(e) Occasionally intervals are indicated as so many years after such and such an event (iii. 5,
11,12,1iv.1,ix. 1).

(f) The length of a reign or of an episcopate, the duration of the life of an emperor or bishop,
and of a tendential period are stated, but not often, and without uniformity (iv. 11, v. 1, vii. 5).

(g) An unusual number of particles for indefinite time occur as substitutes for an exact method.
Nevertheless, one of his main purposes was to narrate his history in strict chronological order, so
as to contain the virtue of a chronicle together with a more developed presentation of events. This
is almost entirely forgotten, except that the sequence of occurrences is fairly kept up. Yet he does
not hesitate to break through even this sequence, when he thinks the collocation of later facts, under
the head that he is writing of, may contribute to clearness and completeness, as he directly avers
iniii. 3, 14,1v. 10, 11, 12, v. 11, ix. 2. It is no easy task to make a Regesta of Sozomen’s history;
moreover, he often blunders in the very few dates he gives, as well as in the arrangement of the
events themselves; these errors are due to the lack of a fixed system.

7. The contributions to geography are mainly confined to Palestine. Passing more familiar ones,
we have a list as follows: Helenopolis (ii. 2), Majuma (ii. 5, v. 3, vii. 28), Anthedon, Bethagathon,
Asalea, Thabatha (iii. 14), Diocasarea (iv. 17), Bethelia (v. 15, vi. 32), Besanduca, Capharchobia,
Gerara (vi. 32), Botolium (vii. 28), Ceila, Berathsabia with its tomb, Nephsameena (vii. 29), Chaphar
Zacharia (ix. 17). Most of these terms are Hebraic or Syrian. Scythopolis is mentioned as abundant
in palms (viii. 13). There is no direct, and very little indirect light on the political or ecclesiastical
geography of the time; of course the seats of the bishops and of the monks that are enumerated
yield a few new names of places. There are equally few hints in the physical features of the empire;
the great rains, or hail-storms, or earthquakes are recorded chiefly with regard to their special ethical
bearing. The topography of Constantinople has been indicated previously; outside of these, details
of Alexandria, Antioch, Casarea, Cappadocia are given, but none of them new.
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8. Statistics. There is of course no method in the presentation of statistics; there are general
proportions, as in ii. 6, iv. 27, v. 15, vi. 20; and special detail, as in the enumeration of monks, iii.
14, vi.29-34. The best illustration one finds in the account of the Persian martyrs, where there was
a distinct effort at registration by Persian, Syrian, and Edessan authorities (ii. 13, 14).

9. Biography is one of the chief constituents of his history. He gives us an account of most of
the distinguished Christian masters in theology, in monasticism, martyrdom, oratory, scholarship,
administration; and he is refreshingly fair in giving a place to those who were not friendly to his
view of the faith. Athanasius may be a chief hero, but Arius is not neglected. Here we may observe
that Sozomen makes Aétius the second head of rationalism, and the man who gave it breadth of
culture by building the system on the basis of Aristotle (iii. 15, 1v. 12); he regards Eunomius as but
a reflection of Aétius (vi. 29). This position accorded to Aétius is one deserving special note and
study. Philostorgius exalted Eunomius both in his special encomium and in the history. Of course
the two Cappadocians, as well as Epiphanius and Chrysostom, are liberally sketched. The imperial
biography is fairly full, and a large space is accorded Julian. In every book parts are devoted to the
vite sanctorum, as the best way to set before us the inner life of the Church and the fairest exhibition
of Christian character; these monastic sketches are, for the most part, mere glimpses of individuals
(a line or two suffices); whereas the more conspicuous founders and organizers, such as Antony,
Hilarion, Pachomius, the Macarii, Evagrius, receive a larger recognition. He feels the need of
selection in the multiplicity of illustrious characters, and after a sketch of Acacius, Zeno, and Ajax,
he says: “I have mentioned these as examples of those who served as priests at this period. It would
be a task to enumerate all, when the major part of them were good, and God bore testimony to their
lives by readily hearing their prayers and by working many miracles” (vii. 28). Prominent as is the
biographical element, and earnestly as he endeavors to substantiate its claims, he confesses, as to
Ephraim (iii. 16), “it would require a more experienced hand than mine to furnish a full description
of his character and that of the other illustrious men, who, about the same period, had devoted
themselves to a life of philosophy; and it is to be regretted that Ephraim did not enter upon this
undertaking. The attempt is beyond my powers, for I possess but little knowledge of those great
men, or of their exploits.”

10. In ecclesiastical culture we have many and important incidental hints, but no direct general
chapter except vii. 19; and on special topics, those on the Easter controversy (i. 16, 21, vi. 24, vii.
18, viii. 17) on the penitential presbyter (vii. 16), and on relic worship, are the most significant.

11. Nor is there any methodical statement of growth in the acquisition and exposition of truth;
his traditionalism in a measure precluded that, and his acknowledged incapacity to go deeply into
the differentiation of these discussions prevented any system; there is no real history of dogma and
ethics, except on the external side. He is frank to say: “I leave their doctrines to be judged by those
whose right it is. For I have not set forth to record such matters, nor is it befitting in history” (iii.
15); that he does “not profess easily to understand or to expound these matters” (vi. 27); and again,
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“I should be prolix were I to enter into further particulars, and under the subject would be by no
AN means an easy one to me, since I have no such dialectic skill” (vii. 17). He furnishes us only with
217 such a statement of doctrine, as sprang out of polemics and councils and the variety of creeds.

12. And so with the history of literature there is no such sustained account of Christian writers
and works as in Eusebius; the second stage of historians did not see fit to be as complete and accurate
as their exemplar in this particular, and Photius was left to gather up the fragments for us. What
strikes us as peculiar is his confessed ignorance of the works of the greatest theologians. He passes
by all the technical writings of Athanasius; he has no direct knowledge of the works of Hilary,
though that might be excused. Of the purely theological works of Basil and Gregory Nazianzen,
whom he regards as the pillars of the Nicene faith, he makes no mention; and indeed makes but
the slightest use of their letters and special orations. Of the Arian theologians of all shades, he has
no closer knowledge; he confesses at the outset that he had not read the Thalia (i. 21), but condemns
it on Socrates’ authority; and he speaks of Diodorus, bishop of Tarsus, in language that displays
unfamiliarity with his treatises (viii. 2).

13. There are no conceptions of the philosophy of history or of histories in general, other than
those which have been discussed before.

14. If we pass to the stylistics of Sozomen, we find the quality of the Greek to be excellent; the
dedication is especially studied and rhetorical; the first chapter of the first book is scarcely inferior
in these traits, after which the form becomes more abrupt, after the fashion of an epitomizer, and
it is obviously affected by his authorities. The likeness to Xenophon is not continuous, any more
than Socrates sustainedly imitates Thucydides, although in elevated conception, Socrates is more
in the vein of that philosophic master of history, than Sozomen is a reflection of the writer of the
Hellenics. The vocabulary, too, is quite meager; the same forms of expression occur again and
again, yet Photius considers him superior in diction to Socrates,'°** which only one who admires
mere form above spirit, can affirm. Certainly it would not be the view of this more subjective age.
Of course he reflects the decline of meaning in particles and prepositional prefixes and participial
constructions. He does not begin his books with formal prefaces, such as Socrates indulges in;
chapter 1 of Book i. may, however, be regarded as introductory; and it serves to link Christianity
with Judaism. In the distribution of his material there is no system agreeing with his own outline
of aims or any other order that is discoverable. The main topics are: Secular affairs, relations of
the emperor to Christianity, laws and privileges, missions and persecutions, polemics and irenics,
biographies ; but there is no regular discussion of these, either under the reigns or in the books.
None of the historians are any better in this regard.

A characteristic of our historian is the admirable generalization and the summaries he pauses
to make here and there. The most notable are in 1ii. 17, a generalized description of the period of
the Constantines. iii. 18, a doctrinal summary.iv. 17-19, conciliar movement in the West. iv. 20-22,
conciliar movement in the East. iv. 23-25, united results. vi. 6, a succinct comparison of Valens

1053 Myrobib. cod. XXX.
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with Valentinian. vi. 10, geographical centers of Nicenism. vi. 21, geographical centers of Arianism
and Orthodoxy. vi. 22, geographical distribution of Macedonianism. vi. 26, genesis of Aétianism
(Eunomianism). vi. 27, geographical distribution of beliefs. vi. 28-34, geographical grouping of
the monks. vii. 2, geographical supremacy of Arianism in the East. vii. 4, geographical survey of
religion. vii. 17, divisions of Arianism. viii. 1, summary of Apostolic succession. The selective
process is often alluded to (ii. 3, iii. 14, 15, iv. 3, 23, 27, vii. 25, 28, ix. 1); and we must confess
that he has kept a very just proportion in this way among the subjects he has elected for his narrative.

The Period described.

The work was to have covered the time from 323 to 439, a period of 116 years; whereas, in
fact, he writes continuously only to the death of Honorius as the latest event, 423, and the accession
AN of Valentinian III. in 425; beyond that in time, but mentioned anticipatively in the narrative (ix. 2),
218 is the transfer of the forty martyrs, which happened certainly after 434, the year of the election of
Proclus, therefore probably not far from the proposed limit of his work, say 437 or 438; this would
give a period of about 114 or 115 years. He divides the record of this time into nine books, distributed
among the emperors.
i. and ii. To Constantine, 323-337=14.
iii. and iv. His sons, 337-361=24.
v. and vi. Julian, Jovian, Valentinian I., Valens, 361-375=17.
vii. and viii. Gratian and Valentinian II., Theodosius I., Arcadius (and Honorius), 375-408=33.
iX. (Honorius) and Theodosius II., 408—437=25.
A noticeable feature, save in the case of Book ix., is the grouping of books by twos, in which
the intervals discussed vary from fourteen to thirty-three years. This grouping seems entirely
arbitrary.

For whom he wrote.

The question for whom he wrote has been somewhat obscured by those who regard him simply
as a plagiarist. He evidently turned himself to this task under the conviction that there was need of
some such work as his. He addressed himself chiefly to Christians and not only to monks, because
he defers to the narrow views of some friends about the mysteries,—and represses creeds and
sacraments, for fear the book might fall into the hands of the uninitiated. He moreover designed
his record, not for the more learned classes, but for the instruction of ordinary believers, since he
professes uniformly a great modesty in treating the profounder themes of theology and the characters
of the more eminent men. Yet he did not hesitate to submit it to the criticism of his emperor and
invited the most erasive and final judgment. This is probably as far as we may go in the absence
of any direct address to specific readers.

The Sources

I. Those enumerated in his ideal plan (i. 1).
1. The transactions in which he was engaged.
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2. The transactions in which others were engaged, who either knew or saw the events in his
day, or in prior generations.

3. Laws established concerning religion.

4. Acts of Synods.

5. Record of innovations.

6. Imperial letters.

7. Clerical letters.

II. The sources actually mentioned. (1) Documents.

a. Documents actually quoted with text.
The retractation, by Eusebius and Theognis (ii. 16).
The confession of Arius and Euzoius to Constantine (ii. 27).
The Epistle of Constantine to the Synod of Tyre (ii. 28).
Constantine Casar to the people of the Catholic Church of the city of Alexandria (iii. 2).
Epistle of the Synod of Jerusalem in behalf of Athanasius (iii. 22).
Ursacius and Valens to Julius (iii. 23).
Ursacius and Valens to Athanasius (iii. 24).
George of Laodicea to Macedonius, Basilius, Cecropius, and Eugenius (iv. 13); new.
Epistle of Constantius to the church at Antioch (iv. 14); new.
Epistle of the Synod of Ariminum to the Emperor Constantius (iv. 18).
Epistle of Julian to Arsacius, the high-priest of Galatia (v. 16).
Epistle of Julian to the bishops, only a phrase quoted (v. 18); new.
Synod at Antioch, to Jovian (vi. 4).

AN Eustathius, Silvanus, and Theophilus to Liberius (vi. 11).
219 Synod of Rome to bishops of Illyricum (vi. 23); first with Sozomen; repeated by Theodoret
(H.E.ii.22).

Innocent to John (viii. 26); also in Palladius’ Dial.
Innocent to the presbyters, deacons, all the clergy, and the people of the church of
Constantinople (viii. 26); also in Palladius’ Dial.

There are five imperial letters, four synodical letters, seven episcopal letters, one presbyterial
letter, making seventeen in all. This is not nearly so large a number as is given by Socrates, but we
must remember the expressed purpose of Sozomen, that, as a rule, he would give abstracts only,
and text when in his judgment fairness made it necessary. Of these documents, there are at least
three found in no earlier author. In them all, there is only one symbol transcribed, and that is from
Arius and Euzoius!

b. Documentary acts of Synods which are mentioned by name.
Acts of the Synod of Tyre (ii. 25).
Acts of the Synod of Seleucia, taken down by tachygraphists (iv. 22).
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c. Acts of those Synods only, of which an abstract is recorded.

Alexandria......ccceevveveeeeveennnnnn.. i. 15. Seleucia.....cuuueeeeeeeiiieeeiiieeeenne, 1v.22,23.
Bithynia.......coocoeeiiiiiniinnnene. 1. 15. Constantinople........c.ccccceeenennee. iv.24,25.
Palestine..........ccoceeveenieeneenne. i. 15. Alexandria........cccceveeeeveeniennen. v. 12.
Egyptian.......cccccceevvieiniiennneen. i. 16. Macedonian Council, s.1............. v. 14.
NiC®a...ccveeeeeeiieeeeeieeee e, 1. 17-23. Antioch......ccccviiiiiiieieieee, vi. 4.
Antioch.....cccccooviiiiiiiiinienen. ii. 19. Lampsacus.......cccoceeevveernieennnne. vi. 7.
TYT€.eevieiiieeieeeee e ii. 25. NiCRA..ccoovieiiieiieeeieeeieeeenn vi. 8
Jerusalem.....coooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeennnnnn. 1. 27. Macedonian, S.1........cccccoeeeeenn. vi. 10, 11.
Constantinople.......c...cccceeueenee ii. 29, 33. SICHY o vi. 12.
Constantinople...........cccouveenneee. iii. 3. Tyana.....ccccceeveveeevieennieeveieenne vi. 12.
Antioch.......cccoveviiiiiiieeie, iii. 2. In Caria.....ccccoeeevveeeeiieeeen, vi. 12.
ANtioch......ccovveeviieeieeeieeene iii. 8. Rome.....ccoevviiiiiiieiieeieeee, vi. 23.
Philippopolis.........cceveerunenne. iii. 11. Pazucomen.........cccccevviiienninnnns vi. 24.
SardiCa........uvvveveveverernrnrernnnnnnns mi. 11, 12. Rome.....cccoooeeeeviiiiiiiieeeeciees vi. 25.
Jerusalem.......ccccceveveevviiinnnnnen. ii. 21, 22. Antioch (Caria).......cccceeeeeveennnnn. vii. 2.
Alexandria.........cceeuveevueeennnenn. iv. 1. Constantinople...........cceeveernneen. vii. 7-9.
SIrmium....oooverieeieniceeeneees v. 6. Sangurum........cccceeeeercieenieennenne vii. 18.
ANtioch......ccovveeviieeieeeieeene iv. 8. Constantinople.........c.ccceveeennen. viii. 2.
Milan.......ccoeeeveeveieenniieeieenne iv. 9 CYPIUS.covveeeieeeieeeiee e viii. 14
Antioch.......cocoveeiiiiiiieei, v. 12. Of the Oak at Chalcedon........... viii. 17.
PN 1163 ¢: DO iv. 13. Constantinople........c..ccceeeeuennee. viii. 19.
ArIMinuM.......eeeeeeeeeeeeennn. iv.16-19,23 Constantinople...........ccceveernnnen. viii. 20.

d. Letters of which an abstract is given, or the general object is stated.

Constantine’s Letter to Alexander and ATiUS...........covieeieiiienieinienieeeeeeeeeeee e i. 16.
Imperial Letters about the Nicene Council..........cccovcuiviviiieiiiiniiiinieenieesiee e 1. 21, 25.
ConStantine to SAPOT.......cccueeruiiriierierieeeeete ettt st sneesaeeeas ii. 15.
Constantine to the people of AleXandria.........cccceeceieeiiieeriiieeriie e ii. 22.
Constantineg to AthAnASTUS........cccvierriieeriiieeriie ettt ettt sireesreeesbeeesbee e ii. 23.
Synod of Tyre to the BIShOPS....c...ooiiiiiiii e i1. 25.
Antony’s letters to the EMPeror..........coocviiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeieeceeee e ii. 31.
Constantine’s letter to the AleXandrians.........occueevvveeriiiieniiieeniieciee e ii. 31.
EUSEDbius t0 JUITUS.....oeiiiiiiiee ettt et e e e e e e e nane e e ennnes 1. 7.
Julius, bishop of Rome, to the bishops of the East...........cccccevviiiniiiiniiiiiieiieeeee, 1ii. 8.
Synod of ANtioCh tO JULTUS....ccuviiiiiiiiiiieiieee e iii. 8.
Constantius to Philip, prefect of Constantinople..........cccceeveevverciiiinieinicnieecnee. 1. 9.
Bishops of Egypt in favor of Athanasius...........ccccveeeiieeriieeniieeiieeie e e iii. 10.
Julius to the bishops of ANtIOCH........cccuiiiiiiiiiiieie e iii. 10.
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Constans t0 CONSTANTIUS ....c..eeerueerierieerieeteente ettt ertee st et ee e sre e esneeneeesanees iii. 10.
Constans t0 CONSLANTIUS.....c.uuteriureeriieeeitee ettt et et e ettt e ebteesbteesbeeessreeesareesans . 11.
Athanasius t0 CONSTANS.......cocutiriirriierieeiteet ettt ettt et e saee b e saee e ii. 11.
Paul, bishop of Constantinople............coovuiieiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeceeeee e . 11.
The bishops of Philippopolis to the bishops of the West..........cccoeoeeiiiniiiniinicnneens iii. 11.
Constans t0 CONSTANTIUS ....c.ueeuterieriienieeite ettt et st et et e st e sreesbeeenreesseesareas iii. 20.
Constantius t0 AthanasiUS..........coovueeiiiiriiiiienieee e iii. 20.
Constantius to the AleXandIians..........cceieiiieiiiiiniieeneeeeeee e 1. 20.
Julius to clergy and people of AleXandria........cccceeevieeriieeiiiieniieeriee e iii. 20.
Constantius to the bishops, presbyters, and to the people of the

church of AleXandria..........ceovuiiiiiiiiiiieeiee e iii. 21.

Cyril of Jerusalem to CONSLANTIUS. ......cccueeerieeeiieeeiieeeireeeee e eeteeesreeesreesareeseeees iv. 5.
Constantius t0 AthanasIUS..........covueriiiiriiiiiieieeeeee e iv. 9.
Constantius to Basil Of ANCYTa.......ccceeviiriiiiiiiiiniiieicieeeeecceeee e iv. 16.
Basil of Ancyra to CONSTANTIUS. ......cccuieeriieeriieeriieerieeerreeerteeeireesereesaeeesseeesneeenns iv. 16.
Constantius t0 Basil........cooiiiiiiiiiiiee e iv. 16.
Basil to all the DiSHOPS.......oiiiiiiiiiiie e iv. 16.
Athanasius to @ fIIENd.........cooiiiiiiiiiii e e iv. 17.
Constantius to the Synod of ATIMINUML.......ccocviiriiiiriiieiiieiieeee e iv. 19.
Reply Of the DIShOPS.....cc.iiiiiiiiiiiii e iv. 19.
Julian to the AlEXandIians. ........ccceiieiiiiiiiiieee e v. 7.
Titus of BOStra t0 JULAN....c...cooiiiiiiiiiicceee e v. 15.
Julian to Jewish patriarchs, leaders, and people.........ccccueevveeiiiriiiinieiiiinnieeieeeeeeee v.22.
ReEPLY Of the JEWS.co.eeiiiiieeeee ettt v.22.
Julius to Arsacius, KIng Of ATMEeNIa......ccccueeviiiriiriiinieeiienieneesieeeeee e vi. 1.
Jovian to the governors of the Provineces.........coceeveereeeiieniieinienieeeee e vi. 3.
Basil of Ancyra, Silvanus of Tarsus, Sophronius of Pompeiopolis

EF AL, 1O JOVIAN .. .oiiiiiiiiieeeeee e e ettt e e e e e e ettt ee s e s eeetaaaneseseeesssannns vi. 4.
Liberius and the Western bishop to the East...........ccooceeiiiiiiiiiiiniiiniiicceceeen vi. 12.
Memorial of grievances presented by eighty ecclesiastics to Valens..........cccccueevuvenn. vi. 13.
Damasus in behalf of Peter of Alexandria............ccocueevueerieeiiinieniiiniceecieeeeeee vi. 39.
Synodical epistles of Rome to Paulinus, bishop of Antioch...........cccoeceiiiiiiiniinnnn. vii. 11.
Western bishops and Gratian to the Eastern bishops.........cccccevvveeviiiiiiiiinniieenieeee, vii. 11.
Irenic letters to the adherents of Flavian from the priests of Egypt and the West.......... viii. 3.
Theophilus of Alexandria, paschal letter.............coooeeiiiiiiiniiiie e viii. 11.
Theophilus of Alexandria to Epiphanius..........ccceceveeriiieniiieniiieeniiecrieeeee e viii. 14.
Epiphanius to the bishops and the bishop of Constantinople against Origenism............ viii. 14.
2. Authors.
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(a) Authors from whose works a textual quotation appears.

Apolinarius, the Syrian, on the succession of Athanasius.........c.ccceceeiieiiiininnienne. 1. 17, new.
Extract from Athanasius’ Epistola ad Episcopos A£gypti et Libyc........................ ii. 30.
Extract from Libanius, the Sophist; in oratione funebri de laudibus Juliani........... vi. 1.
Gregory Nazianzen to Nectarius, on Apolinarius; Ep. CCli..cccuerrueenieriieineerieenieenne vi. 27.

The first extract alone is known through no other source.

(b) Authors and works directly referred to as used.

THE STDYL...eiiiiieiee et be e e e s i. 1,1 1.
JOSEPRUS ... 1. 1.
Clemens (ROMANUS)......ccovvvviiiiieieeiiiiieeeee e e eeeiieree e e e e e eeeersararreeeeeeeeesassreeeeess 1. 1.
HeZeSIPPUS ettt et i. 1.
JULIUS ASTICANUS ...ooiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt e et e e e e e e eebrraeeeaeeens 1. 1.
Eusebius Pamphili, Historia EcclesiastiCa..............ccuueeeueeecveencreeanieeeeveeennnes 1. 1.
VIEA CONSTANIIRL c.oooooooeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaaaereeessseeetaraaeaesseseeses 1. 3, extract.
Philo (Pythagorean)...........ccoceeieiiiiiiniieenececceeeee e 1. 12.
Biographies Of MONKS.........ccoouiiiiiieeiiie ettt et sveeeeree e i. 14.
Eusebius’ Oration..........cccceiiiiiiiiiieeeeiiee et e e aae e e e erae e e e sareee s i. 19.
Address of CONSLANTINE...........eeeveiieeieiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeicitreeeeeeeeeeerrreeeeeeeeeeeenrraeeeas 1. 19.
Collection of Nicene Canoms..........cccccuvireeeiirireeeeiiieeeeeiieeeeeeieeeeeeereeeeeeereeeeens 1.22.
Syrians’ Account of the actions and life of Bishop Milles..........cccccevveriinnennee. ii. 14.
Persian, Syrian, Edessan, martyrology of Persians..........cccocceevveriieinieniiiennenne. ii. 14.
Discourse of Eudoxius, €Xtract fTOM. . ccoeeiiieeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees iv. 26.
Meletius’ first discourses at ANtiOCH..........coceeiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, iv. 28.
Athanasius, on his TIght........cociiiiiiiiieee e v. 12.

(¢) Authors and their works mentioned, but not used.

Arius, the Thalia, NOt TEAA......eeeeeieeeeiiieeeeeee ettt e e e ee e 1.21.
Eustathius, bishop of AntioCh...........cccceiiiiiiiiiiiee ii. 19.
Marcellus (de Subjectione Filii DeiQ)............cccueeeeueeeecueeeniiieeeieeeiieeecieeneieeens 1. 33.
Asterius, a treatise on the defense of the Arian doctrine...........oevveeeeeeevvveeennennnne. 1. 33.
Acacius, bishop of Casarea, WOrKsS.........coccveeeiieiiiieiniieenieeeieeeieeeieeeeeenn 1. 2.
Eustathius, bishop of Sebaste, an ascetic treatise, also attributed

t0 Basil the Great........ccviiiieiiiiicceececee et e iii. 14.
Eusebius, bishop of Emesa, WOrks..........coooiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiieeecceceen iii. 14.
Titus, bishop of BOStra, WOTKS.........cccvuiiriiiieriieeriieeiee et e 1ii. 14.
Serapion, bishop of Ancyra, WOrkS.........ccovvviiriiiiniiiiniieeceeeeeee e, iii. 14.
Eudoxius, bishop of Germanicia, WOrKS.........ccccceeviiiriiiiniiiinieiniccieeeieeee 1ii. 14.
Acacius, bishop of C@sarea, WOTKS.........cccvveeeiiieeiiiieniieenieeesieeerveeesevee e 1ii. 14.
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Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem, WOrks..........ccceevviiiriiiiniiiniiieieeeeeeeeeeen 1ii. 14.
Didymus, WOTKS ......ceiiiiiiiiiiiiieee ettt ui. 15.
Lucifer, bishop of Calaris, WOrkS..........cccceevuiiriiiiniiiiriieeiieceiee e 1i. 15.
Hilary, bishop of Pictavium, WOTKS.........ccccoceriiiniiiiiiniiiiceeeeeeceeee ii. 15, v. 13.
ABLIUS, WOTKS ..o ettt e e e e ettt e e e e eeeeeanaans 1. 15.
Ephraim Syrus, works and translations............ccceeecveeriieeniiieniiieesniee e iii. 16.
Bardasanes, POCMIS.......ccocuuiiriiiiiiieiiiieetee ettt 1. 16.
Harmonius, POCIMIS. .. ..couiiiierieeiie ettt ettt s 1ii. 16.
Photinus, a work before Constantius, and many Works...........ccceeeeveeerueernneenns iv. 6.
Acacius, [IEETArY WOTKS....ccc.uiiiiiiiiiieiiieeeiteeet et iv. 23.
Apolinarius, works, with those against him..........c..cocoiiiniiiniiniiniie v. 18, vi. 27.
JUlian, MISOPOZON.....ceeiuiieiiiieeiieeeite et eiee et e et e e s e e sireeesebeeesaseeeareesnnseeas v. 19.
Eunomius, works, especially Exercises for the Mind,

with those against him.........cccooeiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee vi. 27, vii. 17.
EVagrius, WOTKS.....coooiiiiiieciiece et vi. 30.
Themistius, Oration, OULHNE .........covvviiiiiiiiieeee ettt ettt e e e e eeesranaes vi. 36.
Ulfilas, translation of Bible intO GOthiC........eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e vi. 37.
Sisinnius, bishop of the Novatians in Constantinople, Works.........cc.cccceveuveenneen. viil. 1.
Diodorus, bishop of Tarsus, WOrks...........ccoecuiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiieeeeceeeceee, viii. 2.
Theodore, bishop of Mopsuestia, WOrKS.........c.cceevieiiiinieniienienieeieeieeee viil. 2.
Chrysostom, Ep. to TheodOTe..........cevriiiiiiieeiiieeiieeeiee et viii. 2.

— —ON BUTOPIUS ...ttt et viii. 7.

— —Vices Of feMAlES.......ocoeiiiiiiieiie e viii. 16.

— —Extempore discourse after his return..........cocceeeriieeriieeeniieeeriee e viii. 18.
— —About the SIlVer Statue...........cceeeiiiiiieiiiiee e e viii. 20.
Origen, works; especially the one from which Bishop Theotimus read............... viil. 14.
An unecclesiastic but ancient Hebrew document..............cccccoeoeeivieeeiiiieeeennnen. ix. 17.

(d) Hymns of which a line or thought is given.

Refrain of the odes at AntioCh...........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e iii. 20.
At procession of Babylas, ANtioCh..........cccceviiiiiiiiiiniieiececeeee e, v. 19.
To Dionysos, by Epiphanius the Sophist..........cccccceviiiiiiniiiiiniicecee vi. 25.
ATIAN RYIMNS ettt viil. 8.
AN Unmentioned Authorities.
221 Sozomen has refrained in large measure from indicating directly his chief authorities for political

or ecclesiastical affairs; he has indicated, indeed, some minor springs, as we have seen, but the
major ones are passed by. He imitated neither Eusebius, nor Socrates, nor Evagrius in this omission.
He does abound in phrases indicative of authorities; thus of the forms of Aéyw, Aéyovot, Aéyovrat,
€\eyov, éAéyeto are used somewhat sparingly, while Aéyetat occurs over eighty times, and Adyog
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about twenty; of @nut, £épnoev and @riun occasionally, while ¢noti or gaot introduces about thirty
statements; €iprjobw and eipritat also appear in a few cases. One has no assurance of either the
method or the validity of the sources from such vague terms, and it is this uncertain and incautious
manner that has so often led critics to impeach his general worth, and it must be conceded with
some degree of justice; the endless iteration of such words savors of gossip rather than history; this
obscurity is not diminished by his persistent oiuat and less frequent gikd{w.

1. In the discussion of his unmentioned authorities, the first to be considered is Socrates. He is
nowhere hinted at, unless under an indefinite “some say,” when Sozomen presents a group of
opinions.

Socrates preceded Sozomen by a few years, writing his history not long after 439.'* Sozomen
undoubtedly produced his record later, as we have already seen, and it would be just as likely that
Socrates should be in the hands of Sozomen as that Philip of Side’s contemporary Christian History
should have been open to the criticism of Socrates; indeed, the predecessor’s work was quite
probably an incentive to the task proposed by Sozomen to himself. The internal evidence makes
the use sure. We have only to note how Socrates derived his statements about the Novatians from
members connected with that body of believers; these very facts are reproduced by Sozomen as
Socrates gives them, with the slightest of differences; there is no refutation of this possible. Socrates,
therefore, manifestly preceded, and Sozomen employed the material thus amassed.

There are three views of the connection: (1) that Sozomen, excepting a few and not very valuable
additions of his own, plagiarized Socrates; (2) that he used the same authorities as Socrates
independently, and the points of identity arose from the language of the original in the hands of
both; (3) that Socrates was his guide to the chief writers from whom he drew directly with more
or less freedom; and when no other light presented itself or was to be found, he would use his
path-finder. There is scarcely a more fascinating and genuine field for analytical criticism than this.
It should be remarked at the outset that we cannot justly apply this term plagiarism, in its modern
sense, to the use of material current in these earlier days of history. There was no more intention
to appropriate the work of another in Sozomen, than there was in Socrates, when he fails to note
his authority, and yet very evidently has followed him closely; or when Theodoret has taken his
stuff from Sozomen, and says nothing about the original. To assail Sozomen as if he were a deliberate
thief, and stigmatize him as a feeble reviser of Socrates, is wholly unfair and unwarranted by the
general usage of his day and by the facts of the case. In no way can it be proved that Sozomen was
a general plagiarist in the opprobrium and iniquity conveyed by the modern use of that term. That
Socrates was the finer mind, that he had larger sympathies, that he was concerned to reproduce
documents in an ampler degree, that he follows the development of the Church with a sharper and
brighter criticism, no one can doubt; he is conspicuously superior in almost every quality of a
historian, and confined himself more nearly to the modern idea of which the science should aim to
do; but that does not set aside the distinct and supplemental value of Sozomen and his fullness in

1054 H.E.vii.48.
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lines, however zigzag, which had been neglected by others. The acknowledged precedence of

Socrates does not warrant us in assailing the fidelity of the lesser light. Since the notes are designed

to indicate the relationship between the two, the passages need not be anticipated here. (2) The

AN second view, that Sozomen made an independent use of the same source which Holzhausen revived,

220 Staudlin supported, Hefele and Nolte have espoused, seems less tenable than the first. The Novatian

material cannot, under any possible conditions, be so explained; the arrangement of the details in

eight of the books will not permit view. The very corrections of that arrangement require us to be

convinced that Socrates was in the corrector’s eye; the close resemblance of language in many

places where he might easily have expanded from the originals, but preferred to confine himself

to the equally meagre tracings of his predecessor, leave no basis for this solution. (3) The third

explanation of the interrelation seems thus far the most accurate.'® Sozomen took Socrates for a

guide in the main, (a) as to consecution of events, (b) as to sources, much as students would use a

Church history to base their own studies upon. Socrates was a director to the authorities; these

Sozomen would use freely; when they failed him, he would take the facts given by Socrates,

precisely as he did those which Eusebius or Sabinus furnished, because he had nothing better, and

in spite probably of his own inquiries; for let us remember how he insists that he has investigated

the originals, and that he had been conscientious in his researches. Now it must be said in further
modification of this statement:

(a) That some of the sources obviously consulted by both were doubtless known to Sozomen
without Socrates to point them out. Rufinus and Eusebius and Sabinus were known to everybody.
In all such cases we may concede an independent reading of those authors, and yet the order in
which the subject-matter is arranged is at times more that of his guide-book than of his original.

(b) Moreover, he introduces many new outlines and abstracts, particularly in the transactions
of the synods.

(c) He also has independent sources of biography.

(d) His ninth book is wholly unique and entirely out of the leading-strings of the master, for
unexplained reasons.

The notes also try to indicate in a measure these more independent traits.

2. The next unmentioned source is Rufinus, in his continuation of Eusebius in two books; this
Sozomen certainly read independently of Socrates, very likely in a Greek translation. That author’s
Historia Monachorum also was sifted for a few of the monastic biographies; in these cases there
is a closer resemblance to Rufinus than to the parallel sketches of Palladius.

3. Eusebius’ Life of Constantine is a primary source for Books i. and ii. In all the events
pertaining to that emperor, it is drawn upon freely, just as freely as Socrates employs it, or as
Sozomen handles Socrates.

1055 Jeep: Quellenuntersuchungen zu den griechischen Kirchenhistorikern, pp. 137-147.
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4. Athanasius is also used independently, although in collocating the events, Socrates is followed.
There is direct reference to one work only (v. 12), as we have seen. The unmentioned are as
follows: —

The Life of St. Antony: Antonii Vita.
Epistola de Synodis Arimini in Italia et Seleucice in Isauria celebratis.
Epistola ad Serapionem, de morte Arii.
Synodicon; lost.
Tomus ad Antiochenses.
Epistola ad Episcopos Agypti et Libye; ep. encyclica contra Arianos.
Epistola Encyclica ad Episcopos.
Historia Arianorum ad Monachos.
Apologia contra Arianos.
Apologia ad Constantium imperatorem.
Epistolee heortasticee.
5. Philostorgius: Historia Ecclesiastica, also furnished occasional material, as even the excerpts
remaining to us indicate.
AN 6. Sabinus: Collection of Synods (Zuvaywyn t@v cuvédwv), which is lost; this book was written
223 in the Macedonian and Arian interest; the author is mentioned by Socrates and criticised for his
partiality. We can observe how Sozomen used it, where he adds to the statements of Socrates, which
the latter had borrowed from that work. These additions are quite frequent in the transactions of
the synods; and again a few records of councils, otherwise unknown, are thus preserved for us. We
have here a proof of how Sozomen improved on his guide in the details.
7. Philippus of Side; the Christian History (xptotiavikr) iotopia); a few fragments are preserved,;
Socrates criticises him severely.'%%
8. For the laws, outside of the records alluded to, he probably used the Codex Gregorianus and
the Codex Hermogenianus, his old text-books, and not unlikely the Codex Theodosianus (438).
9. Basil the Great: the limited use is indicated by the notes.
10. Gregory Nazianzen: Orationes contra Julianum. Other occasional citations are indicated
in the notes.
11. Sulpicius Severus: vita S. Martiniwas undoubtedly the source, possibly through a Greek
translation of the same, for the summary of that saint’s life in iii. 14.
Historia sacra: sometimes there is a hint as if this work had been before him.
12. Palladius: Historia Lausica was not so constant a companion as some have suggested;
Sozomen has rather borrowed from the sources out of which the bishop of Helenopolis gathered
his sketches of the monks.

105 H.E.vii.27.
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Dialogus de vita S. Joannis Chrysostomi was used in narrating the incidents of John’s life in
Book viii. There is no indication of any large draught of Chrysostom’s own writings: they may
have been used for a few suggestions, contained in the orations before mentioned.

One does not feel sure that Hieronymus or Orosius came under his eye.

He does not seem to have made any direct use of Ammianus Marcellinus (Res geste), nor of
the earlier Latin chroniclers. The points of resemblance with Eutropius (Breviarium Historice
Romance) are very doubtful in my judgment; Eunapius (ex historia excerpta et fragmenta) seems
to have been used in his full form; Zosimus (Historia) pretty surely; and for the ninth book, hardly
with a doubt the full Olympiodorus, of whom fragments only remain, and yet in that same ninth
book there are entirely independent political chapters whose source cannot yet be determined.

The Ninth Book.

The most curious feature of all is Book ix., in the entire change of its method; even were the
ecclesiastical affairs to have been presented, he has given here in remarkable excess the events
affecting the Western state; he has done it nowhere else; to be sure, he proposes it as a demonstration
of the value of imperial piety, and of the ever-present Divine grace, but nowhere else has he done
this in so cumulative a form. Some wonderful change came over his purpose, whether that were a
fuller view of the relation between state and church, or the desire to deepen the impression of his
philosophy of history; or did some imperial domestic catastrophe make him reluctant to dwell upon
the sad events which darkened the court he had so glorified?

The grave question arises, Is anything of Book ix. lost?

That it is unfinished cannot be doubted; for (a) In the Proémium he announces his purpose to
carry it to the year a.d. 439, or the seventeenth consulate of Theodosius; but this is not done with
any of his ordinary fullness, although his hints reach beyond, as we have seen. (b) In lauding
Pulcheria (ix. 1) he remarks, “That new heresies have not prevailed in our time, we shall find to be
due especially to her, as we shall subsequently see.” Here is the declared purpose of delineating
the history of Nestorianism and its overthrow, but there is no appearance of the struggle in the
record itself; he altogether passes by Nestorius, as bishop of Constantinople. (¢) The record of the

AN forty martyrs he purposely took out of its normal order, to illustrate the excellence of Pulcheria; a
224 late event is anticipated, but the whole of what would have been its normal setting is not there. (d)
One would naturally expect that a book which had thus far treated mainly of state difficulties would

have the usual balance, at least, and that ecclesiastical affairs would have preponderated in the
remaining chapters; but there is only an initial chapter. Seventeen chapters are not his usual tale

for a book; there is an evident break; the discussion of Nestorianism is not written. Most of all
would one expect some allusion to the restoration of Chrysostom under Proclus. (e) In ix. 16, he

says, “Among other relics, those of Zechariah, the very ancient prophet, and of Stephen, who was
ordained deacon by the Apostles, were discovered; and it seems incumbent upon me to describe

the mode, since the discovery of each was marvelous and divine;” but he gives only the invention

of Zechariah (c. 17). The story of Stephen fails us, and would doubtless have followed immediately.

It was his purpose to narrate the story,—this story which Theophanes and Marcellinus mention and
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Lucianus wrote a book about. (f) In c. ix. 17, this is confirmed; for he says, “I shall first speak of
the relics of the prophet”; to his second he does not come. (g) The close is abrupt; one feels
instinctively that something is amiss. Hence the work, as we have it, is obviously not complete.

Did he finish it, and is the conclusion lost?

The mistake into which Gregory I. fell in ascribing to Sozomen the commendation of Theodore
of Mopsuestia, with which Theodoret really closes his history, led Baronius to maintain that we
did not have the whole of Sozomen; and others have asserted the same for reasons which are indeed
sufficient to prove that the history is unfinished, but not that anything is lost. That we have all that
Sozomen wrote is more likely, because the Tripartite History at x. 24 makes the last use of Sozomen
at viii. 25; it would surely have gone further in its dependence upon him had the later controversy
been treated of, since he had been already a chief authority. Nicephorus Callistus, Historia
Ecclesiastica, xiv. 8, gives the account of the finding of Zechariah in c. 9; the story of Stephen in
c. 10; then the story of the forty martyrs. His source beyond is Socrates, until Evagrius takes up
the thread of affairs. If Sozomen had written the more recent events parallel with Socrates,
Nicephorus would undoubtedly have followed him as before. Of Theophanes, one cannot speak so
confidently. Moreover, we cannot help asking, since we have Socrates, Theodoret, and Evagrius
complete, why should Sozomen, who was so admired an author, have suffered any loss? Now, if
we have Sozomen entire so far as he wrote, why did he stop where he did? There are no sufficient
subjective reasons to be offered. It could scarcely have been in any unfavorable criticism of his
prince, for the work seems to have been accepted by his imperial patron; and there was certainly
nothing as objectionable in Sozomen, as in Socrates or in Olympiodorus. Nor is it likely that the
unhappiness which invaded the court, the domestic jealousies, which rent its religious as well as
connubial peace, or the quarrels over Cyrus or Paulinus or Chrysaphius, in any way restrained him;
for he was beyond some, if not all of these agitations, at the time of his writing, and he had
deliberately chosen to ignore such noble personages as Anthemius, Troilus, Synesius, Aurelianus,
and Eudocia, so that we can argue little from his silence, save his manifest jealousy for Pulcheria,
and his hostility to certain more liberal tendencies developed under Eudocia. The Nestorian
controversy would have been a choice field wherein to exalt the influence of Pulcheria, as he himself
suggested. On the whole, one is constrained to believe that Sozomen died before he had completed
the record which he had proposed to himself. He must have been nearing his seventieth year when
thus suddenly arrested in his chosen study.

The Major uses made of his Work.

The major uses of him subsequently were by:

(a) Epiphanius Scholasticus, who made a translation into Latin, which Cassiodorus abbreviated,

polished, and incorporated in the Historia Tripartita."*’

1057 See preface of that work.
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(b) The deacon Liberatus, in his Historia Nestorianorum, used the Tripartita.

(c) Theophanes, in his Chronographia.

(d) Theodorus Lector in his Historia Tripartita.

(e) Nicephorus Callistus, in his Historia Ecclesiastica incorporating Theodorus’ Tripartita.

The Errors.

The errors are numerous, as already suggested by Possevin, on dogmatic grounds; Du Pin, and
more recently by Harnack, for historic reasons. They are due to the lack of a systematic chronology,
and the blind copying of his authority, especially Socrates, and occasionally to his attempts to
correct the order given by his authority.

Part III.—Bibliography.

A. Bibliography of Bibliography.

Gesner: Bibliotheca universalis. s.v. 1545.

Possevin: Appartus sacer. s.v. 1608.

Du Pin: Nouvelle bibl. d. Auteurs Eccles. Tom. iii. Pt. ii. 189-90. 1690.
Sluter: Propyleum Historie Christiane, ix. 6, p. 45. 1696.

Ittig: De bibliothecis patrum apostol. s.v. 1699—-1700.

Olearius: Bibliotheca scriptorum eccles. Tom. ii. s.v. 1711.

Fabricius: Bibliotheca Grac. Vol. vi. Lib. v. c. 4. xxxi. 1726.

Cave: Scriptorum Eccles. Hist. Literaria. p. 427. 1740.

Walch: Bibl. Theol. Tom. iii. p. 114. 1762.

De Bure: Bibliographie instructive. Nos. 4393-5. 1768.

Nodier: Bibliothéque sacrée gr.-lat. s.v. 1826.

Boose: Grundriss der Christ. Liter., § 230. 1828.

Clarke: Concise view of the succession of Sac. Lit. Vol. ii. p. 225. 1831.
Hoffmann, S.F.W.: Lexicon Bibliog. s.v. 1833-38.

Walch, J.G.: Biblioth. Patristica, ii. § 16. 2. ed. Danz. 1834.

Vossius (ed. Westermann): De Historicis Gracis, ii. 20. 1838.

Ceillier: Hist. Gen. des Auteurs Sacrés. Tom. viii. c. 39. 1858 sqq.
Alzog: Handb. d. Patrologie. 3d ed. 1876.

Nicolai: Griech. Literaturgesch. in neuer Bearbeitung. 1874-8.
Chevalier: Répertoire des sources hist. d. M.A. s.v. 1877 sqq.

Nirschl: Lehrbuch der Patrologie u Patristik. Vol. iii. c. 4, 235. 1881 sqq.
Harnack: Herzog R.E., Vol. xiv. s.v. 1884.

— —: Encycl. Br., Vol. xxii. s.v. 1887.
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Thuille: Patristisches Handbuch. 1888.

B. Texts.

I. Manuscripts.—It would indeed be a desirable work to have a uniform apparatus of the codices,
not only of Sozomen, but of all the Greek Church historians. Admirable as is Heinchen’s survey
of Eusebian mss., it is neither uniform nor complete. No editor of Sozomen from Stephen down,
has deemed it necessary to work up the detail even as well as Heinchen. Nolte evidently had the
material in hand, but the labor remains to be done. The numbers and positions of many codices
have been changed since the days of Valesius, Montfaucon, and Henelius, and it is impossible to
bring harmony out of the differences without direct inspection. It would seem as if no one had
consulted some of those mentioned by Montfaucon; e.g. in the Inventarium mss. monasterii S. Petri
Carnutensis, the title is given without number; Socratis, Sozomenis et Theodoreti historia
Ecclesiastica, vol. in fol. notat P. s@culo ix. (ii. 1246); and the two described by Henelius (a)
Socratis, Sozomenis historia ecclesiastica memb. fol. exemp. vetus., at Chartres (Fasc. i. col. 130).
(b) iv.2,Hermie Sozomeni Salaminis, historica ecclesiastice lib. ix. (Fasc. iii. ¢. 93) in the Escorial.

1. Editions of Text.— 1. The first printed text without translation was by Robert Stephen: Eusebii
Pamphili, Ecclesiastic® histori, libri x.; ejusdem de vita Constantini, libri v.; Socratis, libri vii.;
Theodoreti episc. Cyrenensis, libri v.; Collectaneorum ex historia ecclesiastica Theodori lectoris,
libri ii.; Hermiz Sozomeni, libri ix.; Evagrii, libri vi.; Greece Excud. Rob. Steph. Luteti@ Parisior.
(pridie Cal. Jul.) 1544. Fol.

AN The sole manuscript at the basis of this edition is the Codex Regius bibliothec® Parisiensis, n.
226 1437 (Nolte, 1444) Possevin (App. crit.) says: A Graca vero edito proviget ann. 1545, but this
seems a mistake.

2. The next edition of the text was accompanied with a Latin translation; Graca et Latine ex
interpretatione J. Christophorsoni et recognitione Suffredi Petri una cum variis lectionibus, J.
Christophorsoni, Jos. Scaligeri, Jac. Cuiaci, Jan. Gruteri, Jac. Bongarsii, Col. All. (Geneva) 1612.
2 vols. in fol. This was the text of Stephen with marginal notes of the above [see Hussey, Nolte].
The sources of the notes are not sure.

3. Reprint of Geneva edition: Bibliotheca magna veterum patrum et antiq. Scriptorum eccles.
primo a Margarino de la Bigne collecta. Tom. v. has Soc. and Soz. with the Latin of Christophorson
and Suff. Petrus. Colon. 1618-22.

4. The edition of Valesius, 1659-1668, with a new translation by himself. Socratis Scholastici
et Hermiz Sozomeni historia ecclesiastica. Henricus Valesius greecum textum collatismss. Codicibus
emendavit, Latine vertit, et annotationibus illustravit. Adjecta est ad calcem disputatio Archelai
Episcopi adversus Manicha&um. Parisiis, 1668. Fol. In this edition there are the preface to the reader,
explaining his sources; an essay on the life and writings of the historians; and the text is followed
by annotations. This edition is conspicuous for the number of codices, more or less accurately
collated. The Codex Fuketanus is his chief reliance; the previous annotations were used; he claims
to have made no alteration without warrant.
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5. Biblioteca Maxima Veterum Patrum M. de la Bigne, Lugd. 1677. In vol. vii. of this series;
this reproduces the Genevan edition.

6. A reprint of Valesius. Eusebii Pamph. Ep. Ca®sar. et Theodoreti, Evagrii, Socratis et Sozomeni
Historia Ecclesiastica. Gr. Lat. cum notis Valesii. 3 Tomi. Paris, 1678. Fol.

7. A reprint of Valesius. Socratis et Sozomeni historia ecclesiastica. Gr. et Lat. Paris 1686. Fol.

8. A reprint of Valesius. Historiz Ecclesiastice Eus. Pamph., Soc., Soz., Theodore ti, et Evag.
cum excerptis ex historia Philost. et Theod. Lec. Grac. et Lat. c. Annot. H. Valesii. 3 Tomi.
Moguntiz, 1677-79. Fol.

9. Another reprint of Valesius, but from the Mayence edition: Historie Ecclesiastice Eus., Soc.,
etc. Grec.-Lat. 3 Tomi. Amst. 1695. Fol.

10. Historiz ecclesiastice Scriptores Graci cum excerptis ex historia Philostorgi et Theodori
Lect. Gr. et Lat. c. interpret. H. Valesii. Amst. 1699. Fol. (Georgi.)

11. A separate edition of Socrates and Sozomen, with the usual Valesian apparatus, and the
debate of Bishop Archelaus against the Manichaans: Socratis Scholastici et Hermie Sozomeni
historia ecclesiastica grece et latine. Henricus Valesius Gracum textum collatis mss. codicibus
emendavit, Latine vertit, et Annotationibus illustravit. Adjecta est ad calcem disputatio Archelai
Episcopi adversus Manich&um. Ad novissimam editionem Parisiensem castigatissime recusa prostat
Amstelodami apud Henricum Wetstenium. 1700.

12. Valesian text as basis and apparatus, with new emendations. General title:

Eusebii Pamphili, Socratis Scholastici, Hermiz Sozomeni, Theodoreti et Evagrii, Item
Philostorgii et Theodori Lectoris qua extant historie ecclesiastice graece et latine, in tres tomos
distributee. Henricus Valesius grecum textum ex mss. codicibus emendavit, latine vertit et
Annotationibus illustravit.

Gulielmus Reading novas Elucidationes, prasertim Chronologicas, in hac Editione adjecit.
Cantabrigie, 1720.

Special title: Socratis Scholastici et Hermie Sozomeni historia ecclesiastica grace et latine.
Henricus Valesius gr&cum textum collatis mss. codicibus emendavit, latine vertit et Adnotationibus
illustravit. Adjecta est ad calcem disputatio Archelai Episcopi adversus Manich&um. Hanc Editionem
Criticis plurium Eruditorum Observationibus locupletavit Gulielmus Reading. Cantabrigie, 1720.

He restores readings of Stephen for some changes made by Valesius; uses Valesius’ own
manuscript annotations, suggestions of Lowth, Casaubon’s varie lectiones from the codex
Jonesianus, and the codex Jonesianus itself. But there is no general collation.

13. Reprint of the Reading edition. 3 vols. Auguste Taurinorum (Turin).

14. Valesian text as basis; partially new apparatus and emendations.

Sozomeni ecclesiastica historia edidit Robertus Hussey, S.T.B. Oxonii: e typographeo academico,
1860. Three volumes, two of text, and the third of annotations. The Latin version is by Valesius.

Hussey died before completing his work; the apparatus was prepared by John Barrow. Besides
other not far-reaching collations, Hussey used a codex in the Bodleian, called the codex Barrocianus
(B.), and a partial collation of codex Severniensis, which is of inferior value.
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15. Reproduction of Reading-Valesius:

Patrologie Cursus Completus.

Socratis Scholastici, Hermie Sozomeni Historia Ecclesiastica. Henricus Valesius grecum
textum collatis mss. codicibus emendavit, latine vertit notis illustravit; cujus editionem criticis
observationibus locupletavit Gul. Reading. Accurante et denuo recognoscente. J. P. Migne. Paris.
1864.

16. The English catalogue announced in August, 1874: Sozomeni Historia Ecclesiastica, edited
by Robert Hussey, vol. i., 8°, Macmillan; but it did not appear.

C. Textual Criticism.

We have here (1) the apparatus mentioned in the greater editions; (2) the marginal notes and
papers of various readings by Bishop Christophorson, Scaliger, Casaubon, Curicius, Gurterius, etc.
(3) The solitary work of Dr. Nolte, who, in 1860, wrote a recension of Hussey’s edition of Sozomen.
Theolog. Q. Schrift. 1861. iii. 417-451; as he had done for Socrates, and did later for Evagrius. He
dwells especially on the valuable readings which could be derived from the translation of Epiphanius
Scholasticus and from Nicephorus Callistus.

This shows the urgency of collation de novo, and a new edition of the text.

D. Analytical Criticism.

Besides the meagre apparatus of the editions, the following works assist in the study, although
some are not directly related.

Holzhausen, F. A. Commentatio de fontibus quibus Socrates, Sozomenus ac Theodoretus in
scribenda historia sacra usi sunt, adiuncta eorum epicrisi, scripta a Friderico Augusto Holzhausen.
Gottingz, 1825.

Rosenstein, J., in Forschung z. deutsch. Gesch. 1862, 1., 166.

Matin: de fontibus Zosimi. Dissert. Berlin, 1865.

Sudhans: de Ratione que intercedat inter Zosim et Amm. cet. relationes Dissert. Bonn, 1870.

Holden-Egger, Untersuchungen iiber einige annalist. Quellen z. Gesch. des v. u. vi. Jahrh. Neu.
Archiv. d. Gesch. f. alt. deutsch. Gesch. 1876, 1. 1.

Giildenpenning, A. Die Quellen zur Geschichte des Kaisers Theod. d. Gr. Dissert. Halle, 1878.

Giildenpenning, A., and Ifland, J.: Der Kaiser Theodiosius der Grosse. Halle, 1878. Cf. Harnack
in T.L.Z. 1879, 18.

Jeep, Ludwig. Quastiones Friderician, Dissert. 1881.

Sarrazin, J.V. De Theodoro Lectore Theophanis fonte pracipuo. Dissertatio inauguralis. Lips.
1881.

Jeep. L.: Quellenuntersuchungen zu den Griechischen Kirchenhistorikern. Bes. Abdruck aus
dem vierzehnten Supplementbande der Jahrbiicher fiir classische Philologie. Leipzig, 1884.

Giildenpenning, A.: Die Kirchengeschichte des Theodoret von Kyrrhos, eine Untersuchung
ihrer Quellen. Halle, 1889.
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The above show the sources and their interrelation.

E. Translations.

1. Latin— 1. Epiphanius Scholasticus. At the suggestion of Cassiodorus he translated Theodoret,
Socrates, and Sozomen. This version, Cassiodorus polished and selected from, for his Historia
Ecclesiastica Tripartita. (See Preface to that work.) This was frequently printed. The first edition,
Paris, s. a.; Basle 1523, and after.

2. Eusebii. Pamph. Historia Ecclesiastica c. Sozomeno et Socrate. Basle, 1544. Fol. This was
in the Stephen text. Possevin has severe criticism for Musculus (App. crit.).

3. The same: cum Eus., Soz., Theod. Lect., Evag., et Dorothei Tyri vitis Prophetarum et
Apostolorum ex ejusdem Musculi interpretatione et Theodoreti H. E. ex versione Joach. Camerarii.
Basle, 1549. Fol.

4. The same in Basle, 1557. Fol.

5. Ecclesiastice Scriptores Graci c. Interpratione lat. Jo. Christophorsoni, recogniti a Suffrido
Petro. Col. Agr. 1562. Fol.

Six books of Soz. were by J.C.; the remaining three by S.P.

6. A reprint of (5). Louv. 1569. 8vo.

7. The same with all the translators. Jo. Jacobi Gryni recognitione atque cum ejus notis. Basle,
1570. Fol.

8. The reprint of (5), according to Possevin: apud haredis Arnoldi Birckmanni. Basle, 1570.
Fol.

9. The reprint of (5), at Paris, 1571. Fol.

10. A reprint of (7). Basle, 1572. Fol.

11. The reprint of (5), Veteres Scriptores Historie Ecclesiastica Graci. Col. Agr. 1581. Fol.

12. A reprint of (7). Basle, 1587. Fol.

13. Reprint of (3). Basle, 1594. Fol.

14. A new version from new collations and improvements by Grynaus:

Eusebii Pamphili, Ruffini, Socratis, Theodoriti, Sozomeni, Theodori, Evagrii, et Dorothei
Ecclesiastica Historia, sex prope seculorum res gesta complectens: Latine iam olim a doctissimis
viris partim scripta, partim e Graco a clarissimis viris, Vuolfgango Musculo, Joachimo Camerario,
et Johanne Christophersono Britanno, eleganter conversa: et nunc ex fide Grecorum codicum sit
ut novum opus videri possit, per Joan. Jacobum Gryn&um locis obscuris innumeris illustrata, dubijs
explicata, mutilis restituta: Chronographia insuper Abrahami Bucholceri, ad Annum Epochz
Christiane 1598, et lectionis sacr@ histor® luculenta Methodo exornata. Cum continuatione in
praesentem annum 1611. Et Indicibus rerum verborumgq’: lucupletiis. Basilez, 1611. Fol.

The sources for new readings are not given.

15. Ecclesiastice Histori@ Scriptores. Latine tantum. Basle, 1612. Fol. (Georgi.)

16. A reprint of (11). Coll. All. 1612. Fol.
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17. Ecclesiastice historie Eusebii. Soc., Soz., Theodoret, Evag., Latine tantum ex Valesii
versione. Paris, 1677. Fol.

II. German.— 1. Eusebii Pamphili, Sozomeni, Socratis und Theodorets Kirchen Historie durch
Hestionem (Caspar Hedio). Strassb. 1545. Fol.

This was on the basis of the H. E. Tripartita.

2. A reprint of (1). Basle, 1607. Fol.

III. French.—1. General title: Histoire de I’Eglise. 1675.

Special title for Vol. iii.: Histoire de I’église, écrite par Sozomene. Traduite par Monsieur
Cousin, President en la cour des Monnoyes. Tome iii. 4 Paris, 1676. 4°.

2. Reprint of (1). Amst. 1686. 6 vols. in 12°.

3. There was a French version of the Tripartite by Ludovicus Cyaneus. Paris, 1568. Fol.

4. Possevin (App. Crit. s. Soc.) ascribes a translation of Socrates (including Soz.?) into French
in his day to Jacobus Billius Prunzus.

IV.English.— 1. An Abridgement of the Ecclesiastical history of Eusebius, Socrates, Sozomen,
and Theodoret, translated into English by Samuel Parker. 2 vols. London, 1707. 8°.

2. A reprint of (1). London, 1709. Fol. (?)

3. A third edition: The Ecclesiastical Histories of Eusebius, Socrates, Sozomen, and Theodorit
Faithfully Translated and Abridg’d from the Originals. Together with A brief Account of the Lives
of these Historians, and several Useful Notes and Illustrations, and a copius Index. By Mr. Parker.

The Third edition, carefully Review’d by the Author, and very much Corrected, Improv’d and
Enlarg’d. To which is now added, by a Friend, an Abridgment of the History of Evagrius
Scholasticus. The Whole chiefly design’d for Use of young Students in Divinity, and Families
Religiously disposed. London, 1729. 4°.

4. A History of the Church in nine books from a.d. 324 to a.d. 440: a new translation from the
Greek, with a memoir of the author. London, 1846. 8°.

This is in the Bagster series of the Greek Ecclesiastical Historians of the first six centuries.
1843-46.

5. A reprint of (4), Bohn’s Ecclesiastical Library.

History of the Church by Sozomen and Philostorgius. The Ecclesiastical History of Sozomen,
comprising a History of the Church, from a.d. 324 to a.d. 440. Translated from the Greek, with a
memoir of the author.

Also, the Ecclesiastical History of Philostorgius, as epitomized by Photius, Patriarch of
Constantinople. Translated by Edward Walford, Late Scholar of Balliol College, Oxford. London,
1855. 8°.

6. A reprint of (4). London, 1868. 8°.

F. Historiography.

The usual Introductions to Church Histories: on the History of Church History; particularly
Schrockh, 1. 148-9, vii, 188-90.
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Staiidlin C.F. (Hemsen). Geschichte und Literatur der Kirchengeschichte. Hannover, 1827.
Baur, J. Ch.: Die Epochen der kirchlichen Geschichtschreibung. Tiib. 1832.

Dowling, J.G.: An introduction to the critical study of Ecclesiastical History. London, 1838.
Ten Haar, B.: de Historiographie der Kerkgeschiedenis. Utrecht, 1870.

Nirschl, Jos.: Propideutik d. Kirchengeschichte. Mainz, 1888.

Ceillier and Harnack as before.

This is also a field that needs scholars.

G. Literature

[This does not pretend to be exhaustive.]

1. Biographical.

Photius: Myrobiblion: codex 30, a few lines of biography and authorship.
Sigebert of Gembloux: de scriptoribus ecclesiasticis (ed Fabricius), c. 11.
Trithemius: de Ecclesiasticis scriptoribus (ed. Fabricius), cxxxvi.
Hoffmann, Jo. Jac.: Lexicon Universale historiam sacram et profanam, etc. Tom. iv. s.v.
Moreri: le Grand Dictionnaire Historique. Tom. vi. s.v.

Zedler: Universal Lexicon. Tom. xxxviii. s.v.

Wetzer u. Welte: Lexicon. Art. Kirchengeschichte. vi.

Smith: Dict. G. R. Biog. and Myth. (Art. by J.C. Means). Vol. iii.
Michaud: Biographie Universelle. Tom. Xxxix. s.v.

Didot Freres: Nouvelle Biographie Géneral. Tom. xliv. s.v.

Glaire, J-B.: Dict. univ. des Sciences Ecclesiastiques, s.v.

Lichtenberger: Encyclopédie des Sciences Religieuses. Tom.xi. s.v.
Smith: Art. Vol. iv. Dict. Christ. Biog. Art. by William Milligan.

2. Historical.

(a) Theodorus Lector was the first to have used Sozomen for a Tripartite history, and doubtless
alluded to him (cf. Nic. Call. HE.i. 1).

Evagrius Scholasticus: H.E. i. Preface.

Epiphanius Scholasticus and Cassiodorus in the preface to H.E. Tripartita.

Gregory the Great mentions him by mistake for Theodoret in Book vii. of his letters; Ep. 34.

Nicephorus Callistus: H.E. i. 1.

Baronius: An Eccl. Vols. iii—v.,ed. 1707.

Bellarmin-Labbe: Dissertationes philologic® de Scriptoribus ecclesiasticis. Vol. ii. 371, 372.

Pagi: Critica hist. Chronol. in An Eccles. Baronii S&c. iv. 76-292.

Tillemont: Histoire des Emper. Rom. vi. 123-7; 613-4.

Du Cange: Historia Byzantina. Paris, 1680.
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Hertzberg, W.: D. Gesch. Griechenlands unter d. Herrschaft d. Romer. 3 Bde. Halle, 1866-75.
Sievers, G.R.: Studien z. Gesch. d. rom Kaiser. Berlin, 1870.
Finlay: History of Greece. Vol. i. Oxford, 1877.

(b) Holder, Alf.: Inventio sancte crucis: Actorum Cyriacus, pars i. lat. et gr. &c. Leipzig, 1889.

Nestle, Eberh.: De Sancta Cruce, ein Beitrag z. christl. Legendengeschichte. Berin, 1889.

Driseke, J.: zu Apollinarius v. Laodicea. I. zu den dogmat. Bruchst. des A. II. zur
Psalmen-Metaphrase des A. Zwth. xxxi.469-487. Die Abfassungszeit der Psalm.-Metaphr.
des Apoll. ZwTh. xxxii. 108-120.

— —Vitalios von Antiochia u. sein Glaubensbekenntniss. ZWL, 186-201, 1888.

Ihm, M.: Studia Ambrosiana. Jahrbiicher f. class. Philologie, 1889. Suppl. Bd. xvii. 1, pp. 1-124.
rec. Jiilicher, Theol. L. Z. 1889, 26.

Driseke, J.: Apollinarios’ von Laodicea Dialoge “Uber d. heil. Dreieinigkeit.” TSK 1890, 1,
pp. 137-171.

— —Des Apollinarios v. Laodicea Schrift. wider Eunomius. ZKG, xi. 1, 1889.

— —Phobadius von Agennum und seine Schrift gegen die Arianer. ZWL, 335-343; 391-407.
1889.

Batiffol, R.: Fragmente d. Kirchengesch. d. Philostorgius, Rom. Quartalschr. f. christl.
Alterthumskunde u. f. Kirchengesch. 1889, 2 and 3.

Batiffol, P.: Studia patristica. Etudes d’ancienne littérature chrétienne. Fasc. 1 (v.d., Wilpert;
rom. Quartalschrift 1890, 1; v. Funk; TQS, 1890, 2).

(c) Gelzer, H.: Sextus Julianus Africanus u. d. byzantin. Chronographie. Leipzig, 1880—1885
(ii.); rec. Hilgenfeld, ZwTh, 30, 3, 1887.

(d) De Broglie (le duc Albert): L’Eglise et I’Empire romain au IV® siécle. 3 parties. Paris,
1867-9.

Proudhon, P.J.: Césarisme et Christianisme de 1’an 45 avant J.-C.a1’an 476 apres. 2 vols. Paris,
1883.

Tozer, H.F.: The Church and the Eastern Empire. London, 1888.

Langen, Jos.: Gesch. d. Rom. Kirche bis zum Pontificate Leo’s I. Bd. i.; von Leo I. bis Nicolaus
I. Bd ii. Bonn, 1881-5.

Wolff, P.: Die mpdedpor auf d. Synode zu Nicda. ZWL. 1889, 3, pp. 137-151.

Bright, Wm.: History of the Church, a.d. 313-451. 2d edition. London, 1869.

Newman, J.H.: Arians of the Fourth Century. 3d edition. London, 1871.

— —Tracts Theological and Ecclesiastical. Nos. ii and iii. London, 1874.

Gwatkin, H.M.: Studies of Arianism chiefly referring to the character and chronology of the
reaction which followed the council of Nicaa. 1882.

— —The Arian controversy. (Epochs of Church History, Vol. 15.) New York, 1890.

Sonnino, G.: Di uno scisma in Roma a tempi di Valentiano I. Livorno, 1888.

Driseke, J.: Der Sieg d. Christenthums in Gaza. ZWL, 20—40. 1888.
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Birt, Thdr.: De fide christiana quantum Stilichonis ®tate in aula imperatoria occidentali valuerit.
Marburg, 1885.
TN Bright, Wm.: Notes on the canons of the first four general councils. London, 1882.
230 Martin, P.: Le Pseudo-Synode connu dans I’histoire sous le nom de Brigandage d’ Ephese,

étudié d’apres ses actes, retrouvés en syriaque. Paris, 1875.

Schultze, V.: Gesch. d. Untergangs d. Griech-Ro6m. Heidenthums. Bd. 1. Jena, 1887; rec.
Wissowa: Nuova Centologia, Ser. iii., Vol. xvii. Fasc. 18, 1888. Dtsche. Litztg. 1888, 44.
Gwatkin, H.M.: The Engl. hist. Rev. 1889, Jan.

Martin, J.P.P.: Les origines de 1’église d’Edesse et des églises syriennes. Paris, 1889.

Gorres, J.: D. Christenthum im Sassanidenreich. ZwTh, xxxi. 449-468.

Boissier, G.: Etudes d’histoire religieuse. Le Christianisme et 1’invasion des Barbares...le
lendemain de I’invasion. Revue des deux mondes, 1890. 1 mai, pp. 145-172.

(e) Manso: Das Leben Constantin d. Grossen. Breslau, 1817.

Burckhardt: D. Zeit Constantin’s d. Grossen. 2 Aufl. Leipzig, 1880.

Keim: D. Ubertritt Constantin’s d. Grossen z. Christenthum. Ziirich, 1862.

Zahn: Constantin d. grossse u.d. Kirche. Hannover, 1876.

Brieger: Konstantin d. Grosse als Religionspolitiker. Gotha, 1880.

Gorres, F.: Weitere Beitraege z. Gesch. d. constantinischen Zeitalters. ZwTh, xxxiii., 2, pp.
206215 1890.

Crivellucci, A.: Della fide storica di Eusebio nella vita di Constantino, 1889; rec. Schultze:
Theol. Litblt. 1889, 9-10.

Mariano, R.: Constantino Magno e la chiesa cristiana (Nuova Antologia, xxv., fasc. 10; 16
maggio, 1890, pp. 271-299).

Miicke, J.F.A.: Flavius Claudius Julianus. 2 abthl. Gotha, 1867-9.

Rendall, G.H.: The Emperor Julian; Paganism and Christianity. London, 1879.

Neumann, K.J.: Prolegomena zu Juliani imperatoris librorum contra Christianos qua supersunt.
Lips. 1880.

— —, — —: Juliani Imperatoris Librorum contra Christianos que& supersunt. Leipzig, 1880.

— —, — —: Kaiser Julians Biicher gegen d. Christen. Leipzig, 1880.

King. C.W.: Julian, the emeror; containing Greg. Nazianzen’s two invectives, and Libanius’
Monody with Julian’s extant theosoph. works. London, 1888.

Zoeckler, O.: Julianus u.s. christl. Gegner. B.G. 41-48, 101-113. 1888.

Schwarz: De vita et de scriptis Juliani Imperatoris. Bonn, 1888; rec. Neumann: TLz, 1889, 5.

Largajolli, D., e Pietro Parisio: Nuovi studi intorno a Guiliano imperatori. Torino, 1889. (Estr.
della Riv. di filol. e d’istruz. class. xvii. 7-9.)

Stuffken, J.M.: Diss. de Theodosii Magni in rem christianam meritis. Lugd., Bat., 1828.

Giildenpenning, A., Ifland, J.: D. Kaiser Theodosius d. Gr. Ein Beitrag zur v m Kaisergeschichte.
Halle, 1878.
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Richter, H.: D. Westrom. Reich besonders unter den Kaisern Gratian, Valentianian II., und
Maximus. Berlin, 1865.

Giildenpenning, A.: Gesch. d. ostrom. Reiches unter den Kaisern Arcadius u. Theod. II. Halle,
1885.

(f) Pallmann: D. Gesch. d. Volkerwanderung v. d. Gothenbekehrung bis z. Tode Alarichs n.d.
Quellen dargestellt. 1. T1. Gotha, 1863. 2. T1. Weimar, 1864.

Wietersheim, Ed. v.: Gesch. d. Volkerwanderung. 2 Aufl. bes. v. F. Dahn. Leipzig, 1880.

Kiipke, Rud.: Deutsche Forschungen, Die Anfinge des Konigtums bei den Gothen. Berlin,
1859.

Aschbach: Gesch. d. Westgothen. Frankfurt, 1827.

Mannert: Gesch. d. Vandalen. Leipzig, 1785.

Papencordt, Fel.: Gesch. der vandal., Herrschaft in Africa. Berlin, 1837.

Procop.: Vandalenkrieg iibers, v. Coste. Leipzig, 1885.

Schmidt, L.: Aelteste Gesch d. Vandalen. Beitrag. z. Volkerwanderung. Leipzig, 1888.

Klemm: Attila u. Waltter v. Aquitanien nach d. Geschichte, Sage u. Legende dargestellt. Leipzig,
1827.

Haage: Gesch. Attila’s. Prgr. Celle, 1862.

Thierry: Histoire d’Attila et de ses successeurs. Paris, 5 éd. 2 vols., 1874.

Dahn. F.: D. Konige d. Germanen. Wiirzburg, 1861-70.

Arnold, W.: Deutsche Geschichte. Gotha, 1881-3.

(g) Hertzberg, W.: Gesch. Griechenlands seit d. Absterben d. antiken Lebens (in Heeren u.
Ukert 40, iii). Gotha, 1879.

Walter, Ferd.: Gesch. d. rom. Rechts bis auf Justinian. 2 Tle. 3 Aufl. Bonn, 1860.

Kriiger, Gust.: Monophysitische Streitigkeiten im Zusammenhange mit der Reichspolitik.Jena,
1884.

AN Brother Azarias: Aristotle and the Christian Church. London, 1888.
231 Boissier, G.: Etudes d’hist. rel. V. L’affaire de ’autel de la Victoire. Rd. m. Juli, 61-90 1888.

Schick, C.: D. Stephanskirche der Kaiserin Eudokia bei Jerusalem, 1888. Z. d. Dtsch.
Palaestina-Ver. xi. 3-4.

Seeck, O.: Quastiones de notitia dignitatum. Inaug. Diss. Berlin, 1873.

— —, ——: Notitia dignitatum, accedunt notitia urbis Constantinopolitane et laterculi
provinciarum. Berlin, 1876.

Hudemann. E.E.: Gesch. d. réom. Postwesens wihrend d. Kaiserzeit. (Calvary’s philol. u. archaol.
Bibl. Bd. 32.) Berlin 1875.

Ledra, A.: Des Publicains et des sociétés vectigalium. Paris, 1876.

Matthiass, Bernh.: D. rom. Grundsteuer u. d. Vectigalrecht. Erlangen, 1882.

Seeck, O.: Die Zeitfolge d. Gesetze Constantius. Z.f. Rechtsgeschichte, romanist. Abthl. x. 2,
3,1-44; 177-251.
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(h) Amélineau, E.: Hist. de S. Pakhome et de ses communautés (Annales de musée Guiniet. T.
17). (v.J.Réville a Revue de I'hist. des religions. 1890, janv.-févr.)

Barbier, P.: Vie de S. Athanase. Tours, 1888; rec. Martinor: Etudes relig., philos., hist., et litt.,
1889, févr.; Piolin, P.: Revue des questions hist. 1889, avril.

Reynolds, H.R.: Athanasius, his Life and Work. (Church History Series.) London, 1889.

Martin, C.: Life of St. Jerome. London, Paul, 1888.

Eirainer, C.: Der hl. Ephrdm d. Syrer. Kempten, 1889. (Rec.: Janetschek, Stud. u. Mitthlgn. aus
d. Benedictiner u. Cistercienser Orden, x. Bd. i. 2, 1889; L. Atzberger, Liter. Rundschau f.
d. kathol. Deutschland, 1890, 6).

Lamy, T.J.: Etudes de patrologie orientale. Saint Ephrem. L’ Université Catholique NST, iii. 3,
mars, 1890. pp. 321-349; iv. 6, juin, pp. 161-190.

Wiatz, G.: Ub. d. Leben u. d. Lehre des Ulfila. Hannover, 1840.

Bessel, W.: Ueb d. Leben des Ulfilas u.d. Beckehrung der Gothen z. Christenthum. Gott. 1860.

Scott, C.A.A.: Ulfilas, Apostle of the Goths. London 1885.

Forster, Th.: Ambrosius, Bischof v. Mailand. Eine Darstellg. seines Lebens u. Werkens. Halle,
1884.

Ludwig, F: Der heil. Joh. Chrysostomos in seinem Veriltniss zum byzantinischem Hof.
Braunsberg, 1883.

Hansen: De vita Aetii. Dissert. Dorpat. 1840.

Richter: de Stilichone et Rufino. Dissert. Hala, 1860.

Volkmann: Synesius v. Kyrene. Berlin, 1869.

Gregorovius, F.: Athenais, Gesch. e. byzantin, Kaiserin. 2 Aufl. Leipzig, 1882.

Part IV.—Conclusion.

The original translation, with its many excellences, seems to belong to an earlier school. It is
free both in enlargement and in compression; words at times, and occasionally clauses, are inverted.
The editor felt the difficulty of recasting such a flowing style; yet, in spite of the resulting infelicity,
he felt constrained to make every possible correction, and these have been very numerous and
extended in caption and text.

Sozomen uniformly describes the ancient heathen cult, of whatever form it might be, as
Hellenism, and its followers, Hellenists. It seemed advisable to retain the rendering “paganism,”
which the first translator used toward the middle and the end of his work, although he had not been
uniform in the beginning; any other translation would cause a constant confusion between nationality
and religion.

In order to give a better impression of the author and text, the spelling of the proper names
indicated by the text has been adhered to; the orthography “Novatus” is not a real exception. Where
the spelling of a proper name in the caption differs from that of the text, the differences of origin
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between the two must be borne in mind. To the Pseudo-Nicephorus are due the headings; these
variations have been preserved purposely.

The notes have been for the greater part limited to the sources, previous or contemporary. It

has not been deemed necessary to load the text with references to the literature, ancient or modern,

AN sufficiently indicated in the Bibliography. It is just for the editor to say, that while the literature is

230 not unfamiliar to him, he does not believe in the modern German method of annotation and allusion

to every book under the sun, to the grave impediment of individual study. Similarly, the dictionaries

show the biography and archaology in a better form than can be compressed into a note. Nor did

the editor think it best to introduce into the translation any technical discussion as to the errors of

Sozomen.

AN Prefatory Remarks, by Valesius,
233
concerning the

Life and Writings of Sozomen.

Hermias Sozomen practiced the law at Constantinople, at the same time with Socrates. His
ancestors were not mean; they were originally natives of Palestine, being inhabitants of a village
near Gaza, called Bethelia. This village was very populous in times past, and had most stately and
ancient churches. But the most glorious structure of them all was the Pantheon, situated on an
artificial hill, which was the tower as it were of Bethelia, as Sozomen relates in chap. xv. of his
fifth book. The grandfather of Hermias Sozomen was born in that village, and first converted to
the Christian faith by Hilarion the monk. For when Alaphion, an inhabitant of the same village,
was possessed with a devil, and the Jews and physicians, attempting to cure him, could do him no
good by their enchantments, Hilarion, by a bare invocation of the name of God, cast out the devil.
Sozomen’s grandfather, and Alaphion himself, amazed at this miracle, with their whole families
embraced the Christian religion. The grandfather of Sozomen was eminent for his expositions of
the Sacred Scriptures, being a person endowed with a polite wit, and an acuteness of understanding;
and besides, he was well skilled in literature. Therefore he was highly esteemed by the Christians
inhabiting Gaza, Ascalon, and the places adjacent, as being useful and necessary for the propagating
of religion, and could easily unloose the knots of the Sacred Scriptures. But Alaphion’s descendants
excelled others in their sanctity of life, in kindness to the indigent, and in other virtues; and they
were the first that built churches and monasteries there, as Sozomen says in the passage above
cited, where he also adds, that some holy persons of Alaphion’s family were surviving even in his
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own days, with whom he himself conversed when very young, and concerning whom he promises
to speak more afterwards. Most probably he means Salamanes, Phusco, Malchio, and Crispio,
brothers, concerning whom he speaks in chap. xxxii. of his sixth book. For he there says that these
brethren, instructed in the monastic discipline by Hilarion, were, during the empire of Valens,
eminent in the monasteries of Palestine; that they lived near Bethelia, a village in the country of
the Gazites, and were descendants of a noble family in those parts. He mentions the same persons
in the fifteenth chapter of book viii., where he says that Crispio was Epiphanius’s archdeacon. It
is evident, therefore, that the brothers were of Alaphion’s family. Alaphion, too, was related to
Sozomen’s grandfather, as we may conjecture; first, because the grandfather of Sozomen is said
to have been converted (together with his whole family) to the Christian religion, upon account of
Alaphion’s wonderful cure, whom Hilarion had healed by calling on the name of Almighty God.
Secondly, this conjecture is confirmed by what Sozomen relates, viz., that when he was very young,
he conversed familiarly with the aged monks that were of Alaphion’s family. And, lastly, from the
fact that Sozomen took his name from those persons who were either the sons or grandchildren of
Alaphion. For he was called Salamanes Hermias Sozomenus (as Photius declares in his Bibliotheca),
from the name of that Salamanes who, as we observed before, was the brother of Phusco, Malchio,
and Crispio. Wherefore Nicephorus, and others, are mistaken in supposing that Sozomen had the
surname of Salaminius because he was born at Salamis, a city of Cyprus. But we have before shown
from Sozomen’s own testimony, that he was not born in Cyprus, but in Palestine. For his grandfather
was not only a Palestinian, as is above said, but Sozomen himself was also educated in Palestine,
in the bosom (so to say) of those monks who were of Alaphion’s family. From this education
Sozomen seems to have imbibed that most ardent love of a monastic life and discipline, which he
declares in so many places of his history. Hence it is, that in his books he is not content to relate
who were the fathers and founders of monastic philosophy; but he also carefully relates their
successors and disciples, who followed this way of life both in Egypt, Syria, and Palestine, and
also in Pontus, Armenia, and Osdroéna. Hence also it is, that in the twelfth chapter of the first book
of his history, he has proposed to be read (in the beginning as it were) that gorgeous account of the
monastic philosophy. For he supposed that he should have been ungrateful, had he not after this
manner at least made a return of thanks to those in whose familiarity he had lived, and from whom,
when he was a youth, he had received such eminent examples of a good conversation, as he himself
intimates, in the opening of his first book. It is inferred that Sozomen was educated at Gaza, not
AN only from the passage above mentioned, but also from chap. xxviii. of his seventh book, where
234 Sozomen says that he himself had seen Zeno, bishop of Majuma, for this Majuma is a sea-port
belonging to the Gazites. Although Zeno was nearly a hundred years old, he was never absent from
the morning and evening hymns, unless sickness detained him. After this Sozomen applied himself
to the profession of the law. He was a student of the civil law at Berytus, a city of Pheenicia, not
far distant from his own country, where there was a famous school of civil law. But he practiced
the law at Constantinople, as himself asserts, book ii. chap. iii. And yet he seems not to have been
very much employed in pleading of causes; for at the same time that he was an advocate in
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Constantinople, he wrote his Ecclesiastical History; as may be concluded from his own words in
the last-mentioned passage. Before he wrote his nine books of Ecclesiastical History, Sozomen
composed a Breviary of Ecclesiastical Affairs, from our Saviour’s ascension to the deposition of
Licinius. This work was comprised in two books, as himself bears witness in the opening of his
first book; but these two books are now lost.

In the composure of his History, Sozomen has made use of a style neither too low nor too high,
but one between both, as is most agreeable to a writer of ecclesiastical affairs. Photius prefers
Sozomen’s style to that of Socrates, and we agree with him in his criticism. But though Sozomen
is superior in the elegance of his expression, yet Socrates excels him in judgment. For Socrates
judges incomparably well, both of men, and also of ecclesiastical business and affairs; and there
is nothing in his works but what is grave and serious, nothing that can be expunged as superfluous.
But on the contrary, some passages occur in Sozomen that are trivial and childish. Of this sort is
his digression in his first book concerning the building of the city Hemona, and concerning the
Argonauts, who carried the ship Argo on their shoulders some furlongs, and also his description
of Daphne without the walls of the city Antioch, in chap. xix. of his sixth book; to which we must
add that observation of his, concerning the beauty of the body, where he treats of that virgin at
whose house the blessed Athanasius was concealed a long while. Lastly, his ninth book contains
little else besides warlike events, which ought to have no place in an Ecclesiastical History.
Sozomen’s style, however, is not without its faults. For the periods of his sentences are only joined
together by the particles 3¢ and t€, than which there is nothing more troublesome. Should any one
attentively read the epistle in which Sozomen dedicates his work to Theodosius junior, he will find
it true that Sozomen was no great orator.

It remains, that we inquire which of these two authors, Socrates or Sozomen, wrote first, and
which of them borrowed, or rather stole, from the other. Certainly, since both of them wrote almost
the same things of the same transactions, inasmuch as they both began at the same beginning, and
concluded their history at the same point (both beginning from the reign of Constantine, and ending
at the seventeenth consulate of Theodosius junior), it must needs be true, that one of them robbed
the other’s desk. This sort of theft was committed by many of the Grecian writers, as Porphyry
testifies, Eusebius’ Preparatio Evangelica, bk. x. But which was the plagiary, Socrates or Sozomen,
it is hard to say, in regard both of them lived in the same times, and both wrote their history in the
empire of Theodosius junior. Therefore, in the disquisition of this question, we must make use of
conjecture. So Porphyry in the above-mentioned book, since it was uncertain whether Hyperides
had stolen from Demosthenes, or Demosthenes from Hyperides, because both had lived in the same
time, decided to use conjecture. Let us therefore see upon which of them falls the suspicion of theft.
Indeed, this is my sentiment, I suppose that the inferior does frequently steal from the superior, and
the junior from the senior. But Sozomen is in my judgment far inferior to Socrates; and he betook
himself to writing his history when he was younger than Socrates. For he wrote it whilst he was
yet an advocate, as I observed before. Now, the profession of the advocates amongst the Romans
was not perpetual, but temporary. Lastly, he that adds something to the other, and sometimes amends

384



NPNF (V2-02) Socrates Scholasticus

the other, seems to have written last. But Sozomen now and then adds some passages to Socrates,
and in some places dissents from him, as Photius has observed, and we have hinted in our
annotations. Sozomen therefore seems to have written last. And this is the opinion of almost all
modern writers, who place Socrates before Sozomen. So Bellarmine in his book “De Scriptoribus
Ecclesiasticis”; who is followed by Miraus, Labb®us, and Vossius. Amongst the ancients,
Cassiodorus, Photius, and Nicephorus name Socrates in the first place. Although Cassiodorus is
found to have varied; for in the preface of the Tripartite History, he inverts the order, and names
Theodoret first, ranks Sozomen in the second place, and refers to Socrates as the last. So also
Theodorus Lector recounts them in his epistle which he prefixed to his Tripartite History. Thus far
concerning Sozomen.

AN Memoir of Sozomen.
235

Little more than cursory allusions to Sozomen occur in the works of contemporary writers; and
the materials for a memoir of his life are therefore at best but few and scanty. We should, in fact,
be destitute of almost all knowledge as to his birth, education, mode of life, and private history,
had not some information on these points been furnished by himself. In the work before us, the
only one which has caused his name to be handed down to posterity, he draws aside the curtain
which would otherwise have concealed his origin and parentage, and makes known to us a portion
of his family history. He tells us (book v. chap. xv.) that his grandfather was a native of Palestine,
and of Pagan parentage; that he, with all his family, was converted to Christianity on witnessing a
miracle wrought by St. Hilarion; and that, being possessed of great mental endowments, he afterwards
became eminently useful to the men of Gaza and Ascalon, by his extraordinary power in expounding
the most obscure passages of Holy Writ.

Our author himself seems to have been born about the beginning of the fifth century. He tells
us that in his youth some of the founders of monasticism in Palestine were still living, although
they had reached a very advanced period of life, and that he had enjoyed opportunities of intercourse
with them. To this circumstance may probably be attributed the tone of reverential admiration in
which Sozomen invariably speaks of the ascetic inhabitants of the desert.

The education of Sozomen was conducted with a view to the legal profession; and he studied
for some years at Berytus, then noted for its school of law. He afterwards established himself at
Constantinople, and, it has been conjectured, held some office at the court of Theodosius the
Younger. He is reputed to have possessed some skill in the law, but it is certain that he never attained
any eminence in his profession. It is only in the character of an historian that he has rendered himself
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conspicuous. His first work was an abridgment of Ecclesiastical History, from the ascension of our
Lord to the deposition of Licinius (a.d. 324), but this is not extant. The work before us seems to
have been commenced about the year 443. It embraces a period of 117 years; namely, from a.d.
323 to a.d. 439. It is generally admitted to have suffered many alterations and mutilations; and this
may, in some measure, serve to account for the frequent inaccuracies in point both of narrative and
of chronology which pervade the nine books of which it is composed. It is evident, from the very
abrupt termination of this history, that it is but a fragmentary portion of a larger work. The precise
object of Sozomen in undertaking to write this history is not apparent, as exactly the same ground
had previously been gone over by Socrates, if we except the ninth book of the former, which is
almost entirely devoted to the political history of the times. The learned Photius prefers the style
of Sozomen to that of Socrates; yet Sozomen frequently evinces great deficiency in point of
judgment, and on many occasions enlarges upon details which are altogether omitted by Socrates,
as unworthy of the dignity of Ecclesiastical History. To us, there is manifest advantage in possessing
these separate chronicles of the same events. Facts which might perhaps have been doubted, if not
rejected, had they rested upon the sole authority of a single writer, are admitted as unquestionable
when authenticated by the combined testimony of Socrates, of Sozomen, and of Theodoret. And,
indeed, the very discrepancies which, on several minor points, are discernible in the histories of
these writers, are not without their use, inasmuch as they tend to the removal of all suspicion of
connivance or collusion.

. Address to the Emperor Theodosius by Salaminius Hermias
- Sozomen, and Proposal for an Ecclesiastical History.

The popular saying is, that the former emperors were zealous about some useful matter or other;
such as were fond of ornaments, cared for the royal purple, the crown, and the like; those who were
studious of letters, composed some mythical work or treatise capable of fascinating its readers;
those who were practiced in war, sought to send the weapon straight to the mark, to hit wild beasts,
to hurl the spear, or to leap upon the horse. Every one who was devoted to a craft which was pleasing
to the rulers announced himself at the palace. One brings a precious stone not easily susceptible of
polish; another undertakes to prepare a more brilliant color than the purple robe; one dedicates a
poem or treatise; another introduces an expert and strange fashion of armor.

It is considered the greatest and a regal thing for the ruler of the whole people to possess, at
least, one of the homely virtues; but no such great estimate has been made of piety, which is, after
all, the true ornament of the empire. Thou, however, O most powerful Emperor Theodosius, hast
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in a word, by God’s help, cultivated every virtue. Girt with the purple robe and crown, a symbol
of thy dignity to onlookers, thou wearest within always that true ornament of sovereignty, piety
and philanthropy. Whence it happens that poets and writers, and the greater part of thy officers as
well as the rest of thy subjects, concern themselves on every occasion with thee and thy deeds. And
when thou presidest as ruler of contests and judge of discourses, thou art not robbed of thy accuracy
by any artificial sound and form, but thou awardest the prize sincerely, observing whether the
diction is suitable to the design of the composition; so also with respect to the form of words,
divisions, order, unity, phraseology, construction, arguments, thought, and narrative. Thou
recompensest the speakers with thy favorable judgment and applause, as well as with golden images,
erection of statues, gifts, and every kind of honor. Thou showest greater personal favor toward the
speakers than the ancient Cretans did toward the much-sung Homer; or the Alevada did to
Simonides; or Dionysius, the tyrant of Sicily to Plato, the companion of Socrates; or Philip the
Macedonian, to Theopompus the historian; or the Emperor Severus to Oppianus, who related in
verse the kinds, nature, and catching of fish. For after the Cretans had rewarded Homer with a
thousand nummi, they inscribed the amount of the gift on a public column as if to boast of their
excessive munificence. The Alevade, Dionysius, and Philip were not more reserved than the
Cretans, who boasted of their modest and philosophical government, but quickly imitated their
column, so that they might not be inferior in their donative. But when Severus bestowed upon
Oppianus a golden gift for each line of his moderate verse, he so astonished everybody with his
liberality, that the poems of Oppianus are popularly called golden words to this day. Such were the
donations of former lovers of learning and discourses. But thou, O Emperor, surpassest any of the
ancients in thy liberality to letters, and thou seemest to me to do this not unreasonably. For while
thou strivest to conquer all by thy virtues, thou dost also conduct thine own affairs successfully,
according to thy thorough knowledge of the story of those ancient affairs, so prosperously directed
AN by the Greeks and Romans. Rumor says that during the day, thou takest military and bodily exercise,
237 and arrangest affairs of state by giving judicial decisions, and by making note of what is necessary,
and by observation, both in public and private, of the things which ought to be done; and at night
that thou busiest thyself with books. It is a saying, that there serves thee for the study of these works,
a lamp which causes the oil to flow automatically into the wick, by means of some mechanism, so
that not one of the servants in the palace should be compelled to be taxed with thy labors, and to
do violence to nature by fighting against sleep. Thus thou art humane and gentle, both to those
near, and to all, since thou dost imitate the Heavenly King who is thy pattern; in that He loves to
send rain, and causes the sun to rise on the just and unjust, as well as to furnish other blessings
ungrudgingly. As is natural, I hear also that by thy various learning, thou art no less familiar with
the nature of stones, and the virtues of roots, and forces of remedies, than Solomon, the wisest son
of David; while thou excellest him in virtue; for Solomon became the slave of his pleasures, and
did not preserve to the end, that piety which had been for him the source of prosperity and wisdom.
But thou, most powerful Emperor, because thou settest thy restraining reason in array against levity,
art not only an autocrat of men, but also of the passions of soul and body, as one would naturally

387


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf202/Page_237.html

NPNF (V2-02) Socrates Scholasticus

suppose. And this, too, ought to be remarked: I understand that thou dost conquer the desire for all
food and drink; neither the sweeter figs, to speak poetically, nor any other kind of fruit in its season,
can take thee prisoner, except the little that thou dost touch and taste, after thou hast returned thanks
to the Maker of all things. Thou art wont to vanquish thirst, stifling heat, and cold by thy daily
exercise, so that thou seemest to have self-control as a second nature. Lately, as is well known,
thou wast anxious to visit the city of Heraclea in Pontus, and to restore it, prostrated by time, and
thou tookest the way in the summer season through Bithynia. When the sun about midday was very
fiery, one of the body-guard saw thee, heated with much sweat and clouds of dust, and, as if to do
thee a favor, he anticipatingly offered to thee a bowl which reflected brilliantly the rays of the sun;
he poured in some sweet drink, and added cold water thereto. But thou, most powerful Emperor,
didst receive it, and didst praise the man for his good will, and thou didst make it obvious that thou
wouldst soon reward him for his well-wrought deed with royal munificence. But when all the
soldiers were wondering with open mouth at the dish, and were counting him blessed who should
drink, thou, O noble Emperor, didst return the drink to him and didst command him to use it in
whatever way he pleased. So that it seems to me that Alexander, the son of Philip, was surpassed
by thy virtue; of whom it is reputed by his admirers, that while he, with the Macedonians, was
passing through a waterless place, an anxious soldier found water, drew it, and offered it to
Alexander; he would not drink it, but poured out the draught. Therefore, in a word, it is appropriate
to call thee, according to Homer, more regal than the kings who preceded thee; for we have heard
of some who acquired nothing worthy of admiration, and others who adorned their reign with
scarcely one or two deeds. But thou, O most powerful Emperor, hast gathered together all the
virtues, and hast excelled every one in piety, philanthropy, courage, prudence, justice, munificence,
and a magnanimity befitting royal dignity. And every age will boast of thy rule as alone unstained
and pure from murder, beyond all governments that ever existed. Thou teachest thy subjects to
pursue serious things with pleasure, so that they show zeal for thee and public affairs, with good
will and respect. So that for all these reasons, it has appeared to me, as a writer of Ecclesiastical
History, necessary to address myself to thee. For to whom can I do this more appropriately, since
I am about to relate the virtue of many devoted men, and the events of the Catholic Church; and
since her conflicts with so many enemies lead me to thy threshhold and that of thy fathers? Come
thou, who knowest all things and possessest every virtue, especially that piety, which the Divine
Word says is the beginning of wisdom, receive from me this writing, and marshal its facts and
purify it by thy labors, out of thy accurate knowledge, whether by addition or elimination. For
whatever course may seem pleasing to thee, that will be wholly advantageous and brilliant for the
AN readers, nor shall any one put a hand to it after thine approval. My history begins with the third
1058

238 consulate of the Casars, Crispus and Constantine, and stretches to thy seventeenth consulship.

I deemed it proper to divide the whole work into nine parts: the first and second books will embrace
the ecclesiastical affairs under Constantine; the third and fourth, those under his sons; the fifth and

1058 This marks the proposed limits, a.d. 323 to a.d. 439, but he did not carry the narrative further than a.d. 425.
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sixth, those under Julian, the cousin of the sons of the great Constantine, and Jovian, and, further,
of Valentinian and Valens; the seventh and eighth books, O most powerful Emperor, will open up
the affairs under the brothers Gratian and Valentinian, until the proclamation of Theodosius, thy
divine grandfather, as far as thy celebrated father Arcadius, together with thy uncle, the most pious
and godly Honorius, received the paternal government and shared in the regulation of the Roman
world; the ninth book I have devoted to thy Christ-loving and most innocent majesty, which may
God always preserve in unbroken good will, triumphing greatly over enemies, and having all things
under thy feet and transmitting the holy empire to thy sons’ sons with the approbation of Christ,
through whom and with whom, be glory to God, and the Father, with the Holy Spirit forever. Amen.

AN THE

239

ECCLESIASTICAL HISTORY,
OF

SALAMINIUS HERMIAS SOZOMENUS.

Book 1.

Chapter 1.—The Preface of the Book, in which he investigates the History of the Jewish Nation;
Mention of those who began such a Work; how and from what Sources he collected his History;
how he was intent upon the Truth, and what other Details the History will contain.

My mind has been often exercised in inquiring how it is that other men are very ready to believe
in God the Word, while the Jews are so incredulous, although it was to them that instruction
concerning the things of God was, from the beginning, imparted by the prophets, who likewise
made them acquainted with the events attendant upon the coming of Christ, before they came to
pass.'® Besides, Abraham, the founder of their nation and of the circumcision, was accounted

1059 Cf.Eus.H.E.i.4.
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worthy to be an eye-witness, and the host of the Son of God."”® And Isaac, his son, was honored
as the type of the sacrifice on the cross, for he was led bound to the altar by his father and, as
accurate students of the sacred Scriptures affirm, the sufferings of Christ came to pass in like
manner. Jacob predicted that the expectation of the nations would be for Christ, as it now is; and
he likewise foretold the time in which he came, when he said “the rulers of the Hebrews of the tribe
of Judah, the tribal leader, shall fail.”!%¢!

This clearly referred to the reign of Herod, who was an Idumean, on his father’s side, and on
his mother’s, an Arabian, and the Jewish nation was delivered to him by the Roman senate and
Augustus Cesar. And of the rest of the prophets some declared beforehand the birth of Christ, His
ineffable conception, the mother remaining a virgin after His birth, His people, and country.'*
Some predicted His divine and marvelous deeds, while others foretold His sufferings, His resurrection
from the dead, His ascension into the heavens, and the event accompanying each. But if any be
ignorant of these facts it is not difficult to know them by reading the sacred books. Josephus, the
son of Matthias, also who was a priest, and was most distinguished among Jews and Romans, may
be regarded as a noteworthy witness to the truth concerning Christ'*® ; for he hesitates to call Him
a man since He wrought marvelous works, and was a teacher of truthful doctrines, but openly calls
him Christ; that He was condemned to the death of the cross, and appeared alive again the third
day. Nor was Josephus ignorant of numberless other wonderful predictions uttered beforehand by
the holy prophets concerning Christ. He further testifies that Christ brought over many to Himself
both Greeks and Jews, who continued to love Him, and that the people named after Him had not
become extinct. It appears to me that in narrating these things, he all but proclaims that Christ, by
comparison of works, is God. As if struck by the miracle, he ran, somehow, a middle course,
assailing in no way those who believed in Jesus, but rather agreeing with them.

When I consider this matter it seems reasonably remarkable to me, that the Hebrews did not
anticipate, and, before the rest of men, immediately turn to Christianity; for though the Sibyl and
some oracles announced beforehand the future of events concerning Christ we are not on this

AN account to attribute unbelief to all the Greeks. For they were few, who, appearing superior in
240 education, could understand such prophecies, which were, for the most part, in verse, and were
declared with more recondite words to the people. Therefore in my judgment, it was the result of

the heavenly preknowledge, for the sake of the agreement in future events, that the coming facts

were to be made known, not only by his own prophets, but in part also by strangers. Just as a

1060 Cf. Gen. xviii.
1061 Cf. Gen. xlix. 10.
1062 Isa. vii. 14, foretells that “a virgin shall conceive and bear a son”; but he does not declare, in words, the perpetual virginity

of the mother of God. The Roman Catholic Church, however, infers the doctrine from certain types in the Old Testament: such
as that of “the bush which burnt with fire, and was not consumed” (Ex. iii. 2).

1063 See Joseph. Antig. xviii. 33; xx. 9, 1.
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musician, under pressure of a strange melody, may treat the superfluous tones of the chords lightly
with his plectrum, or add others to those already existing.

Having now shown that the Hebrews, although in the possession of numerous and more distinct
prophecies concerning the coming of Christ, were less willing than the Greeks to embrace the faith
that is in Him, let what has been said on the subject suffice. Yet let it by no means be hence accounted
contrary to reason that the church should have been mainly built up by the conversion of other
nations; for in the first place, it is evident that, in divine and great affairs, God delights to bring to
pass changes in a marvelous manner; and then, be it remembered, it was by the exercise of no
common virtues that those who, at the very beginning, were at the head of religious affairs,
maintained their influence. If they did not, indeed, possess a language sharpened for expression or
for beauty of diction, nor the power of convincing their hearers by means of phrases or mathematical
demonstrations, yet they did not the less accomplish the work they had undertaken. They gave up
their property, neglected their kindred, were stretched upon a cross, and as if endowed with bodies
not their own, suffered many and excruciating tortures; neither seduced by the adulation of the
people and rulers of any city, nor terrified by their menaces, they clearly evidenced by their conduct,
that they were supported in the struggle by the hope of a high reward. So that they, in fact needed
not to resort to verbal arguments; for without any effort on their part, their very deeds constrained
the inhabitants of every house and of every city to give credit to their testimony, even before they
knew wherein it consisted.

Since then so divine and marvelous a change has taken place in the circumstances of men, that
ancient cults and national laws have fallen into contempt; since many of the most celebrated writers
among the Greeks have tasked their powers of eloquence in describing the Calydonian boar, the
bull of Marathon and other similar prodigies, which have really occurred in countries or cities, or
have a mystic origin, why should not I rise above myself, and write a history of the Church? For I
am persuaded that, as the topic is not the achievements of men, it may appear almost incredible
that such a history should be written by me; but, with God, nothing is impossible.

I at first felt strongly inclined to trace the course of events from the very commencement; but
on reflecting that similar records of the past up to their own time had been compiled by those wisest

1064

of men, Clemens'*** and Hegesippus, successors of the apostles, by Africanus the historian, and by

Eusebius, surnamed Pamphilus,'*

a man intimately acquainted with the sacred Scriptures and the
writings of the Greek poets and historians, I merely draw up an epitome in two books of all that is
recorded to have happened to the churches, from the ascension of Christ to the deposition of

Licinius.' Now, however, by the help of God, I will endeavor to relate the subsequent events as

well.

1064 More probably Clemens Alexandrinus than, as Valesius suggests, Clemens Romanus.
1065 See the Life of Eusebius, prefixed to his Eccles. Hist. in this series.

1066 These books are not now extant.
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I shall record the transactions with which I have been connected, and also those concerning
which I have heard from persons who knew or saw the affairs in our own day or before our own
generation. But I have sought for records of events of earlier date, amongst the established laws
appertaining to religion, amongst the proceedings of the synods of the period, amongst the
innovations that arose, and in the epistles of kings and priests. Some of these documents are preserved
in palaces and churches, and others are dispersed and in the possession of the learned. I thought
frequently of transcribing the whole, but on further reflection I deemed it better, on account of the
mass of the documents, to give merely a brief synopsis of their contents; yet whenever controverted
topics are introduced, I will readily transcribe freely from any work that may tend to the elucidation
of truth. If any one who is ignorant of past events should conclude my history to be false, because
he meets with conflicting statements in other writings, let him know that since the dogmas of Arius
and other more recent hypotheses have been broached, the rulers of the churches, differing in
opinion among themselves, have transmitted in writing their own peculiar views, for the benefit of
their respective followers; and further, be it remembered, these rulers convened councils and issued
what decrees they pleased, often condemning unheard those whose creed was dissimilar to their
own, and striving to their utmost to induce the reigning prince and nobles of the time to side with
them. Intent upon maintaining the orthodoxy of their own dogmas, the partisans of each sect
respectively formed a collection of such epistles as favored their own heresy, omitting all documents

AN of a contrary tendency. Such are the obstacles by which we are beset in our endeavors to arrive at
241 a conclusion on this subject! Still, as it is requisite, in order to maintain historical accuracy, to pay
the strictest attention to the means of eliciting truth, I felt myself bound to examine all writings of

this class according to my ability.

Let not an impertinent or malignant spirit be imputed to me, for having dwelt upon the disputes
of ecclesiastics among themselves, concerning the primacy and the pre-eminence of their own
heresy. In the first place, as I have already said, an historian ought to regard everything as secondary
in importance to truth; moreover, the doctrine of the Catholic Church is shown to be especially the
most genuine, since it has been tested frequently by the plots of opposing thinkers; yet, the disposal
of the lot being of God, the Catholic Church has maintained its own ascendancy, has reassumed
its own power, and has led all the churches and the people to the reception of its own truth.

I have had to deliberate whether I ought to confine myself to the recital of events connected
with the Church under the Roman government; but it seemed more advisable to include, as far as
possible, the record of transactions relative to religion among the Persians and barbarians. Nor is
it foreign to ecclesiastical history to introduce in this work an account of those who were the fathers
and originators of what is denominated monachism, and of their immediate successors, whose
celebrity is well known to us either by observation or report. For I would neither be considered
ungracious'®’ towards them, nor willing to consign their virtue to oblivion, nor yet be thought

ignorant of their history; but I would wish to leave behind me such a record of their manner of life

1067 It is scarcely fair with Valesius to infer from this passage that Sozomen was a monk himself.
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that others, led by their example, might attain to a blessed and happy end. As the work proceeds,
these subjects shall be noted as far as possible.

Invoking the help and propitiousness of God, I now proceed to the narration of events; the
present history shall have its beginning from this point.

Chapter II.— Of the Bishops of the Large Towns in the Reign of Constantine; and how, from fear
of Licinius, Christianity was professed cautiously in the East as far as Libya, while in the West,
through the Favor of Constantine, it was professed with Freedom.

During the consulate of Constantine Ca@sar and Crispus Casar, Silvester governed the Church
of Rome; Alexander, that of Alexandria; and Macarius, that of Jerusalem. Not one, since Romanus %%
had been appointed over the Church of Antioch on the Orontes; for the persecution it appears, had
prevented the ceremony of ordination from taking place. The bishops assembled at Nicaa not long
after were, however, so sensible of the purity of the life and doctrines of Eustathius, that they
adjudged him worthy to fill the apostolic see; although he was then bishop of the neighboring
Bercea, they translated him to Antioch.'*®

The Christians of the East, as far as Libya on the borders of Egypt, did not dare to meet openly
as a church; for Licinius had withdrawn his favor from them; but the Christians of the West, the
Greeks, the Macedonians, and the Illyrians, met for worship in safety through the protection of
Constantine, who was then at the head of the Roman Empire.""

Chapter IlIl.— By the Vision of the Cross, and by the Appearance of Christ, Constantine is led to
embrace Christianity.— He receives Religious Instruction from our Brethren.

We have been informed that Constantine was led to honor the Christian religion by the
concurrence of several different events, particularly by the appearance of a sign from heaven.

When he first formed the resolution of entering into a war against Maxentius, he was beset with
doubts as to the means of carrying on his military operations, and as to the quarter whence he could

1068 Who this Romanus was is uncertain, as his name does not occur in the catalogue of bishops of Antioch, according to
Hieronymus’ edition of the Chronicon, nor in Nicephorus. In one index at the end of a codex of Eusebius’ History, in Florence,
his name occurs as the twenty-second, in order, and between Philagonius and Eustathius. Theodoret,H. E. 1. 3, gives the succession
Vitalis, Philagonius.

1099 Cf. Soc.i.23,24.

100 For a narrative of the treatment of the Christians by Licinius, and the war between Constantine and Licinius on their

account, see Soc. i. 3, 4.
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look for assistance. In the midst of his perplexity, he saw, in a vision, the sight of the cross'"”!
shining in heaven. He was amazed at the spectacle, but some holy angels who were standing by,
exclaimed, “Oh, Constantine! by this symbol, conquer!” And it is said that Christ himself appeared
to him, and showed him the symbol of the cross, and commanded him to construct one like unto
it, and to retain it as his help in battle, as it would insure the victory.

Eusebius, surnamed Pamphilus,'”’* affirms that he heard the emperor declare with an oath, as
the sun was on the point of inclining about the middle of the day, he and the soldiers who were
with him saw in heaven the trophy of the cross composed of light, and encircled by the following

AN words: “By this sign, conquer.”

242 This vision met him by the way, when he was perplexed as to whither he should lead his army.
While he was reflecting on what this could mean, night came; and when he fell asleep, Christ
appeared'””® with the sign which he had seen in heaven, and commanded him to construct a
representation of the symbol, and to use it as his help in hostile encounters. There was nothing
further to be elucidated; for the emperor clearly apprehended the necessity of serving God.

At daybreak,'”’ he called together the priests of Christ, and questioned them concerning their
doctrines. They opened the sacred Scriptures, and expounded the truths relative to Christ, and
showed him from the prophets, how the signs which had been predicted, had been fulfilled. The
sign which had appeared to him was the symbol, they said, of the victory over hell; for Christ came
among men, was stretched upon the cross, died, and returned to life the third day. On this account,
they said, there was hope that at the close of the present dispensation, there would be a general
resurrection of the dead, and entrance upon immortality, when those who had led a good life would
receive accordingly, and those who had done evil would be punished. Yet, continued they, the
means of salvation and of purification from sin are provided; namely, for the uninitiated’” initiation
according to the canons of the church; and for the initiated, abstinence from renewed sin. But as
few, even among holy men, are capable of complying with this latter condition, another method of
purification is set forth, namely, repentance; for God, in his love towards man, bestows forgiveness
on those who have fallen into sin, on their repentance, and the confirmation of their repentance by
good works.

Chapter IV.— Constantine commands the Sign of the Cross to be carried before him in Battle; an
Extraordinary Narrative about the Bearers of the Sign of the Cross.

1071 With this chapter, cf. the parallel account in Soc. i. 2.

072 Cf.Eus. V. C.i. 28.

1073 Cf.Eus. V.C.1.29.

1074 id.i.32.

1075 That is, for the unbaptized and catechumens; the baptized were called the “initiated” (ol uepvnuévot ).
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The emperor, amazed at the prophecies concerning Christ which were expounded to him by
the priests, sent for some skillful artisans, and commanded them to remodel the standard called by
the Romans Labarum,'”’ to convert it into a representation of the cross, and to adorn it with gold
and precious stones. This warlike trophy was valued beyond all others; for it was always wont to
be carried before the emperor, and was worshiped by the soldiery. I think that Constantine changed
the most honorable symbol of the Roman power into the sign of Christ, chiefly that by the habit of
having it always in view, and of worshiping it, the soldiers might be induced to abandon their
ancient forms of superstition, and to recognize the true God, whom the emperor worshiped, as their
leader and their help in battle; for this symbol was always borne in front of his own troops, and
was, at the command of the emperor, carried among the phalanxes in the thickest of the fight by
an illustrious band of spearmen, of whom each one in turn took the standard upon his shoulders,
and paraded it through the ranks. It is said that on one occasion, on an unexpected movement of
the hostile forces, the man who held the standard in terror, placed it in the hands of another, and
secretly fled from the battle. When he got beyond the reach of the enemy’s weapons, he suddenly
received a wound and fell, while the man who had stood by the divine symbol remained unhurt,
although many weapons were aimed at him; for the missiles of the enemy, marvelously directed
by divine agency, lighted upon the standard, and the bearer thereof, although in the midst of danger,
was preserved.

It 1s also asserted that no soldier who bore this standard in battle ever fell, through any dark
calamity, such as is wont to happen to the soldiery in war, or was wounded, or taken prisoner.

Chapter V.— Refutation of the Assertion that Constantine became a Christian in consequence of
the Murder of his son Crispus.

I am aware that it is reported by the pagans that Constantine, after slaying some of his nearest
relations, and particularly after assenting to the murder of his own son Crispus, repented of his evil
deeds, and inquired of Sopater,'”’”’ the philosopher, who was then master of the school of Plotinus,
concerning the means of purification from guilt. The philosopher—so the story goes —replied that
such moral defilement could admit of no purification. The emperor was grieved at this repulse, but
happening to meet with some bishops who told him that he would be cleansed from sin, on repentance
and on submitting to baptism, he was delighted with their representations, and admired their
doctrines, and became a Christian, and led his subjects to the same faith. It appears to me that this

1076 Eus. V.C.1.30,31.
1077 Or Sosipater of Apamea. Cf. Eunap. V. S. (Edesius).
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1078

story was the invention of persons who desired to vilify the Christian religion. Crispus,'””® on whose

account, it is said, Constantine required purification, did not die till the twentieth year of his father’s
N reign; he held the second place in the empire and bore the name of C&sar and many laws, framed
243 with his sanction in favor of Christianity, are still extant. That this was the case can be proved by
referring to the dates affixed to these laws, and to the lists of the legislators. It does not appear
likely that Sopater had any intercourse with Constantine whose government was then centered in
the regions near the ocean and the Rhine; for his dispute with Maxentius, the governor of Italy, had
created so much dissension in the Roman dominions, that it was then no easy matter to dwell in
Gaul, in Britain, or in the neighboring countries, in which it is universally admitted Constantine
embraced the religion of the Christians, previous to his war with Maxentius, and prior to his return
to Rome and Italy: and this is evidenced by the dates of the laws which he enacted in favor of
religion. But even granting that Sopater chanced to meet the emperor, or that he had epistolary
correspondence with him, it cannot be imagined the philosopher was ignorant that Hercules, the
son of Alcmena, obtained purification at Athens by the celebration of the mysteries of Ceres after
the murder of his children, and of Iphitus, his guest and friend. That the Greeks held that purification
from guilt of this nature could be obtained, is obvious from the instance I have just alleged, and he

is a false calumniator who represents that Sopater taught the contrary.
I cannot admit the possibility of the philosopher’s having been ignorant of these facts; for he

was at that period esteemed the most learned man in Greece.

Chapter VI.—The Father of Constantine allows the Name of Christ to be Extended; Constantine
the Great prepared it to Penetrate Everywhere.

Under the government of Constantine the churches flourished and increased in numbers daily,
since they were honored by the good deeds of a benevolent and well-disposed emperor, and otherwise
God preserved them from the persecutions and harassments which they had previously encountered.
When the churches were suffering from persecution in other parts of the world, Constantius alone,
the father of Constantine, accorded the Christians the right of worshiping God without fear. I know
of an extraordinary thing done by him, which is worthy of being recorded. He wished to test the
fidelity of certain Christians, excellent and good men, who were attached to his palaces. He called
them all together, and told them that if they would sacrifice to idols as well as serve God, they
should remain in his service and retain their appointments; but that if they refused compliance with
his wishes, they should be sent from the palaces, and should scarcely escape his vengeance. When
difference of judgment had divided them into two parties, separating those who consented to abandon

1078 The earlier church historians, except Philost. H. E. ii. 4, are silent as to the cause of his death, while the pagan authorities

speak freely, but variously; later Christian writers take their statements from the pagans. Cf. Eutrop. Brev. hist. Rom.x. 6.
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their religion from those who preferred the honor of God to their present welfare, the emperor
determined upon retaining those who had adhered to their faith as his friends and counselors; but
he turned away from the others, whom he regarded as unmanly and impostors, and sent them from
his presence, judging that they who had so readily betrayed their God could never be true to their
king. Hence it is probable that while Constantius was alive, it did not seem contrary to the laws for
the inhabitants of the countries beyond Italy to profess Christianity, that is to say, in Gaul, in Britain,
or in the region of the Pyrenean mountains as far as the Western Ocean. When Constantine succeeded
to the same government, the affairs of the churches became still more brilliant; for when Maxentius,
the son of Herculius, was slain, his share also devolved upon Constantine; and the nations who
dwelt by the river Tiber and the Eridanus, which the natives call Padus, those who dwelt by the
Aquilis, whither, it is said, the Argo was dragged, and the inhabitants of the coasts of the Tyrrhenian
sea were permitted the exercise of their religion without molestation.

When the Argonauts fled from Zetes, they returned homewards by a different route, crossed
the sea of Scythia, sailed through some of the rivers there, and so gained the shores of Italy, where
they passed the winter and built a city, which they called Emona. The following summer, with the
assistance of the people of the country, they dragged the Argo, by means of machinery, the distance
of four hundred stadia, and so reached the Aquilis, a river which falls into the Eridanus: the Eridanus
itself falls into the Italian sea.

After the battle of Cibalis'” the Dardanians and the Macedonians, the inhabitants of the banks
of the Ister, of Hellas, and the whole nation of Illyria, became subject to Constantine.

Chapter VII.— Concerning the Dispute between Constantine and Licinius his Brother-In-Law about
the Christians, and how Licinius was conquered by Force and put to Death.

After this reverse, Licinius,'”® who had previously respected the Christians, changed his opinion,
and ill-treated many of the priests who lived under his government; he also persecuted a multitude
AN of other persons, but especially the soldiers. He was deeply incensed against the Christians on
244 account of his disagreement with Constantine, and thought to wound him by their sufferings for
religion, and besides, he suspected that the churches were praying and zealous that Constantine
alone should enjoy the sovereign rule. In addition to all this, when on the eve of another battle with
Constantine, Licinius, as was wont to be done, made a forecast of the expected war, by sacrifices

and oracles, and, deceived by promises of conquest, he returned to the religion of the pagans.

109 One of the battles in which Licinius was routed by Constantine, a.d. 314. Eutrop. Brev. hist. Rom. x. 5.

1080 Cf. Soc. i. 3, 4, and especially various parts of Eus. V. C.
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The pagans themselves, too, relate that about this period he consulted the oracle of Apollo
Didymus at Miletus, and received an answer concerning the result of the war from the demon,

couched in the following verses of Homer:'*®!

“Much, old man, do the youths distress thee, warring against thee!
Feeble thy strength has become, but thy old age yet shall be hardy.”

From many facts it has often appeared to me that the teaching of the Christians is supported,
and its advancement secured, by the providence of God; and not least from what then occurred; for
at the very moment that Licinius was about to persecute all the churches under him, the war in
Bithynia broke out, which ended in a war between him and Constantine, and in which Constantine
was so strengthened by Divine assistance that he was victorious over his enemies by land and by
sea. On the destruction of his fleet and army, Licinius threw himself into Nicomedia, and resided
for some time at Thessalonica as a private individual, and was eventually killed there. Such was
the end of one who, at the beginning of his reign, had distinguished himself in war and in peace,
and who had been honored by receiving the sister of Constantine in marriage.

Chapter VIII.— List of the Benefits which Constantine conferred in the Freedom of the Christians
and Building of Churches; and other Deeds for the Public Welfare.

As soon as the sole government of the Roman empire was vested in Constantine, he issued a
public decree'® commanding all his subjects in the East to honor the Christian religion, carefully
to worship the Divine Being, and to recognize that only as Divine which is also essentially so, and
which has the power that endures for ever and ever: for he delights to give all good things
ungrudgingly to those who zealously embrace the truth; he meets their undertakings with the best
hopes, while misfortunes, whether in peace or in war, whether in public or in private life, befall
transgressors. Constantine then added, but without vain boasting, that, God having accounted him
as a fitting servant, worthy to reign, he had been led from the British sea to the Eastern provinces
in order that the Christian religion might be extended, and that those who, on account of the worship
of God had remained steadfast in confessions or martyrdoms, might be advanced to public honors.
After making these statements, he entered upon a myriad other details by which he thought his
subjects might be drawn to religion. He decreed that all acts and judgments passed by the persecutors
of the church against Christianity should be revoked; and commanded that all those who, on account
of their confession of Christ, had been sent to banishment—either to the isles or elsewhere, contrary

1081 Iliad,viii. 102.
1082 ypdupa dnudotov. The decree is given at full length in Eus. V. C. ii. 24-42; and the other legislative chapters of Bks. ii.
and iv. Cf. Eus. H. E. x. 5-7; Soc. i. 18.
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to their own inclination—and all those who had been condemned to labor in the mines, the public
works, the harems, the linen factories, or had been enrolled as public functionaries, should be
restored to liberty. He removed the stigma of dishonor from those upon whom it had been cast, and
permitted those who had been deprived of high appointments in the army, either to reassume their
former place, or with an honorable discharge, to enjoy a liberal ease according to their own choice;
and when he had recalled all to the enjoyment of their former liberties and customary honors, he
likewise restored their possessions. In the case of those who had been slain, and whose property
had been confiscated, he enacted that the inheritance should be transferred to the next of kin, or,
in default of heirs, to the church belonging to the locality where the estate was situated; and when
the inheritance had passed into other hands, and had become either private or national property, he
commanded it to be restored. He likewise promised to resort to the fittest and best possible
arrangements when the property had been purchased by the exchequer, or had been received
therefrom by gift. These measures, as it had been said, having been enacted by the emperor, and
ratified by law, were forthwith carried into execution. Christians were thus placed in almost all the
principal posts of the Roman government; the worship of false gods was universally prohibited;
and the arts of divination, the dedication of statues, and the celebration of pagan festivals were
interdicted. Many of the most ancient customs observed in the cities fell into disuse: and among
the Egyptians the measure used to indicate the increase of the waters of the Nile was no longer
borne into pagan temples, but into churches. The spectacle of gladiators was then prohibited among
AN the Romans; and the custom which prevailed among the Pheenicians of Lebanon and Heliopolis of
245 prostituting virgins before marriage, who were accustomed to cohabit in lawful marriage after the
first trial of an illicit intercourse, was abolished. Of the houses of prayer, the emperor repaired some
which were of sufficient magnitude; others were brilliantly restored by additional length and breadth,
and he erected new edifices in places where no building of the kind had existed previously. He
furnished the requisite supplies from the imperial treasury, and wrote to the bishops of the cities
and the governors of the provinces, desiring them to contribute whatever might be wished, and
enjoining submission and zealous obedience to the priests.

The prosperity of religion kept pace with the increased prosperity of the empire. After the war
with Licinius, the emperor was successful in battle against foreign nations; he conquered the
Sarmatians and the people called Goths, and concluded an advantageous treaty with them. These
people dwelt upon the Ister; and as they were very warlike, and always ready in arms both by the
multitude and magnitude of their bodies, they kept the other tribes of barbarians in awe, and found
antagonists in the Romans alone. It is said that, during this war, Constantine perceived clearly, by
means of signs and dreams, that the special protection of Divine Providence had been extended to
him. Hence when he had vanquished all those who rose up in battle against him he evinced his
thankfulness to Christ by zealous attention to the concerns of religion, and exhorted the governors
to recognize the one true faith and way of salvation. He enacted that part of the funds levied from
tributary countries should be forwarded by the various cities to the bishops and clergy, wherever
they might be domiciled, and commanded that the law enjoining this gift should be a statute forever.

399


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf202/Page_245.html

NPNF (V2-02) Socrates Scholasticus

In order to accustom the soldiers to worship God as he did, he had their weapons marked with the
symbol of the cross, and he erected a house of prayer in the palace. When he engaged in war, he
caused a tent to be borne before him, constructed in the shape of a church, so that in case he or his
army might be led into the desert, they might have a sacred edifice in which to praise and worship
God, and participate in the mysteries.'”® Priests and deacons followed the tent, who fulfilled the
orders about these matters, according to the law of the church. From that period the Roman legions,
which now were called by their number, provided each its own tent, with attendant priests and
deacons. He also enjoined the observance of the day termed the Lord’s day,'*®* which the Jews call
the first day of the week, and which the pagans dedicate to the sun, as likewise the day before the
seventh, and commanded that no judicial or other business should be transacted on those days, but
that God should be served with prayers and supplications. He honored the Lord’s day, because on
it Christ arose from the dead, and the day above mentioned, because on it he was crucified. He
regarded the cross with peculiar reverence, on account both of the power which it conveyed to him
in the battles against his enemies, and also of the divine manner in which the symbol had appeared
to him. He took away by law the crucifixion customary among the Romans, from the usage of the
courts. He commanded that this divine symbol should always be inscribed and stamped whenever
coins and images should be struck, and his images, which exist in this very form, still testify to this
order. And indeed he strove in everything, particularly in the enactment of laws, to serve God. It
appears, too, that he prohibited many flagitious and licentious connections,'®® which till that period
had not been forbidden; as one, who cares about it, may see at a glance from these few instances
what the laws were, which he established about these points; it appears to me unreasonable now
to treat them exhaustively. I consider it necessary, however, to mention the laws enacted for the
honor and consolidation of religion, as they constitute a considerable portion of ecclesiastical
history. I shall therefore proceed to the recital.

Chapter IX.— Constantine enacts a Law in favor of Celibates and of the Clergy.

There was an ancient Roman law, by which those who were unmarried at the age of twenty-five
were not admitted to the same privileges as the married;'®® amongst other clauses in this law, it
was specified that those who were not the very nearest kinsmen could gain nothing from a will;
and also, that those who were childless were to be deprived of half of any property that might be
bequeathed to them. The object of this ancient Roman law was to increase the population of Rome

1083 Muotnpiwv , that is to say, the sacraments of the church.

1084 Eus. V. C.iv. 18, 19.

1085 He probably alludes to the law of Constantine, “de raptu virginum vel viduarum.” See Codex Theodos. ix. 24.
1086 The Lex Papia Poppa. For its origin under Augustus, see Tacit. Ann. iii. 25; Eus. V. C. iv. 26.
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and the subject people, which had been much reduced in numbers by the civil wars, not a long
while before this law. The emperor, perceiving that this enactment militated against the interests
of those who continued in a state of celibacy and remained childless for the sake of God, and
deeming it absurd to attempt the multiplication of the human species by the care and zeal of man
AN (since nature always receiving increase or decrease according to the fiat from on high), made a law
246 enjoining that the unmarried and childless should have the same advantages as the married. He
even bestowed peculiar privileges on those who embraced a life of continence and virginity, and
permitted them, contrary to the usage which prevailed throughout the Roman empire, to make a
will before they attained the age of puberty; for he believed that those who devoted themselves to
the service of God and the cultivation of philosophy would, in all cases, judge aright. For a similar
reason the ancient Romans permitted the vestal virgins to make a will as soon as they attained the
age of six years. That was the greatest proof of the superior reverence for religion. Constantine
exempted the clergy everywhere from taxation, and permitted litigants to appeal to the decision of
the bishops if they preferred them to the state rulers.'®” He enacted that their decree should be valid,
and as far superior to that of other judges as if pronounced by the emperor himself; that the governors
and subordinate military officers should see to the execution of these decrees: and that the definitions

made by synods should be irreversible.

Having arrived at this point of my history, it would not be right to omit all mention of the laws
passed in favor of those individuals in the churches who had received their freedom. Owing to the
strictness of the laws and the unwillingness of masters, there were many difficulties in the way of
the acquisition of this better freedom; that is to say, of the freedom of the city of Rome. Constantine
therefore made three laws, enacting that all those individuals in the churches, whose freedom should
be attested by the priests, should receive the freedom of Rome.'*®

The records of these pious regulations are still extant, it having been the custom to engrave on
tablets all laws relating to manumission. Such were the enactments of Constantine; in everything
he sought to promote the honor of religion; and religion was valued, not only for its own sake, but
also on account of the virtue of those who then participated in it.

Chapter X.— Concerning the Great Confessors who survived.

Since the persecution had recently ceased, many excellent Christians, and many of the confessors
who had survived, adorned the churches: among these were Hosius,'” bishop of Cordova;

1087 Constantine makes mention of this law in his Epistle to the bishops of Numidia, in Baronius, A. E. a.d. 316; n. Ixiv.; Eus.
H.E.x.7;Cod. Theod. i. 27, de episcopali definitione, 1; xvi. 2, de episcopes ecclesiis et clericis, 2.
1088 Cod. Theod. iv. 7, de manumissionibus inecclesia, 1.

1089 For a further account of Hosius, cf. Soc.i. 7, 13;ii. 20,29, 31; iii. 7.
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Amphion,'* bishop of Epiphania in Cilicia; Maximus, who succeeded Macarius in the church of
Jerusalem; and Paphnutius,'®' an Egyptian. It is said by this latter God wrought many miracles,
controlling demons, and giving him grace to heal divers kinds of sickness. This Paphnutius, and
Maximus, whom we just mentioned, were among the number of confessors whom Maximinus
condemned to work in the mines, after having deprived them of the right eye, and the use of the
left leg.

Chapter XI.— Account of St. Spyridon: His Modesty and Steadfastness.

Spyridon,'*? bishop of Trimythun in Cyprus, flourished at this period. To show his virtues, I
think the fame which still prevails about him suffices. The wonderful works which he wrought by
Divine assistance are, it appears, generally known by those who dwell in the same region. I shall
not conceal the facts which have come to me.

He was a peasant, was married, and had children; yet was not, on this account, deficient in
spiritual attainments. It is related that one night some wicked men entered his sheepfold, and were
in the act of stealing his sheep, when they were suddenly bound, and yet no one bound them. The
next day, when he went to the fold, he found them fettered, and released them from their invisible
bonds; but he censured them for having preferred to steal what it was lawful for them to win and
take, and also for making such a great exertion by night: yet he felt compassion towards them, and,
desirous of affording them instruction, so as to induce them to lead a better life, he said to them,
“Go, and take this ram with you; for you are wearied with watching, and it is not just that your
labor should be so blamed, that you should return empty-handed from my sheepfold.” This action
is well worthy admiration, but not less so is that which I shall now relate. An individual confided
a deposit to the care of his daughter, who was a virgin, and was named Irene. For greater security,
she buried it; and it so happened that she died soon after, without mentioning the circumstance to
any one. The person to whom the deposit belonged came to ask for it. Spyridon knew not what
answer to give him, so he searched the whole house for it; but not being able to find it, the man

AN wept, tore his hair, and seemed ready to expire. Spyridon, moved with pity, went to the grave, and
247 called the girl by name; and when she answered, he inquired about the deposit. After obtaining the
information desired, he returned, found the treasure in the place that had been signified to him, and

100 Amphion and Lespus are mentioned as bishops of Cilicia in Athan. Ep. ad Episc. A£g. et Lib.; another Amphion occurs
in Athan. Ap. cont. Arian, 7, as bishop in Nicomedia.

1091 Ruf.H.E.i.4; Soc.i.8, 11; Theodoret, H. E.1.7.

1092 Ruf. H. E.1i. 5; Soc.i. 8, 12. Ruf. gives the first two stories; Soc. copies and gives credit; Soz. appends three more, and
gives credit to himself only throughout. Ruf. had already said, “sed et multa alia ejus feruntur gesta mirabilia, qua etiam nunc

ore omnium celebrantur.”
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gave it to the owner. As I have entered upon this subject, it may not be amiss to add this incident
also.

It was a custom with this Spyridon to give a certain portion of his fruits to the poor, and to lend
another portion to those who wished it as a gratuity; but neither in giving nor taking back did he
ever himself distribute or receive: he merely pointed out the storehouse, and told those who resorted
to him to take as much as they needed, or to restore what they had borrowed. A certain man who
had borrowed in this way, came as though he were about to return it, and when as usual he was
directed to replace his loan in the storehouse, he saw an opportunity for an injustice; imagining that
the matter would be concealed, he did not liquidate the debt, but fraudulently pretending to have
discharged his obligation, he went away as though he had made the return. This, however, could
not be long concealed. After some time the man came back again to borrow, and was sent to the
storehouse, with permission to measure out for himself as much as he required. Finding the
storehouse empty, he went to acquaint Spyridon, and this latter said to him, “I wonder, O man, how
it is that you alone have found the storehouse empty and unsupplied with the articles you require:
reflect whether you have restored the first loan, since you are in need a second time: were it
otherwise, what you seek would not be lacking. Go, trust, and you will find.” The man felt the
reproof and acknowledged his error. The firmness and the accuracy in the administration of
ecclesiastical affairs on the part of this divine man are worthy of admiration. It is said that on one
occasion thereafter, the bishops of Cyprus met to consult on some particular emergency. Spyridon
was present, as likewise Triphyllius,'™* bishop of the Ledri, a man otherwise eloquent, who on
account of practicing the law, had lived alone while at Berytus.'®*

When an assembly had convened, having been requested to address the people, Triphyllius had
occasion, in the middle of his discourse, to quote the text, “Take up thy bed and walk,”'* and he

substituted the word “couch” (okiunouvg), for the word “bed” (kpapPatog ). Spyridon was indignant,
and exclaimed, “Art thou greater than he who uttered the word ‘bed,’ that thou art ashamed to use
his words?” When he had said this, he turned from the throne of the priest, and looked towards the
people; by this act he taught them to keep the man who is proud of eloquence within bounds and
he was fit to make such a rebuke; for he was reverenced and most illustrious for his works: at the
same time he was the superior of that presbyter in age and in the priesthood.

The reception which Spyridon gave to strangers will appear from the following incident. In the
quadragesima, it happened that a traveler came upon a journey to visit him on one of those days in
which it was his custom to keep a continuous fast with his household,'”® and on the day appointed

109 This Triphyllius is mentioned by Hieron. de vir. illust. i. 92, as the author of a commentary on the Song of Solomon,
which his biographer had read; and of many other works which had not come into his hands.

104 Berytus in Pheenicia was celebrated for its school of law, in which, among others, Gregory Thaumaturgus is said to have
studied. Biographers, imitating Valesius, have imagined that Sozomen studied there.

1095 Matt. ix. 6.

1096 Tfi¢ Tedoapakootiic evotdong. While it was Lent and probably Holy Week. See Tertull. de Pat. 13, and de Jejun. 14.
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for tasting food, he would remain without nourishment to mid-day. Perceiving that the stranger
was much fatigued, Spyridon said to his daughter, “Come, wash his feet and set meat before him.”
The virgin replying that there was neither bread nor barley-food in the house, for it would have
been superfluous to provide such things at the time of the fast, Spyridon first prayed and asked
forgiveness, and bade her to cook some salt pork which chanced to be in the house. When it was
prepared, he sat down to table with the stranger, partook of the meat, and told him to follow his
example. But the stranger declining, under the plea of being a Christian, he said to him, “It is for
that very reason that you ought not to decline partaking of the meat; for the Divine word shows
that to the pure all things are pure.”'®” Such are the details which I had to relate concerning Spyridon.

Chapter XII.— On the Organization of the Monks: its Origin and Founders.

Those who at this period had embraced monasticism'® were not the least in manifesting the
church as most illustrious, and evidencing the truth of their doctrines by their virtuous line of
conduct. Indeed, the most useful thing that has been received by man from God is their philosophy !
They neglect many branches of mathematics and the technicalities of dialectics, becausethey regard

AN such studies as superfluous, and as a useless expenditure of time, seeing that they contribute nothing
248 towards correct living. They apply themselves exclusively to the cultivation of natural and useful
science, in order that they may mitigate, if not eradicate, evil. They invariably refrain from accounting

any action or principle as good, which occupies a middle place between virtue and vice, for they
delight only in what is good. They regard every man as wicked, who, though he abstain from evil,

does not do good. For they do not demonstrate virtue by argument, but practice it, and count as
nothing the glory current among men. They manfully subjugate the passions of the soul, yielding
neither to the necessities of nature, nor succumbing to the weakness of the body. Having possessed

the power of the Divine mind, they always look away to the Creator of the whole, night and day
worshiping him, and appeasing him by prayers and supplications. By purity of soul and by a life

of good works they entered without guilt upon religious observances, and despised purification,
lustral vessels, and such ceremonials; for they think that sins alone are blemishes. They are greater

than the external casualties to which we are liable, and hold, as it were, all things under their control:

and are not therefore diverted from the path they have selected by the disasters or the necessity
which sway the life. They are not distressed when insulted, nor do they defend themselves when

1097 Tit. i. 15.

1098 On the origin and growth of the monastic system, see Soc. iv. 23, and cf. Gibbon, Decl. & Fall, ch. 37, and Bingham’s
Christian Antig. Bk. vii.; articles in Herz. R. E. Bk. iv.; D. C. A. Vol. ii.; Ad Harnack: Das Monchthum, seine Ideale und seine
Geschichte.

1099 The verb @ihoco@elv is constantly used by the early Christian historians to signify the practice of asceticism.
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suffering from malice; nor do they lose heart when pressed by sickness or lack of necessaries but
rather rejoice in such trials and endure them with patience and meekness. They inure themselves
through the whole of life to be content with little, and approximate as nearly to God as is possible
to human nature. They regard the present life as a journey only, and are not therefore solicitous
about acquiring wealth, nor do they provide for the present beyond urgent necessities. They admire
the beauty and simplicity of nature, but their hope is placed in heaven and the blessedness of the
future. Wholly absorbed in the worship of God, they revolted from obscene language; and as they
had banished evil practices, so they would not allow such things to be even named. They limited,
as far as possible, the demands of nature, and compelled the body to be satisfied with moderate
supplies. They overcame intemperance by temperance, injustice by justice, and falsehood by truth,
and attained the happy medium in all things. They dwelt in harmony and fellowship with their
neighbors. They provided for their friends and strangers, imparted to those who were in want,
according to their need, and comforted the afflicted. As they were diligent in all things, and zealous
in seeking the supreme good, their instructions, though clothed in modesty and prudence, and devoid
of vain and meritricious eloquence, possessed power, like sovereign medicines, in healing the moral
diseases of their audience; they spoke, too, with fear and reverence, and eschewed all strife, raillery,
and anger. Indeed, it is but reasonable to suppress all irrational emotions, and to subdue carnal and
natural passions. Elias the prophet and John the Baptist were the authors, as some say, of this
sublime philosophy. Philo the Pythagorean''® relates, that in his time the most virtuous of the
Hebrews assembled from all parts of the world, and settled in a tract of country situated on a hill
near Lake Mareotis, for the purpose of living as philosophers. He describes their dwellings, their
regimen, and their customs, as similar to those which we now meet with among the monks of Egypt.
He says that from the moment they began to apply themselves to the study of philosophy, they gave
up their property to their relatives, relinquished business and society, and dwelt outside of walls,
in fields and in gardens. They had also, he informs us, sacred edifices which were called monasteries,
in which they dwelt apart and alone, occupied in celebrating the holy mysteries, and in worshiping
God sedulously with psalms and hymns. They never tasted food before sunset, and some only took
food every third day, or even at longer intervals. Finally, he says, that on certain days they lay on
the ground and abstained from wine and the flesh of animals; that their food was bread, salt, and
hyssop, and their drink, water; and that there were women among them who had lived as virgins
to old age, who, for the love of philosophy, and from their voluntary judgment, practiced celibacy.
In this narrative, Philo seems to describe''”! certain Jews who had embraced Christianity, and yet
retained the customs of their nation; for no vestiges of this manner of life are to be found elsewhere:
and hence I conclude that this philosophy flourished in Egypt from this period. Others, however,

1100 Valesius would prefer to read “The Platonist.”
1101 Cf.Eus. H. E. ii. 17, where he attributes to the Christians what is said by Philo concerning the Therapeutz, as these

ascetics were called.
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assert that this mode of life originated from the persecutions for the sake of religion, which arose
from time to time, and by which many were compelled to flee to the mountains and deserts and
forests, and they became used to this kind of living.

Chapter XIII.—About Antony the Great and St. Paul the Simple.

Whether the Egyptians or others are to be regarded as the founders of this philosophys, it is

AN universally admitted that Antony,'** the great monk, developed this course of life, by morals and
249 befitting exercises, to the summit of exactness and perfection. His fame was so widely spread
throughout the deserts of Egypt, that the emperor Constantine, for the reputation of the man’s virtue,
sought his friendship, honored him with correspondence, and urged him to write about what he
might need. He was an Egyptian by race, and belonged to an illustrious family of Coma, which
was situated near the Heraclea which is on the Egyptian borders.""” He was but a youth when he
lost his parents; he bestowed his paternal inheritance upon his fellow-villagers, sold the rest of his
possessions and distributed the proceeds among the needy; for he was aware that philosophy does
not merely consist in the relinquishment of property, but in the proper distribution of it. He obtained
the acquaintance of the devoted men of his time, and emulated the virtues of all. Believing that the
practice of goodness would become delightful by habit, though arduous at the outset, he reflected
on more intense methods of asceticism, and day by day he augmented it by self-control just as if
he were always recommencing his undertaking. He subdued the voluptuousness of the body by
labor, and restrained the passions of the soul by the aid of the Divine wisdom. His food was bread
and salt, his drink water, and he never broke his fast till after sunset. He often remained two or
more days without eating. He watched, so to speak, throughout the night, and continued in prayer
till daybreak. If at any time he indulged in sleep, it was but for a little while on a short mat; but
generally the bare earth was his couch. He rejected the practice of anointing with oil, and the use
of baths and of similar luxuries likely to relax the tension of the body by moisture; and it is said
that he never at any time saw himself naked. He neither possessed nor admired learning, but he
valued a good understanding, as being prior to letters and as being the very discoverer of it. He was
exceedingly meek and philanthropic, prudent and manly; cheerful in conversation and friendly in
disputations, even when others used the controverted topics as occasion for strife. By his own habit
and a kind of intelligence he quieted contentiousness when on the increase, and restored them to
moderation; he also tempered the ardor of those who conversed with him, and regulated their
manners. Although on account of his extraordinary virtues, he had become filled with the Divine
foreknowledge, he did not regard foreknowledge of the future as a virtue, nor did he counsel others

1102 Cf. Soc.i. 21, and his reference to the life attributed to Athanasius.

1103 There were two cities of this name, Heraclea the greater and Heraclea the less.
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to seek this gift rashly, for he considered that no one would be punished or rewarded according to
his ignorance or knowledge of futurity; for true blessedness consists in the service of God, and in
keeping his laws. “But,” said he, “if any man would know the future, let him continually be purified
in soul, for then he will have power to walk in the light, and to understand things that are to happen,
for God will reveal the future to him.” He never suffered himself to be idle, but exhorted all those
who seemed disposed to lead a good life, to diligence in labor, to self-examination and confession
of sin before Him who created the day and the night; and when they erred, he urged them to record
the transgression in writing, that so they might be ashamed of their sins, and be fearful lest any one
should find the many things recorded; for he would be fearful, lest if the document were traced to
him he should become disclosed to other people as a depraved character. He above all others came
forward spiritedly and most zealously for the defense of the injured, and in their cause often resorted
to the cities; for many came out to him, and compelled him to intercede for them with the rulers
and men in power. All the people felt honored in seeing him, listened with avidity to his discourses,
and yielded assent to his arguments; but he preferred to remain unknown and concealed in the
deserts. When compelled to visit a city, he never failed to return to the deserts as soon as he had
accomplished the work he had undertaken; for, he said, that as fishes are nourished in the water,
so the desert is the world prepared for monks; and as fishes die when thrown upon dry land, so
monastics lose their gravity when they go into cities. He carried himself obediently and graciously
towards all who saw him, and he was careful not to have, nor seem to have, a supercilious nature.
I have given this concise account of the manners of Antony, in order that an idea of his philosophy
may be formed, by analogy, from the description of his conduct in the desert.

He had many renowned disciples, of whom some flourished in Egypt and Libya, others in
Palestine, Syria, and Arabia; not less than their master, did each disciple pass his life with those
among whom he dwelt, and regulate his conduct, and instruct many, and wed them unto kindred
virtues and philosophy. But it would be difficult for any one to find the companions of Antony or
their successors by going carefully through cities and villages to discover them, for they sought
concealment more earnestly than many ambitious men, by means of pomp and show, now seek
popularity and renown.

We must relate, in chronological order, the history of the most celebrated disciples of Antony,

AN and particularly that of Paul, surnamed the Simple." It is said that he dwelt in the country, and
250 was married to a beautiful woman, and that having surprised her in the act of adultery, he laughed
placidly and affirmed with an oath, that he would live with her no longer; that he left her with the
adulterer, and went immediately to join Antony in the desert. It is further related that he was
exceedingly meek and patient: and that, being aged and unaccustomed to monastic severity, Antony

put his strength to the proof by various trials, for he was newly come, and detected nothing ignoble;

and that, having given evidence of perfect philosophy, he was sent to live alone, as no longer

1104 Ruf. H. M.31;Pall. H. L.27.
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requiring a teacher. And God himself confirmed the testimony of Antony; and demonstrated the
man to be most illustrious through his deeds, and as greater than even his teacher in vexing and
expelling demons.

Chapter XIV.— Account of St. Ammon and Eutychius of Olympus.

It was about this period that Ammon,"'® the Egyptian, embraced philosophy. It is said that he
was compelled to marry by his family, but that his wife never knew him carnally; for on the day
of their marriage, when they were alone, and when he as the bridegroom was leading her as the
bride to his bed, he said to her, “Oh, woman! our marriage has indeed taken place, but it is not
consummated”; and then he showed her from the Holy Scriptures that it was her chief good to
remain a virgin, and entreated that they might live apart. She was convinced by his arguments
concerning virginity, but was much distressed by the thought of being separated from him; and
therefore, though occupying a separate bed, he lived with her for eighteen years, during which time
he did not neglect the monastic exercises. At the end of this period, the woman whose emulation
had been strongly excited by the virtue of her husband, became convinced that it was not just that
such a man should, on her account, live in the domestic sphere; and she considered that it was
necessary that each should, for the sake of philosophy, live apart from the other; and she entreated
this of her husband. He therefore took his departure, after having thanked God for the counsel of
his wife, and said to her, “Do thou retain this house, and I will make another for myself.” He retired
to a desert place, south of the Mareotic lake between Scitis and the mountain called Nitria; and
here, during two and twenty years, he devoted himself to philosophy and visited his wife twice
every year. This divine man was the founder of the monasteries there, and gathered round him
many disciples of note, as the registers of succession show. Many extraordinary events happened
to him, which have been accurately fixed by the Egyptian monks, who did very much to
commemorate carefully the virtues of the more ancient ascetics, preserved in a succession of
unwritten tradition. I will relate such of them as have come to our knowledge.

Ammon and his disciple Theodore, had once occasion to take a journey somewhere, and on the
road found it requisite to cross a canal called Lycus. Ammon ordered Theodore to pass over
backwards, lest they should witness each other’s nudity, and as he was likewise ashamed to see
himself naked, he was suddenly, and by a Divine impulse, seized and carried over, and landed on
the opposite bank. When Theodore had crossed the water, he perceived that the clothes and feet of
the elder were not wet, and inquired the reason; not receiving a reply, he expostulated strongly on
the subject, and at length Ammon, after stipulating that it should not be mentioned during his
lifetime, confessed the fact.

1105 Ruf. H. M. 30; Pall. H. L. 12; Soc. iv. 23.
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Here follows another miracle of the same nature. Some wicked fathers, having brought to him
a son, who had been bitten by a mad dog, and was nigh unto death, besought him in their lamentations
to heal him. He said to them, ““Your son does not require my healing, but if you are willing to restore
to your masters the ox you have stolen, he will be healed immediately.” And the result was even
as had been predicted; for the ox was restored and the malady of the child removed. It is said that,
when Ammon died, Antony saw his spirit ascending into heaven, since the heavenly powers
conducted him with the singing of psalms, and on being questioned by his companions as to the
cause of his evident astonishment, he did not conceal the matter from them; for he was seen to
survey the sky intently, because of his amazement at the sight of the marvelous spectacle. A short
time after, certain persons came from Scitis, and, announcing the hour of Ammon’s death, the truth
of Antony’s prediction was manifested. Thus, as is testified by all good men, each of these holy
persons was blessed in a special manner; the one, by being released from this life; the other, by
being accounted worthy of witnessing so miraculous a spectacle as that which God showed him;
for Antony and Ammon lived at a distance of many days’ journey from each other, and the above
incident is corroborated by those who were personally acquainted with them both.
AN I am convinced that it was likewise during this reign that Eutychianus''*® embraced philosophy.
251 He fixed his residence in Bithynia, near Olympus. He belonged to the sect of the Novatians,"” and
was a partaker of Divine grace; he healed diseases and wrought miracles, and the fame of his
virtuous life induced Constantine to keep his intimacy and friendship. It so happened, that about
this period, one of the royal body-guard, who was suspected of plotting against the sovereign, fled,
and after search, was apprehended near Olympus. Eutychianus was besought by relatives of the
man to intercede on his behalf with the emperor, and in the meantime, to direct that the prisoner’s
chains might be loosened, lest he should perish beneath their weight. It is related that Eutychianus
accordingly sent to the officers who held the man in custody, desiring them to loosen the chains;
and that, on their refusal, he went himself to the prison, when the doors, though fastened, opened
of their own accord, and the bonds of the prisoner fell off. Eutychianus afterwards repaired to the
emperor who was then residing at Byzantium, and easily obtained a pardon, for Constantine was
not wont to refuse his requests, because he held the man in very great honor.
I have now given in few words the history of the most illustrious professors of the monastic
philosophy. If any one desires more exact information about these men he will find it in the
biographies which have been written of very many of them.

Chapter XV.—The Arian Heresy, its Origin, its Progress, and the Contention which it occasioned
among the Bishops.

1106 Soc.i. 13, who gives his authority as Auxanon, a Novatian.

1107 Eus. H. E. vii. 8; Soc. 1. 10; iv. 28, &c.
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Although, as we have shown, religion was in a flourishing condition at this period, yet the
churches were disturbed by sore contentions; for under the pretext of piety and of seeking the more
perfect discovery of God, certain questions were agitated, which had not, till then, been examined.
Arius''® was the originator of these disputations. He was a presbyter of the church at Alexandria
in Egypt, and was at first a zealous thinker about doctrine, and upheld the innovations of Melitius.
Eventually, however, he abandoned this latter opinion,'® and was ordained deacon by Peter, bishop
of Alexandria, who afterwards cast him out of the church, because when Peter anathematized the
zealots of Melitius and rejected their baptism, Arius assailed him for these acts and could not be
restrained in quietness. After the martyrdom of Peter, Arius asked forgiveness of Achillas, and was
restored to his office as deacon, and afterwards elevated to the presbytery. Afterwards Alexander,
also, held him in high repute, since he was a most expert logician; for it was said that he was not
lacking in such knowledge. He fell into absurd discourses, so that he had the audacity to preach in
the church what no one before him had ever suggested; namely, that the Son of God was made out
of that which had no prior existence, that there was a period of time in which he existed not; that,
as possessing free will, he was capable of vice and virtue, and that he was created and made: to
these, many other similar assertions were added as he went forward into the arguments and the
details of inquiry. Those who heard these doctrines advanced, blamed Alexander for not opposing
the innovations at variance with doctrine. But this bishop deemed it more advisable to leave each
party to the free discussion of doubtful topics, so that by persuasion rather than by force, they might
cease from contention; hence he sat down as a judge with some of his clergy, and led both sides
into a discussion. But it happened on this occasion, as is generally the case in a strife of words, that
each party claimed the victory. Arius defended his assertions, but the others contended that the Son
is consubstantial and co-eternal with the Father. The council was convened a second time, and the
same points contested, but they came to no agreement amongst themselves. During the debate,
Alexander seemed to incline first to one party and then to the other'''’ ; finally, however, he declared
himself in favor of those who affirmed that the Son was consubstantial and co-eternal with the
Father, and he commanded Arius to receive this doctrine, and to reject his former opinions. Arius,
however, would not be persuaded to compliance, and many of the bishops and clergy considered
his statement of doctrine to be correct. Alexander, therefore, ejected him and the clergy who
concurred with him in sentiment from the church. Those of the parish of Alexandria, who had
embraced his opinions, were the presbyters Aithalas, Achillas, Carpones, Sarmates, and Arius,'"
and the deacons Euzoius, Macarius, Julius, Menas, and Helladius. Many of the people, likewise,

1108 Eus. V. C. parts of ii. & iii.; Ruf. H. E.i. 1-6; Soc. i. 5-13; Philost. H. E. i. 3-9.
1109 No one else suggests an early connection of Arius with the Melitians.
1110 A doubtful and unsupported assertion. All other testimony makes Alexander steadfast and exact in his definition.

1 There are variations in names, offices, numbers in attendance, and course of debate in the early as well as later accounts

of the controversy.
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sided with them: some, because they imagined their doctrines to be of God; others, as frequently
happens in similar cases, because they believed them to have been ill-treated and unjustly
AN excommunicated. Such being the state of affairs at Alexandria, the partisans of Arius, deeming it
252 prudent to seek the favor of the bishops of other cities, sent legations to them; they sent a written
statement of their doctrines to them, requesting them that, if they considered such sentiments to be
of God, they would signify to Alexander that he ought not to molest them; but that if they
disapproved of the doctrines, they should teach them what opinions were necessary to be held. This
precaution was of no little advantage to them; for their tenets became thus universally disseminated,
and the questions they had started became matters of debate among all the bishops. Some wrote to
Alexander, entreating him not to receive the partisans of Arius into communion unless they
repudiated their opinions, while others wrote to urge a contrary line of conduct. When Alexander
perceived that many who were revered by the appearance of good conduct, and weighty by the
persuasiveness of eloquence, held with the party of Arius, and particularly Eusebius, president of
the church of Nicomedia, a man of considerable learning and held in high repute at the palace; he
wrote to the bishops of every church desiring them not to hold communion with them. This measure
kindled the zeal of each party the more, and as might have been expected, the contest was
increasingly agitated. Eusebius and his partisans had often petitioned Alexander, but could not
persuade him; so that considering themselves insulted, they became indignant and came to a stronger
determination to support the doctrine of Arius. A synod having been convened in Bithynia, they
wrote to all the bishops, desiring them to hold communion with the Arians, as with those making
a true confession, and to require Alexander to hold communion with them likewise. As compliance
could not be extorted from Alexander, Arius sent messengers to Paulinas, bishop of Tyre, to Eusebius
Pamphilus, who presided over the church of Casarea in Palestine, and to Patrophilus, bishop of
Scythopolis, soliciting permission for himself and for his adherents, as they had previously attained
the rank of presbyters, to form the people who were with them into a church. For it was the custom
in Alexandria, as it still is in the present day, that all the churches should be under one bishop, but
that each presbyter should have his own church, in which to assemble the people. These three
bishops, in concurrence with others who were assembled in Palestine, granted the petition of Arius,
and permitted him to assemble the people as before; but enjoined submission to Alexander, and
commanded Arius to strive incessantly to be restored to peace and communion with him.

Chapter XVI.— Constantine, having heard of the Strife of the Bishops, and the Difference of Opinion
concerning the Passover, is greatly troubled and sends Hosius, a Spaniard, Bishop of Cordova,
to Alexandria, to abolish the Dissension among the Bishops, and to settle the Dispute about
the Passover.
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After there had been many synods held in Egypt, and the contest had still continued to increase
in violence, the report of the dissension reached the palace, and Constantine was thereby greatly
troubled; for just at this period, when religion was beginning to be more generally propagated,
many were deterred by the difference in doctrines from embracing Christianity. The emperor!'!'?
openly charged Arius and Alexander with having originated this disturbance, and wrote to rebuke
them for having made a controversy public which it was in their power to have concealed, and for
having contentiously agitated a question which ought never to have been mooted, or upon which,
at least, their opinion ought to have been given quietly. He told them that they ought not to have
separated from others on account of difference of sentiment concerning certain points of doctrine.

For concerning the Divine Providence men ought necessarily to hold one and the same belief;
but the minute researches in this province, especially if they do not bring them to the one opinion,
must be retained in secret according to all reason. He exhorted them to put away all loose talk about
such points, and to be of one mind; for he had been not a little grieved, and on this account he had
renounced his intention of visiting the cities of the East. It was in this strain that he wrote to
Alexander and to Arius, reproving and exhorting them both.

Constantine was also deeply grieved at the diversity of opinion which prevailed concerning the
celebration of the Passover;''"® for some of the cities in the East differed on this point, although
they did not withhold from communion with one another; they kept the festival more according to
the manner of the Jews,'""* and as was natural by this divergence, detracted from the splendor of

the festal sacrifice. The emperor zealously endeavored to remove both these causes of dissension

from the church; and thinking to be able to remove the evil before it advanced to greater proportions,

he sent one who was honored for his faith, his virtuous life, and most approved in those former

times for his confessions about this doctrine, to reconcile those who were divided on account of

AN doctrine in Egypt, and those who in the East differed about the Passover. This man was Hosius,
253 bishop of Cordova.

Chapter XVII.— Of the Council convened at Niceea on Account of Arius.

When it was found that the event did not answer the expectations of the emperor, but that on
the contrary, the contention was too great for reconciliation, so that he who had been sent to make
peace returned without having accomplished his mission, Constantine convened a synod at Nicza,
in Bithynia, and wrote''"* to the most eminent men of the churches in every country, directing them

12 Soz. only outlines the letter, given completely in Eus. V. C. ii. 64-72; of which Soc. quotes the greater part. i. 7.
us Eus. V. C.iii. 5; Soc. i. 8.

114 They were called Quartodecimanians. Euseb. H. E. v. 24; Soc. v. 22.

115 Eus. V. C.iii. 6.
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to be there on an appointed day.'''® Of those who occupied the apostolic sees, the following
participated in this conference: Macarius of Jerusalem, Eustathius, who already presided over the
church of Antioch on the Orontes; and Alexander of Alexandria near Lake Mareotis. Julius,!'!”
bishop of Rome, was unable to attend on account of extreme old age; but his place was supplied
by Vito and Vicentius, presbyters of his church. Many other excellent and good men from different
nations were congregated together, of whom some were celebrated for their learning, their eloquence,
and their knowledge of the sacred books, and other discipline; some for the virtuous tenor of their
life, and others for the combination of all these qualifications. About three hundred and twenty
bishops were present, accompanied by a multitude of presbyters and deacons. There were, likewise,
men present who were skilled in dialectics, and ready to assist in the discussions. And as was usually
the case on such occasions, many priests resorted to the council for the purpose of transacting their
own private affairs;'""® for they considered this a favorable opportunity for rectifying their grievances,
and in what points each found fault with the rest, he presented a document to the emperor, wherein
he noted the offenses committed against himself. As this course was pursued day after day, the
emperor set apart one certain day on which all complaints were to be brought before him. When
the appointed time arrived, he took the memorials which had been presented to him, and said, “All
these accusations will be brought forward in their own season at the great day of judgment, and
will there be judged by the Great Judge of all men; as to me, I am but a man, and it would be evil
in me to take cognizance of such matters, seeing that the accuser and the accused are priests; and
the priests ought so to act as never to become amenable to the judgment of others. Imitate, therefore,
the divine love and mercy of God, and be ye reconciled to one another; withdraw your accusations
against each other; let us be persuaded, and let us devote our attention to those subjects connected
with the faith on account of which we are assembled.” After this address, in order to make the
document of each man nugatory, the emperor commanded the memorials to be burnt, and then
appointed a day for solving the doubtful points. But before the appointed time arrived, the bishops
assembled together, and having summoned Arius to attend, began to examine the disputed topics,
each one amongst them advancing his own opinion. As might have been expected, however, many
different questions started out of the investigation: some of the bishops spoke against the introduction
of novelties contrary to the faith which had been delivered to them from the beginning. And those
especially who had adhered to simplicity of doctrine argued that the faith of God ought to be received
without curious inquiries; others, however, contended that ancient opinions ought not to be followed
without examination. Many of the bishops who were then assembled, and of the clergy who
accompanied them, being remarkable for their dialectic skill, and practiced in such rhetorical
methods, became conspicuous, and attracted the notice of the emperor and the court. Of that number

1116 Eus. V. C.iii. 7-11; Soc. i. 8; Ruf. H. E. i. 2. The variations and additions of Theodoret are very noteworthy. H. E. i. 7.
117 Mistake for Silvester. Cf. ii. 20.
1118 Ruf. H. E.1.2; Soc. i. 8. Soz. here makes, as usual, a free use of the speech as reported by Rufinus.
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Athanasius, who was then a deacon of Alexandria, and had accompanied his bishop Alexander,
seemed to have the largest share in the counsel concerning these subjects.

Chapter XVIIL.—Two Philosophers are converted to the Faith by the Simplicity of Two Old Men
with whom they hold a Disputation.

While these disputations were being carried on, certain of the pagan philosophers became
desirous of taking part in them; some, because they wished for information as to the doctrine that
was inculcated; and others, because, feeling incensed against the Christians on account of the recent
suppression of the pagan religion, they wished to convert the inquiry about doctrine into a strife
about words, so as to introduce dissensions among them, and to make them appear as holding
contradictory opinions. It is related that one of these philosophers, priding himself on his
acknowledged superiority of eloquence, began to ridicule the priests, and thereby roused the
indignation of a simple old man, highly esteemed as a confessor, who, although unskilled in logical

AN refinements and wordiness, undertook to oppose him. The less serious of those who knew the

254 confessor, raised a laugh''"® at his expense for engaging in such an undertaking; but the more

thoughtful felt anxious lest, in opposing so eloquent a man, he should only render himself ridiculous;

yet his influence was so great, and his reputation so high among them, that they could not forbid

his engaging in the debate; and he accordingly delivered himself in the following terms: “In the

name of Jesus Christ, O philosopher, hearken to me. There is one God, the maker of heaven and

earth, and of all things visible and invisible. He made all things by the power of the Word, and

established them by the holiness of His Spirit. The Word, whom we call the Son of God, seeing

that man was sunk in error and living like unto the beasts pitied him, and vouchsafed to be born of

woman, to hold intercourse with men, and to die for them. And He will come again to judge each

of us as to the deeds of this present life. We believe these things to be true with all simplicity. Do

not, therefore, expend your labor in vain by striving to disprove facts which can only be understood

by faith or by scrutinizing the manner in which these things did or did not come to pass. Answer

me, dost thou believe?” The philosopher, astonished at what had occurred, replied, “I believe”; and

having thanked the old man for having overcome him in argument, he began to teach the same

doctrines to others. He exhorted those who still held his former sentiments to adopt the views he

had embraced, assuring them on oath, that he had been impelled to embrace Christianity by a certain
inexplicable impulse.

It is said that a similar miracle was performed by Alexander, who governed the church of
Constantinople. When Constantine returned to Byzantium, certain philosophers came to him to
complain of the innovations in religion, and particularly of his having introduced a new form of

119 Ruf. H. E. 1. 3; Soc. i. 8. Soz. gives a free rendering of Ruf.
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worship into the state, contrary to that followed by his forefathers, and by all who were formerly
in power, whether among the Greeks or the Romans. They likewise desired to hold a disputation
on the doctrine with Alexander the bishop; and he, although unskilled in such argumentative contests,
and perhaps persuaded by his life, seeing that he was an excellent and good man, accepted the
struggle at the command of the emperor. When the philosophers were assembled, since every one
wished to engage in the discussion, he requested that one whom they esteemed worthy might be
chosen as spokesman, while the others were to remain silent. When one of the philosophers began
to open the debate, Alexander said to him, “I command thee in the name of Jesus Christ not to
speak.” The man was instantaneously silenced. It is then right to consider whether it is a greater
miracle that a man, and he a philosopher, should so easily be silenced by a word, or that a stone-wall
should be cleft by the power of a word, which miracle I have heard some attribute to Julian, surnamed
the Chaldean.'” I have understood that these events happened in the way above narrated.

Chapter XIX.— When the Council was assembled, the Emperor delivered a Public Address.

The bishops held long consultations; and after summoning Arius before them, they made an
accurate test of his propositions; they were intently on their guard, not to come to a vote on either
side. When at length the appointed day arrived on which it had been decided to settle the doubtful
points, they assembled together''*' in the palace, because the emperor had signified his intention
of taking part in the deliberations. When he was in the same place with the priests, he passed through
to the head of the conference, and seated himself on the throne which had been prepared for him,
and the synod was then commanded to be seated; for seats had been arranged on either side along
the walls of the palatial rooms, for it was the largest, and excelled the other chambers.

After they were seated, Eusebius Pamphilus arose and delivered an oration''?* in honor of the
emperor, returning thanks to God on his account. When he had ceased speaking, and silence was
restored, the emperor delivered himself in the following words: “I give thanks to God for all things,
but particularly, O friends, for being permitted to see your conference. And the event has exceeded
my prayer, in that so many priests of Christ have been conducted into the same place; now, it is
my desire that you should be of one mind and be partakers of a consentient judgment, for I deem

1120 Suidas says he was a philosopher, and the father of Julian, called the Theurgist. He was the author of a work concerning
demons, in four books. The son, who flourished under Marcus Aurelius, was so skilled in the magic art, that he called down rain
from heaven, when the Roman soldiers were perishing from thirst. Arnuphis, an Egyptian philosopher, was said to have wrought
a similar miracle. Suidas, s. v.

1121 Eus. V. C.iii. 10-12.

2 Theodoret, H. E. 1. 7, places this oration in the mouth of Eustathius, bishop of Antioch. The variations in the speech as

recorded by Sozomen, show his classic view of reporting. Theodoret’s report of Constantine’s address is equally divergent.
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dissension in the Church of God as more dangerous than any other evil. Therefore when it was
announced, and I understood you were in discord, an unwholesome thing to hear, I was deeply

pained in soul; and least of all does it profit you, since you are the conductors of divine worship

and arbiters of peace. On this account it is, that I have called you together in a holy Synod, and

AN being both your emperor and your fellow-physician, I seek for you a favor which is acceptable to
255 our common Lord, and as honorable for me to receive, as for you to grant. The favor which I seek
is, that you examine the causes of the strife, and put a consentient and peaceful end thereto so that

I may triumph with you over the envious demon, who excited this internal revolt because he was
provoked to see our external enemies and tyrants under our feet, and envied our good estate.” The
emperor pronounced this discourse in Latin, and the interpretation was supplied by one at his side.

Chapter XX.— After having given Audience to both Parties, the Emperor condemned the Followers
of Arius and banished them.

The next debate by the priests turned upon doctrine.''* The emperor gave patient attention to
the speeches of both parties; he applauded those who spoke well, rebuked those who displayed a
tendency to altercation, and according to his apprehension of what he heard, for he was not wholly
unpracticed in the Greek tongue, he addressed himself with kindness to each one. Finally all the
priests agreed with one another and conceded that the Son is consubstantial with the Father. At the
commencement of the conference there were but seventeen who praised the opinion of Arius, but
eventually the majority of these yielded assent to the general view. To this judgment the emperor
likewise deferred, for he regarded the unanimity of the conference to be a divine approbation; and
he ordained that any one who should be rebellious thereto, should forthwith be sent into banishment,
as guilty of endeavoring to overthrow the Divine definitions. I had thought it necessary to reproduce
the very document concerning the matter, as an example of the truth, in order that posterity might
possess in a fixed and clear form the symbol of the faith which proved pacificatory at the time but
since some pious friends, who understood such matters, recommended that these truths ought to
be spoken of and heard by the initiated and their initiators''** only, I agreed with their council; for
it is not unlikely that some of the uninitiated may read this book. While I have concealed such of
the prohibited material as I ought to keep silent about, I have not altogether left the reader ignorant
of the opinions held by the synod.

1123 Eus. V. C.iii. 13, 14; Soc. 1. 8.
e uootal kal puotaywyol , as applied to the Christian mysteries. The principle here adduced is different from that which

ruled with Ruf. H. E. i. 6; Soc. i. 8.
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Chapter XXI.— What the Council determined about Arius; the Condemnation of his Followers; his
Writings are to be burnt; certain of the High Priests differ from the Council; the Settlement of
the Passover.

It ought to be known, that they affirmed the Son to be consubstantial with the Father; and that
those are to be excommunicated and voted aliens to the Catholic Church, who assert that there was
a time in which the Son existed not, and before He was begotten He was not, and that He was made
from what had no existence, and that He is of another hypostasis or substance from the Father, and
that He is subject to change or mutation. This decision was sanctioned by Eusebius, bishop of
Nicomedia; by Theognis, bishop of Nicaa; by Maris, bishop of Chalcedon; by Patrophilus, bishop
of Scythopolis; and by Secundus, bishop of Ptolemais in Libya.''* Eusebius Pamphilus, however,
withheld his assent for a little while, but on further examination assented.''? The council
excommunicated Arius and his adherents, and prohibited his entering Alexandria. The words in
which his opinions were couched were likewise condemned, as also a work entitled “Thalia,” which
he had written on the subject. I have not read this book, but I understand that it is of a loose character,
resembling in license Sotadus."'?” It ought to be known that although Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia,
and Theognis, bishop of Nicaa, assented to the document of this faith set forth by the council, they
neither agreed nor subscribed to the deposition of Arius. The emperor punished Arius with exile,
and dispatched edicts to the bishops and people of every country, denouncing him and his adherents
as ungodly, and commanding. that their books should be destroyed, in order that no remembrance
of him or of the doctrine which he had broached might remain. Whoever should be found secreting
his writings and who should not burn them immediately on the accusation, should undergo the
penalty of death, and suffer capital punishment. The emperor wrote letters to every city against
Arius and those who had received his doctrines, and commanded Eusebius and Theognis to quit
the cities whereof they were bishops; he addressed himself in particular to the church of Nicomedia,
urging it to adhere to the faith which had been set forth by the council, to elect orthodox bishops,
to obey them, and to let the past fall into oblivion; and he threatened with punishment those who

AN should venture to speak well of the exiled bishops, or to adopt their sentiments. In these and in

256 other letters, he manifested resentment against Eusebius, because he had previously adopted the

opinions of the tyrant, and had engaged in his plots. In accordance with the imperial edicts, Eusebius

and Theognis were ejected from the churches which they held, and Amphion received that of

Nicomedia, and Chrestus that of Nic@a. On the termination of this doctrinal controversy, the council
decided that the Paschal feast should be celebrated at the same time in every place.''*

1125 There are variations in the earlier writers as to the number and names of the excommunicated and banished.
1126 Eusebius’ attempt at straddling amounts to prevarication here, and later; Soc. i. 8 copied by the later historians.
1127 Cf. Soc. 1. 9; both borrowed their criticism from Athan. Or. cont. Arian. i. 4, etc.

1% Eus. V. C.iii. 14-24; Soc.i. 8, 9.
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Chapter XXII.—Acesius, Bishop of the Novatians, is summoned by the Emperor to be present at
the First Council.

It is related, that the emperor, under the impulse of an ardent desire to see harmony re-established
among Christians, summoned Acesius, bishop of the church of the Novatians,'* to the council,
placed before him the definition of the faith and of the feast, which had already been confirmed by
the signatures of the bishops, and asked whether he could agree thereto. Acesius answered that
their exposition defined no new doctrine, and that he accorded in opinion with the Synod, and that
he had from the beginning held these sentiments with respect both to the faith and to the feast.
“Why, then,” said the emperor, “do you keep aloof from communion with others, if you are of one
mind with them?” He replied that the dissension first broke out under Decius, between Novatius
and Cornelius,'*" and that he considered such persons unworthy of communion who, after baptism,
had fallen into those sins which the Scriptures declare to be unto death;'*! for that the remission
of those sins, he thought, depended on the authority of God only, and not on the priests. The emperor
replied, by saying, “O Acesius, take a ladder and ascend alone to heaven.” By this speech I do not
imagine the emperor intended to praise Acesius, but rather to blame him, because, being but a man,
he fancied himself exempt from sin.''*

Chapter XXIII.— Canons appointed by the Council; Paphnutius, a certain Confessor, restrains the
Council from forming a Canon enjoining Celibacy to all who were about to be honored with
the Priesthood.

Zealous of reforming the life of those who were engaged about the churches, the Synod enacted
laws which were called canons.'"** While they were deliberating about this, some thought that a
law ought to be passed enacting that bishops and presbyters, deacons and subdeacons, should hold
no intercourse with the wife they had espoused before they entered the priesthood; but Paphnutius'*
the confessor, stood up and testified against this proposition; he said that marriage was honorable
and chaste, and that cohabitation with their own wives was chastity, and advised the Synod not to
frame such a law, for it would be difficult to bear, and might serve as an occasion of incontinence

1129 Soc. i. 10, who derived it from Auxanon, a presbyter, who accompanied Acesius to Nice. Cf. i. 13.

130 Eus. H. E. vi. 43-46.

1131 1John v. 16.

13 Socrates’ statement of the source of his information is passed over, as well as his criticism of prejudiced historians. The

comment substituted by Soz. is, nevertheless, a partially correct interpretation.
1133 Soc.i. 11. Cf. the perverted text of the Canones Nicceni, in Ruf. H. E. 1. 6.

1134 Soc.i. 11.
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to them and their wives; and he reminded them, that according to the ancient tradition of the church,
those who were unmarried when they took part in the communion of sacred orders, were required
to remain so, but that those who were married, were not to put away their wives. Such was the
advice of Paphnutius, although he was himself unmarried, and in accordance with it, the Synod
concurred in his counsel, enacted no law about it, but left the matter to the decision of individual
Jjudgment, and not to compulsion. The Synod, however, enacted other laws regulating the government
of the Church; and these laws may easily be found, as they are in the possession of many individuals.

Chapter XXIV.—Concerning Melitius; the Excellent Directions made by the Holy Council in his
Complications.

After an investigation had been made into the conduct of Melitius when in Egypt, the Synod
sentenced him to reside in Lycus,'* and to retain only the name of bishop; and prohibited him
from ordaining any one either in a city or a village. Those who had previously been ordained by
him, were permitted by this law, to remain in communion and in the ministry, but were to be
accounted secondary in point of dignity to the clergy in church and parish.!"** When by death an
appointment became vacant, they were allowed to succeed to it, if deemed worthy, by the vote of
the multitude, but in this case, were to be ordained by the bishop of the Church of Alexandria, for
they were interdicted from exercising any power or influence in elections. This regulation appeared
just to the Synod, for Melitius'"?” and his followers had manifested great rashness and temerity in

AN administering ordination; so that it also deprived the ordinations which differed from those of Peter
257 of all consideration. He, when he conducted the Alexandrian Church, fled on account of the
persecution then raging, but afterwards suffered martyrdom.

Chapter XXV.—The Emperor prepared a Public Table for the Synod, after inviting its Members
to Constantinople, and honoring them with Gifts, he exhorted all to be of One Mind, and
forwarded to Alexandria and every other place the Decrees of the Holy Synod.

1135 Lycus (Lycopolis) is not named in the letter of the Synod which says simply that he should reside in his own city. Soz.
took the fact from Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 71, where Melitius, in the brief to Alexander, calls himself bishop of Lycus. This
is a proof of our historian’s use of the same documents to amplify the statements of Socrates.

1136 Soc. 1.9, for text of the letter.

137 The best text reads Melitius, not Meletius, so Athanas. and Soc.; usually the books write Meletius and Meletians. We

follow the reading.
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At the very time that these decrees were passed by the council, the twentieth anniversary''*® of
the reign of Constantine was celebrated; for it was a Roman custom to have a feast on the tenth
year of every reign. The emperor, therefore, thought it to be opportune, and invited the Synod to
the festival, and presented suitable gifts to them; and when they prepared to return home, he called
them all together, and exhorted them to be of one mind about the faith and at peace among
themselves, so that no dissensions might henceforth creep in among them. After many other similar
exhortations, he concluded by commanding them to be diligent in prayer, and always to supplicate
God for himself, his children, and the empire, and after he had thus addressed those who had come
to Nicea, he bade them farewell. He wrote to the churches in every city, in order that he might
make plain to those who had not been present, what had been rectified by the Synod; and especially
to the Church of Alexandria he wrote more than this; urging them to lay aside all dissent, and to
be harmonious in the faith issued by the Synod; for this could be nothing else than the judgment
of God, since it was established by the Holy Spirit from the concurrence of so many and such
illustrious high priests, and approved after accurate inquiry and test of all the doubtful points.

A Book II.

258
Chapter I.—The Discovery of the Life-Bringing Cross and of the Holy Nails.

When the business at Nic@a had been transacted as above related, the priests returned home.
The emperor rejoiced exceedingly at the restoration of unity of opinion in the Catholic Church, and
desirous of expressing in behalf of himself, his children, and the empire, the gratitude towards God
which the unanimity of the bishops inspired, he directed that a house of prayer should be erected
to God at Jerusalem''* near the place called Calvary. At the same time his mother Helena repaired
to the city for the purpose of offering up prayer, and of visiting the sacred places. Her zeal for
Christianity made her anxious to find the wood which had formed the adorable cross. But it was
no easy matter to discover either this relic or the Lord’s sepulchre; for the Pagans, who in former
times had persecuted the Church,"* and who, at the first promulgation of Christianity, had had
recourse to every artifice to exterminate it, had concealed that spot under much heaped up earth,
and elevated what before was quite depressed, as it looks now, and the more effectually to conceal

138 This feast, called Vicennalia, is mentioned in Eus. V. C. iii. 15, 16.
1139 Eus. V. C.iii. 2540; Soc. i. 9, Letter to Macarius, bishop of Jerusalem.
1140 RufH.E.i.7,8;Soc. H.E.1.17; Sulp. Sev. H. S.ii. 33, 34, another story of the identification. Soz. furnishes an additional

story about the discovery, which he, however, confutes.
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them, had enclosed the entire place of the resurrection and Mount Calvary within a wall, and had,
moreover, ornamented the whole locality, and paved it with stone. They also erected a temple to
Aphrodite, and set up a little image, so that those who repaired thither to worship Christ would
appear to bow the knee to Aphrodite, and that thus the true cause of offering worship in that place
would, in course of time, be forgotten; and that as Christians would not dare fearlessly to frequent
the place or to point it out to others, the temple and statue would come to be regarded as exclusively
appertaining to the Pagans. At length, however, the place was discovered, and the fraud about it so
zealously maintained was detected; some say that the facts were first disclosed by a Hebrew who
dwelt in the East, and who derived his information from some documents which had come to him
by paternal inheritance; but it seems more accordant with truth to suppose that God revealed the
fact by means of signs and dreams; for I do not think that human information is requisite when God
thinks it best to make manifest the same. When by command of the emperor the place was excavated
deeply, the cave whence our Lord arose from the dead was discovered; and at no great distance,
three crosses were found and another separate piece of wood, on which were inscribed in white
letters in Hebrew, in Greek, and in Latin, the following words: “Jesus of Nazareth, the king of the
Jews.” These words, as the sacred book of the gospels relates, were placed by command of Pilate,
governor of Jud®a, over the head of Christ. There yet, however, remained a difficulty in
distinguishing the Divine cross from the others; for the inscription had been wrenched from it and
thrown aside, and the cross itself had been cast aside with the others, without any distinction, when
the bodies of the crucified were taken down. For according to history, the soldiers found Jesus dead
upon the cross, and they took him down, and gave him up to be buried; while, in order to accelerate
the death of the two thieves, who were crucified on either hand, they broke their legs, and then took
down the crosses, and flung them out of the way. It was no concern of theirs to deposit the crosses
in their first order; for it was growing late, and as the men were dead, they did not think it worth
while to remain to attend to the crosses. A more Divine information than could be furnished by
man was therefore necessary in order to distinguish the Divine cross from the others, and this
revelation was given in the following manner: There was a certain lady of rank in Jerusalem who
was afflicted with a most grievous and incurable disease; Macarius, bishop of Jerusalem,
accompanied by the mother of the emperor and her attendants, repaired to her bedside. After
engaging in prayer, Macarius signified by signs to the spectators that the Divine cross would be
the one which, on being brought in contact with the invalid, should remove the disease. He
approached her in turn with each of the crosses; but when two of the crosses were laid on her, it
AN seemed but folly and mockery to her for she was at the gates of death. When, however, the third
259 cross was in like manner brought to her, she suddenly opened her eyes, regained her strength, and
immediately sprang from her bed, well. It is said that a dead person was, in the same way, restored
to life. The venerated wood having been thus identified, the greater portion of it was deposited in
a silver case, in which it is still preserved in Jerusalem: but the empress sent part of it to her son
Constantine, together with the nails by which the body of Christ had been fastened. Of these, it is
related, the emperor had a head-piece and bit made for his horse, according to the prophecy of
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Zechariah, who referred to this period when he said, “that which shall be upon the bit of the horse
shall be holy to the Lord Almighty.”'"*! These things, indeed, were formerly known to the sacred
prophets, and predicted by them, and at length, when it seemed to God that they should be
manifested, were confirmed by wonderful works. Nor does this appear so marvelous when it is
remembered that, even among the Pagans, it was confessed that the Sibyl had predicted that thus
it should be,—

“Oh most blessed tree, on which our Lord was hung.”''*

Our most zealous adversaries cannot deny the truth of this fact, and it is hence evident that a
pre-manifestation was made of the wood of the cross, and of the adoration (6€Pag) it received.

The above incidents we have related precisely as they were delivered to us by men of great
accuracy, by whom the information was derived by succession from father to son; and others have
recorded the same events in writing for the benefit of posterity.

Chapter II.— Concerning Helena, the Mother of the Emperor; she visited Jerusalem, built Temples
in that City, and performed other Godly Works: Her Death.

About this period, the emperor, having determined upon erecting a temple in honor of God,
charged the governors to see that the work was executed in the most magnificent and costly manner
possible. His mother Helena also erected two temples,''* the one at Bethlehem near the cave where
Christ was born, the other on ridges of the Mount of Olives, whence He was taken up to heaven.
Many other acts show her piety and religiousness, among which the following is not the least
remarkable: During her residence at Jerusalem, it is related that she assembled the sacred virgins
at a feast, ministered to them at supper, presented them with food, poured water on their hands,
and performed other similar services customary to those who wait upon guests. When she visited
the cities of the East, she bestowed befitting gifts on the churches in every town, enriched those
individuals who had been deprived of their possessions, supplied ungrudgingly the necessities of
the poor, and restored to liberty those who had been long imprisoned, or condemned to exile or the
mines. It seems to me that so many holy actions demanded a recompense; and indeed, even in this
life, she was raised to the summit of magnificence and splendor; she was proclaimed Augusta; her
image was stamped on golden coins, and she was invested by her son with authority over the
imperial treasury to give it according to her judgment. Her death, too, was glorious; for when, at
the age of eighty, she quitted this life, she left her son and her descendants (like her of the race of

1141 Zech. xiv. 20. (LXX).
142 Sib. Or. vi. 26.
143 Eus. V. C.iii. 41,47; Soc.1.17.
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Casar), masters of the Roman world. And if there be any advantage in such fame — forgetfulness
did not conceal her though she was dead—the coming age has the pledge of her perpetual memory;
for two cities are named after her, the one in Bithynia, and the other in Palestine.'"* Such is the

history of Helena.

Chapter III.—Temples built by Constantine the Great; the City called by his Name; its Founding,
the Buildings within it; the Temple of Michael the Archsoldier, in the Sosthenium, and the
Miracles which have occurred there.

The emperor,''* always intent on the advancement of religion, erected the most beautiful temples
to God in every place, particularly in metropolises, such as Nicomedia in Bithynia, Antioch on the
river Orontes, and Byzantium. He greatly improved this latter city, and constituted it the equal of
Rome in power, and participation in the government; for, when he had settled the affairs of the
empire according to his own mind, and had rectified foreign affairs by wars and treaties, he resolved
upon founding a city which should be called by his own name, and should be equal in celebrity to
Rome. With this intention, he repaired to a plain at the foot of Troy, near the Hellespont, above the
tomb of Ajax, where, it is said, the Achaians had their naval stations and tents while besieging
Troy; and here he laid the plan of a large and beautiful city, and built the gates on an elevated spot

AN of ground, whence they are still visible from the sea to those sailing by. But when he had advanced
260 thus far, God appeared to him by night, and commanded him to seek another spot. Led by the hand
of God, he arrived at Byzantium in Thrace, beyond Chalcedon in Bithynia, and here he was desired
to build his city and to render it worthy of the name of Constantine. In obedience to the words of
God, he therefore enlarged the city formerly called Byzantium, and surrounded it with high walls.
He also erected magnificent dwelling houses southward through the regions. Since he was aware
that the former population was insufficient for so great a city, he peopled it with men of rank and
their households, whom he summoned hither from the elder Rome and from other countries. He
imposed taxes to cover the expenses of building and adorning the city, and of supplying its
inhabitants with food, and providing the city with all the other requisites. He adorned it sumptuously
with a hippodrome, fountains, porticos, and other structures. He named it New Rome and
Constantinople, and constituted it the imperial capital for all the inhabitants of the North, the South,
the East, and the shores of the Mediterranean, from the cities on the Ister and from Epidamnus and

the Ionian gulf, to Cyrene and that part of Libya called Borium.

1144 Helenopolis in Palestine not mentioned by Soc. i. 17, 18. Was the site of this city at the convent of Mt. Carmel or at St.
Helena’s towers, near the Scala Tyriorum? For the Bithynian city, cf. Procopius, de £dificiis v.2; cf. also Philost. ii. 12; Eus.
Chronicon (Hieron.), under a.d. 331.

1145 Eus. V. C.iii. 50-58; iv. 58; Soc. i. 18; Zos. ii. 30-32.
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He constructed another council house which they call senate; he ordered the same honors and
festal days as those customary to the other Romans, and he did not fail studiously to make the city
which bore his name equal in every respect to that of Rome in Italy; nor were his wishes thwarted;
for by the assistance of God, it had to be confessed as great in population and wealth. I know of no
cause to account for this extraordinary aggrandizement, unless it be the piety of the builder and of
the inhabitants, and their compassion and liberality towards the poor. The zeal they manifested for
the Christian faith was so great that many of the Jewish inhabitants and most of the Greeks were
converted. As this city became the capital of the empire during the period of religious prosperity,
it was not polluted by altars, Grecian temples, nor sacrifices; and although Julian authorized the
introduction of idolatry for a short space of time, it soon afterwards became extinct. Constantine
further honored this newly compacted city of Christ, named after himself, by adorning it with
numerous and magnificent houses of prayer. And the Deity also co-operated with the spirit of the
emperor, and by Divine manifestations persuaded men that these prayer houses in the city were
holy and salvatory. According to the general opinion of foreigners and citizens, the most remarkable
church was that built in a place formerly called Hestiz. This place, which is now called Michaelium,
lies to the right of those who sail from Pontus to Constantinople, and is about thirty-five stadia
distant from the latter city by water, but if you make the circuit of the bay, the journey between
them is seventy stadia and upwards. This place obtained the name which now prevails, because it
is believed that Michael, the Divine archangel, once appeared there. And I also affirm that this is
true, because I myself received the greatest benefits, and the experience of really helpful deeds on
the part of many others proves this to be so. For some who had fallen into fearful reverses or
unavoidable dangers, others with disease and unknown sufferings, there prayed to God, and met
with a change in their misfortunes. I should be prolix were I to give details of circumstance and
person. But I cannot omit mentioning the case of Aquilinus, who is even at the present time residing
with us, and who is an advocate in the same court of justice as that to which we belong."'* I shall
relate what I heard from him concerning this occurrence and what I saw. Being attacked with a
severe fever, arising from a yellowish bile, the physicians gave him some foreign drug to drink.
This he vomited, and, by the effort of vomiting, diffused the bile, which tinged his countenance
with a yellow color. Hence he had to vomit all his food and drink. For a long time he remained in
this state; and since his nourishment would not be quiet in him, the skill of the physicians was at a
loss for the suffering. Finding that he was already half dead, he commanded his servant to carry
him to the house of prayer; for he affirmed earnestly that there he would either die or be freed from
his disease. While he was lying there, a Divine Power appeared to him by night, and commanded
him to dip his foot in a confection made of honey, wine, and pepper. The man did so, and was freed
from his complaint, although the prescription was contrary to the professional rules of the physicians,
a confection of so very hot a nature being considered adverse to a bilious disorder. I have also heard

1146 dyopevovti . This shows that Sozomen was an advocate in the law courts at the very time of his writing this history.
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that Probianus, one of the physicians of the palace, who was suffering greatly from a disease in the
feet, likewise met with deliverance from sickness at this place, and was accounted worthy of being
visited with a wonderful and Divine vision. He had formerly been attached to the Pagan superstitions,
but afterwards became a Christian; yet, while he admitted in one way or another the probability of
the rest of our doctrines, he could not understand how, by the Divine cross, the salvation of all is
TN effected. While his mind was in doubt on this subject, the symbol of the cross, which lay on the

261 altar of this church, was pointed out to him in the Divine vision, and he heard a voice openly

declaring that, as Christ had been crucified on the cross, the necessities of the human race or of
individuals, whatsoever they might be, could not be met by the ministration of Divine angels or of
pious and good men; for that there was no power to rectify apart from the venerated cross. I have
only recorded a few of the incidents which I know to have taken place in this temple, because there
is not time to recount them all.

Chapter IV.— What Constantine the Great effected about the Oak in Mamre; he also built a Temple.

I consider it necessary to detail the proceedings of Constantine in relation to what is called the
oak of Mamre."* This place is now called Terebinthus, and is about fifteen stadia distant from
Hebron, which lies to the south, but is two hundred and fifty stadia distant from Jerusalem. It is
recorded that here the Son of God appeared to Abraham, with two angels, who had been sent against
Sodom, and foretold the birth of his son. Here the inhabitants of the country and of the regions
round Palestine, the Pheenicians, and the Arabians, assemble annually during the summer season
to keep a brilliant feast; and many others, both buyers and sellers, resort thither on account of the
fair. Indeed, this feast is diligently frequented by all nations: by the Jews, because they boast of
their descent from the patriarch Abraham; by the Pagans, because angels there appeared to men;
and by Christians, because He who for the salvation of mankind was born of a virgin, afterwards
manifested Himself there to a godly man. This place was moreover honored fittingly with religious
exercises. Here some prayed to the God of all; some called upon the angels, poured out wine, burnt
incense, or offered an ox, or he-goat, a sheep, or a cock. Each one made some beautiful product of
his labor, and after carefully husbanding it through the entire year, he offered it according to promise
as provision for that feast, both for himself and his dependents. And either from honor to the place,
or from fear of Divine wrath, they all abstained from coming near their wives, although during the
feast these were more than ordinarily studious of their beauty and adornment. Nor, if they chanced
to appear and to take part in the public processions, did they act at all licentiously. Nor did they
behave imprudently in any other respect, although the tents were contiguous to each other, and they
all lay promiscuously together. The place is open country, and arable, and without houses, with the
exception of the buildings around Abraham’s old oak and the well he prepared. No one during the

147 Eus. V. C.1iii. 51-53; Soc. i. 18. As a native of Palestine, Soz. here adds local details.
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time of the feast drew water from that well; for according to Pagan usage, some placed burning
lamps near it; some poured out wine, or cast in cakes; and others, coins, myrrh, or incense. Hence,
as I suppose, the water was rendered useless by commixture with the things cast into it. Once whilst
these customs were being celebrated by the Pagans, after the aforesaid manner, and as was the
established usage with hilarity, the mother-in-law''*® of Constantine was present for prayer, and
apprised the emperor of what was being done. On receiving this information, he rebuked the bishops
of Palestine in no measured terms, because they had neglected their duty, and had permitted a holy
place to be defiled by impure libations and sacrifices; and he expressed his godly censure in an
epistle which he wrote on the subject to Macarius, bishop of Jerusalem, to Eusebius Pamphilus,
and to the bishops of Palestine. He commanded these bishops to hold a conference on this subject
with the Pheenician bishops, and issue directions for the demolition, from the foundations, of the
altar formerly erected there, the destruction of the carved images by fire, and the erection of a
church worthy of so ancient and so holy a place. The emperor finally enjoined, that no libations or
sacrifices should be offered on the spot, but that it should be exclusively devoted to the worship of
God according to the law of the Church; and that if any attempt should be made to restore the former
rites, the bishops were to inform against the delinquent, in order that he might be subjected to the
greatest punishment. The governors and priests of Christ strictly enforced the injunctions contained
in the emperor’s letter.

Chapter V.— Constantine destroyed the Places dedicated to the Idols, and persuaded the People
to prefer Christianity.

As many nations and cities throughout the whole realm of his subjects retained a feeling of fear
and veneration towards their vain idols, which led them to disregard the doctrines of the Christians,
and to have a care for their ancient customs, and the manners and feasts of their fathers, it appeared
necessary to the emperor to teach the governors to suppress their superstitious rites of worship. He
thought that this would be easily accomplished if he could get them to despise their temples and

AN the images contained therein.'* To carry this project into execution he did not require military aid;
262 for Christian men belonging to the palace went from city to city bearing imperial letters. The people
were induced to remain passive from the fear that, if they resisted these edicts, they, their children,

and their wives, would be exposed to evil. The vergers and the priests, being unsupported by the
multitude, brought out their most precious treasures, and the idols called diometf,'** and through

1148 Eutropia, the mother of Fausta.
1149 Eus. V. C.iii. 54-58; iv. 38; Soc. i. 18; Zos. ii. 31.
1150 i.e.“sent down from Jupiter.” Such were the Palladium of Troy, the Ancile at Rome, and “the image” of Diana, “which

fell down from Jupiter,” mentioned in Acts xix. 35.
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these servitors, the gifts were drawn forth from the shrines and the hidden recesses in the temples.
The spots previously inaccessible, and known only to the priests, were made accessible to all who
desired to enter. Such of the images as were constructed of precious material, and whatever else
was valuable, were purified by fire, and became public property. The brazen images which were
skillfully wrought were carried to the city, named after the emperor, and placed there as objects of
embellishment, where they may still be seen in public places, as in the streets, the hippodrome, and
the palaces. Amongst them was the statue of Apollo which was in the seat of the oracle of the
Pythoness, and likewise the statues of the Muses from Helicon, the tripods from Delphos, and the
much extolled Pan, which Pausanias the Lacedemonian and the Grecian cities had devoted,— after
the war against the Medes.

As to the temples, some were stripped of their doors, others of their roofs, and others were
neglected, allowed to fall into ruin, or destroyed. The temple of Asculapius in Agis, a city of
Cilicia, and that of Venus at Aphaca, near Mount Lebanon and the River Adonis, were then
undermined and entirely destroyed. Both of these temples were most highly honored and reverenced
by the ancients; as the Ageate were wont to say, that those among them who were weakened in
body were delivered from diseases because the demon manifested himself by night, and healed
them. And at Aphaca, it was believed that on a certain prayer being uttered on a given day, a fire
like a star descended from the top of Lebanon and sunk into the neighboring river; they affirmed
that this was Urania, for they call Aphrodite by this name. The efforts of the emperor succeeded
to the utmost of his anticipations; for on beholding the objects of their former reverence and fear
boldly cast down and stuffed with straw and hay, the people were led to despise what they had
previously venerated, and to blame the erroneous opinion of their ancestors. Others, envious at the
honor in which Christians were held by the emperor, deemed it necessary to imitate the acts of the
ruler; others devoted themselves to an examination of Christianity, and by means of signs, of dreams,
or of conferences with bishops and monks, were convinced that it was better to become Christians.
From this period, nations and citizens spontaneously renounced their former opinion. At that time
a port of Gaza, called Majuma, wherein superstition and ancient ceremonies had been hitherto
admired, turned unitedly with all its inhabitants to Christianity. The emperor, in order to reward
their piety, deemed them worthy of the greatest honor, and distinguished the place as a city, a status
it had not previously enjoyed, and named it Constantia: thus honoring the spot on account of its
piety, by bestowing on it the name of the dearest of his children. On the same account, also,
Constantine in Pheenicia is known to have received its name from the emperor. But it would not
be convenient to record every instance of this kind, for many other cities about this time went over
to religion, and spontaneously, without any command of the emperor, destroyed the adjacent temples
and statues, and erected houses of prayer.
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Chapter VI.—The Reason why under Constantine, the Name of Christ was spread throughout the
Whole World.

The church having been in this manner spread throughout the whole Roman world, religion
was introduced even among the barbarians themselves.'"”' The tribes on both sides of the Rhine
were Christianized, as likewise the Celts and the Gauls who dwelt upon the most distant shores of
the ocean; the Goths, too, and such tribes as were contiguous to them, who formerly dwelt on either
of the high shores of the Danube, had long shared in the Christian faith, and had changed into a
gentler and more rational observance. Almost all the barbarians had professed to hold the Christian
doctrine in honor, from the time of the wars between the Romans and foreign tribes, under the
government of Gallienus and the emperors who succeeded him. For when an unspeakable multitude
of mixed nations passed over from Thrace into Asia and overran it, and when other barbarians from
the various regions did the same things to the adjacent Romans, many priests of Christ who had
been taken captive, dwelt among these tribes; and during their residence among them, healed the
sick, and cleansed those who were possessed of demons, by the name of Christ only, and by calling

AN on the Son of God; moreover they led'"*? a blameless life, and excited envy by their virtues. The

263 barbarians, amazed at the conduct and wonderful works of these men, thought that it would be

prudent on their part, and pleasing to the Deity, if they should imitate those whom they saw were

better; and, like them, would render homage to God. When teachers as to what should be done, had

been proposed to them, the people were taught and baptized, and subsequently were gathered into
churches.

Chapter VII.—How the Iberians received the Faith of Christ.

It is said that during this reign the Iberians,''> a large and warlike barbarian nation, confessed
Christ.""** They dwelt to the north beyond Armenia. A Christian woman, who had been taken captive,
induced them to renounce the religion of their fathers. She was very faithful and godly, and did
not, amongst foreigners, remit her accustomed routine of religious duty. To fast, to pray night and
day, and to praise God, constituted her delight. The barbarians inquired as to the motives of her
endurance: she simply answered, that it was necessary in this way to worship the Son of God; but

1151 Irenzus adv. Heeres i. 3 (ed. Harvey); Philost. ii. 5, 6.
1152 noAteiav quepntov épilosdgouv . The Christian life, and especially the monastic, was regarded as the true philosophy.
1153 By the Iberians we are to understand, not the people of Spain (for they had a church among them as early as the time of

Iren®us; see adv. Heeres. i. 3, ed. Harvey), but the people of that name in Asia. Cf. Soc. i. 20, who says these Iberians migrated
from Spain.

1154 Ruf. H. E.i. 10; Soc. i. 20; Soz. takes directly from Ruf.
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the name of Him who was to be worshiped, and the manner of worshiping, appeared strange to
them. It happened that a boy of the country was taken ill, and his mother, according to the custom
of the Iberians, took him around from house to house, in hope that some one might be found capable
of curing the disease, and the change from the suffering might be easy for the afflicted. As no one
capable of healing him could be found, the boy was brought to the captive, and she said, “as to
medicines, I have neither experience nor knowledge, nor am I acquainted with the mode of applying
ointments or plasters; but, O woman, I believe that Christ whom I worship, the true and great God,
will become the Saviour of thy child.” Then she prayed for him immediately and freed him from
the disease, although just before it was believed that he was about to die. A little while after, the
wife of the governor of the nation was, by an incurable disease, brought nigh unto death; yet she
too was saved in the same manner. And thus did this captive teach the knowledge of Christ, by
introducing Him as the dispenser of health, and as the Lord of life, of empire, and of all things. The
governor’s wife, convinced by her own personal experience, believed the words of the captive,
embraced the Christian religion, and held the woman in much honor. The king, astonished at the
celerity of the cure, and the miraculousness and healing of faith, learned the cause from his wife,
and commanded that the captive should be rewarded with gifts. “Of gifts,” said the queen, “her
estimate is very low, whatever may be their value; she makes much of the service she renders to
her God only. Therefore if we wish to gratify her, or desire to do what is safe and right, let us also
worship God, who is mighty and a Saviour, and who, at His will, gives continuance unto kings,
casts down the high, renders the illustrious abject, and saves those in terrible straits.” The queen
continued to argue in this excellent manner, but the sovereign of Iberia remained in doubt and
unconvinced, as he reflected on the novelty of the matters, and also respected the religion of his
fathers. A little while after, he went into the woods with his attendants, on a hunting excursion; all
of a sudden thick clouds arose, and a heavy air was everywhere diffused by them, so as to conceal
the heavens and the sun; profound night and great darkness pervaded the wood. Since each of the
hunters was alarmed for his own safety, they scattered in different directions. The king, while thus
wandering alone, thought of Christ, as men are wont to do in times of danger. He determined that
if he should be delivered from his present emergency, he would walk before God and worship Him.
At the very instant that these thoughts were upon his mind, the darkness was dissipated, the air
became serene, the rays of the sun penetrated into the wood, and the king went out in safety. He
informed his wife of the event that had befallen him, sent for the captive, and commanded her to
teach him in what way he ought to worship Christ. When she had given as much instruction as it
was right for a woman to say and do, he called together his subjects and declared to them plainly
the Divine mercies which had been vouchsafed to himself and to his wife, and although uninitiated,
he declared to his people the doctrines of Christ. The whole nation was persuaded to embrace
Christianity, the men being convinced by the representations of the king, and the women by those
of the queen and the captive. And speedily with the general consent of the entire nation, they
prepared most zealously to build a church. When the external walls were completed, machines
were brought to raise up the columns, and fix them upon their pedestals. It is related, that when the
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first and second columns had been righted by these means, great difficulty was found in fixing the
third column, neither art nor physical strength being of any avail, although many were present to
AN assist in the pulling. When evening came on, the female captive remained alone on the spot, and
264 she continued there throughout the night, interceding with God that the erection of the columns
might be easily accomplished, especially as all the rest had taken their departure distressed at the
failure; for the column was only half raised, and remained standing, and one end of it was so
embedded in its foundations that it was impossible to move it downward. It was God’s will that by
this, as well as by the preceding miracle, the Iberians should be still further confirmed about the
Deity. Early in the morning, when they were present at the church, they beheld a wonderful spectacle,
which seemed to them as a dream. The column, which on the day before had been immovable, now
appeared erect, and elevated a small space above its proper base. All present were struck with
admiration, and confessed, with one consent, that Christ alone is the true God. Whilst they were
all looking on, the column slipped quietly and spontaneously, and was adjusted as by machinery
on its base. The other columns were then erected with ease, and the Iberians completed the structure
with greater alacrity. The church having been thus speedily built, the Iberians, at the recommendation
of the captive, sent ambassadors to the Emperor Constantine, bearing proposals for alliance and
treaties, and requesting that priests might be sent to their nation. On their arrival, the ambassadors
related the events that had occurred, and how the whole nation with much care worshiped Christ.
The emperor of the Romans was delighted with the embassy, and after acceding to every request
that was proffered, dismissed the ambassadors. Thus did the Iberians receive the knowledge of
Christ, and until this day they worship him carefully.

Chapter VIII.—How the Armenians and Persians embraced Christianity.

Subsequently the Christian religion became known to the neighboring tribes and was very
greatly disseminated."” The Armenians, I have understood, were the first to embrace Christianity >
It is said that Tiridates, then the sovereign of that nation, became a Christian by means of a marvelous
Divine sign which was wrought in his own house; and that he issued commands to all the subjects,

by a herald, to adopt the same religion.'"”” I think that the beginning of the conversion of the

1155 This paragraph is regarded by Valesius as spurious.

1156 The source of this chapter certainly is not Moses Chorenensis. Tiridates III. reigned a.d. 286-342. At first a persecutor,
through Gregory the Illuminator he became a Christian. Yet parts of Armenia were Christianized much earlier. Dionysius bishop
of Alexandria wrote a letter on Repentance to the Armenians in the reign of Gallus. Eus. H. E. vi. 46. Cf. Agathangelas, History
of Tiridates the Great, and the preaching of Gregory the Illuminator.

1157 Here follows in the Greek text a repetition, word for word, of the first two lines of this chapter, which seem to be

superfluous, if we do not reject the paragraph above.
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Persians''*® was owing to their intercourse with the Osroenians and Armenians; for it is likely that
they would converse with such Divine men and make experience of their virtue.

Chapter IX.—Sapor King of Persia is Excited against the Christians. Symeon, Bishop of Persia,
and Usthazanes, a Eunuch, Suffer the Agony of Martyrdom.

When, in course of time, the Christians increased in number, and began to form churches, and
appointed priests and deacons, the Magi, who as a priestly tribe had from the beginning in successive
generations acted as the guardians of the Persian religion, became deeply incensed against them.'*

The Jews, who through envy are in some way naturally opposed to the Christian religion, were
likewise offended. They therefore brought accusations before Sapor, the reigning sovereign, against
Symeon, who was then archbishop of Seleucia and Ctesiphon, royal cities of Persia, and charged
him with being a friend of the Casar of the Romans, and with communicating the affairs of the
Persians to him. Sapor believed these accusations, and at first, ground the Christians with excessive
taxes, although he knew that the generality of them had voluntarily embraced poverty. He entrusted
the exaction to cruel men, hoping that, by the want of necessaries, and the atrocity of the exactors,
they might be compelled to abjure their religion; for this was his aim. Afterwards, however, he
commanded that the priests and conductors of the worship of God should be slain with the sword.
The churches were demolished, their vessels were deposited in the treasury, and Symeon was
arrested as a traitor to the kingdom and the religion of the Persians. Thus the Magi, with the
co-operation of the Jews, quickly destroyed the houses of prayer. Symeon, on his apprehension,
was bound with chains, and brought before the king. There the man evinced his excellence and
courage; for when Sapor commanded that he should be led away to the torture, he did not fear, and
would not prostrate himself. The king, greatly exasperated, demanded why he did not prostrate
himself as he had done formerly. Symeon replied, “Formerly I was not led away bound in order
that I might abjure the truth of God, and therefore I did not then object to pay the customary respect
AN to royalty; but now it would not be proper for me to do so; for I stand here in defense of godliness
265 and of our opinion.” When he ceased speaking, the king commanded him to worship the sun,
promising, as an inducement, to bestow gifts upon him, and to hold him in honor; but on the other
hand, threatening, in case of non-compliance, to visit him and the whole body of Christians with
destruction. When the king found that he neither frightened him by menaces, nor caused him to
relax by promises, and that Symeon remained firm and refused to worship the sun, or to betray his

1158 Soz. is wrong in attributing the conversion of Persia to Armenia.
1159 The source for chaps. 9-14 must be some early translation of Acta Persarum, which the Syrians, especially those of

Edessa, made; cf. chap. 14. Soz. is independent. The persecution began under Shapur II. a.d. 343.
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religion, he commanded him to be put in bonds for a while, probably imagining that he would
change his mind.

When Symeon was being conducted to prison, Usthazanes, an aged eunuch, the foster-father
of Sapor and superintendent of the palace, who happened to be sitting at the gates of the palace,
arose to do him reverence. Symeon reproachfully forbade him in a loud and haughty voice, averted
his countenance, and passed by; for the eunuch had been formerly a Christian, but had recently
yielded to authority, and had worshiped the sun. This conduct so affected the eunuch that he wept
aloud, laid aside the white garment with which he was robed, and clothed himself, as a mourner,
in black. He then seated himself in front of the palace, crying and groaning, and saying, “Woe is
me! What must not await me since I have denied God; and on this account Symeon, formerly my
familiar friend, does not think me worthy of being spoken to, but turns away and hastens from me.”
When Sapor heard of what had occurred, he called the eunuch to him, and inquired into the cause
of his grief, and asked him whether any calamity had befallen his family. Usthazanes replied and
said, “O king, nothing has occurred to my family; but I would rather have suffered any other
affliction whatsoever than that which has befallen me, and it would have been easy to bear. Now
I mourn because I am alive, and ought to have been dead long ago; yet I still see the sun which,
not voluntarily, but to please thee, I professed to worship. Therefore, on both accounts, it is just
that I should die, for I have been a betrayer of Christ, and a deceiver of thee.” He then swore by
the Maker of heaven and earth, that he would never swerve from his convictions. Sapor, astonished
at the wonderful conversion of the eunuch, was still more enraged against the Christians, as if they
had effected it by enchantments. Still, he spared the old man, and strove with all his strength, by
alternate gentleness and harshness, to bring him over to his own sentiments. But finding that his
efforts were useless, and that Usthazanes persisted in declaring that he would never be so foolish
as to worship the creature instead of the creator, he became inflamed with passion, and commanded
that the eunuch’s head should be struck off with a sword. When the executioners came forward to
perform their office, Usthazanes requested them to wait a little, that he might communicate something
to the king. He then called one of the most faithful eunuchs, and bade him say to Sapor, “From my
youth until now I have been well affected, O king, to your house, and have ministered with fitting
diligence to your father and yourself. I need no witnesses to corroborate my statements; these facts
are well established. For all the matters wherein at divers times I have gladly served you, grant me
this reward; let it not be imagined by those who are ignorant of the circumstances, that I have
incurred this punishment by acts of unfaithfulness against the kingdom, or by the commission of
any other crime; but let it be published and proclaimed abroad by a herald, that Usthazanes loses
his head for no knavery that he has ever committed in the palaces, but for being a Christian, and
for refusing to obey the king in denying his own God.” The eunuch delivered this message, and
Sapor, according to the request of Usthazanes, commanded a herald to make the desired
proclamation; for the king imagined that others would be easily deterred from embracing Christianity,
by reflecting that he who sacrificed his aged foster-father and esteemed household servant, would
assuredly spare no other Christian. Usthazanes, however, believed that as by his timidity in
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consenting to worship the sun, he had caused many Christians to fear, so now, by the diligent
proclamation of the cause of his sufferings, many might be edified by learning that he died for the
sake of religion, and so became imitators of his fortitude.

Chapter X.— Christians slain by Sapor in Persia.

In this manner the honorable life of Usthazanes was terminated, and when the intelligence was
brought to Symeon in the prison, he offered thanksgiving to God on his account. The following
day, which happened to be the sixth day of the week, and likewise the day on which, as immediately
preceding the festival of the resurrection, the annual memorial of the passion of the Saviour is
celebrated, the king issued orders for the decapitation of Symeon; for he had again been conducted
to the palace from the prison, had reasoned most nobly with Sapor on points of doctrine, and had
expressed a determination never to worship either the king or the sun. On the same day a hundred
other prisoners were ordered to be slain. Symeon beheld their execution, and last of all he was put
to death. Amongst these victims were bishops, presbyters, and other clergy of different grades. As

AN they were being led out to execution, the chief of the Magi approached them, and asked them
266 whether they would preserve their lives by conforming to the religion of the king and by worshiping
the sun. As none of them would comply with this condition, they were conducted to the place of
execution, and the executioners applied themselves to the task of slaying these martyrs. Symeon,
standing by those who were to be slain, exhorted them to constancy, and reasoned concerning death,
and the resurrection, and piety, and showed them from the sacred Scriptures that a death like theirs
is true life; whereas to live, and through fear to deny God, is as truly death. He told them, too, that
even if no one were to slay them, death would inevitably overtake them; for our death is a natural
consequence of our birth. The things after those of this life are perpetual, and do not happen alike
to all men; but as if measured by some rule, they must give an accurate account of the course of
life here. Each one who did well, will receive immortal rewards and will escape the punishments
of those who did the opposite. He likewise told them that the greatest and happiest of all good
actions is to die for the cause of God. While Symeon was pursuing such themes, and like a household
attendant, was exhorting them about the manner in which they were to go into the conflicts, each
one listened and spiritedly went to the slaughter. After the executioner had despatched a hundred,
Symeon himself was slain; and Abedechalaas and Anannias, two aged presbyters of his own church,

who had been his fellow-prisoners, suffered with him."'®

Chapter XI.— Pusices, Superintendent of the Artisans of Sapor.

1160 The attempt to fix the date as Pagi, Ap. 21, 349, has no historical warrant; see Pagi, under 343 iii.
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Pusices, the superintendent of the king’s artisans, was present at the execution; perceiving that
Anannias trembled as the necessary preparations for his death were being made, he said to him,
“O old man, close your eyes for a little while and be of good courage, for you will soon behold the
light of Christ.” No sooner had he uttered these words than he was arrested and conducted before
the king; and as he frankly avowed himself a Christian, and spoke with great freedom to the king
concerning his opinion and the martyrs, he was condemned to an extraordinary and most cruel
death, because it was not lawful to address the king with such boldness. The executioners pierced
the muscles of his neck in such a manner as to extract his tongue. On the charge of some persons,
his daughter, who had devoted herself to a life of holy virginity, was arraigned and executed at the
same time. The following year, on the day on which the passion of Christ was commemorated, and
when preparations were being made for the celebration of the festival commemorative of his
resurrection from the dead, Sapor issued a most cruel edict throughout Persia, condemning to death
all those who should confess themselves to be Christians. It is said that a greater number of Christians
suffered by the sword; for the Magi sought diligently in the cities and villages for those who had
concealed themselves; and many voluntarily surrendered themselves, lest they should appear, by
their silence, to deny Christ. Of the Christians who were thus unsparingly sacrificed, many who
were attached to the palace were slain, and amongst these was Azades,"'®' a eunuch, who was
especially beloved by the king. On hearing of his death, Sapor was overwhelmed with grief, and
put a stop to the general slaughter of the Christians; and he directed that the teachers of religion
should alone be slain.

Chapter XII.—Tarbula, the Sister of Symeon, and her Martyrdom.

About the same period, the queen was attacked with a disease, and Tarbula, the sister of Symeon
the bishop, a holy virgin, was arrested with her servant, who shared in the same mode of life, as
likewise a sister of Tarbula, who, after the death of her husband, abjured marriage, and led a similar
career. The cause of their arrest was the charge of the Jews, who reported that they had injured the
queen by their enchantments, on account of their rage at the death of Symeon. As invalids easily
give credit to the most repulsive representations, the queen believed the charge, and especially
because it emanated from the Jews, since she had embraced their sentiments, and lived in the
observance of the Jewish rites, for she had great confidence in their veracity and in their attachment
to herself. The Magi having seized Tarbula and her companions, condemned them to death; and
after having sawn them asunder, they fastened them up to poles and made the queen pass through
the midst of the poles as a medium for turning away the disease. It is said that this Tarbula was

1161 Assemanus, Bibl. Orient. t.1. 189, speaks of Azades as the eunuch of Artascirus, ruler of Adiabene, who was a cousin of

Sapor.
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beautiful and very stately in form, and that one of the Magi, having become deeply enamored with

her, secretly sent a proposal for intercourse, and promised as a reward to save her and her companions

if she would consent. But she would give no ear to his licentiousness, and treated the Magi with

AN scorn, and rebuked his lust. She would rather prefer courageously to die than to betray her virginity.

267 As it was ordained by the edict of Sapor, which we mentioned above, that the Christians should

not be slaughtered indiscriminately, but that the priests and teachers of the opinions should be slain,

the Magi and Arch-Magi traversed the whole country of Persia, studiously maltreating the bishops

and presbyters. They sought them especially in the country of Adiabene, a part of the Persian
dominions, because it was wholly Christianized.

Chapter XIII.—Martyrdom of St. Acepsimas and of his Companions.

About this period they arrested Acepsimas the bishop, and many of his clergy. After having
taken counsel together, they satisfied themselves with the hunt after the leader only; they dismissed
the rest after they had taken away their property. James, however, who was one of the presbyters,
voluntarily followed Acepsimas, obtained permission from the Magi to share his prison, and
spiritedly ministered to the old man, lightened his misfortunes as far as he was able, and dressed
his wounds; for not long after his apprehension, the Magi had injuriously tortured him with raw
thongs in forcing him to worship the sun; and on his refusal to do so had retained him again in
bonds. Two presbyters named Aithalas and James, and two deacons, by name Azadanes and
Abdiesus, after being scourged most injuriously by the Magi, were compelled to live in prison, on
account of their opinions. After a long time had elapsed, the great Arch-Magi communicated to the
king the facts about them to be punished; and having received permission to deal with them as he
pleased, unless they would consent to worship the sun, he made known this decision of Sapor’s to
the prisoners. They replied openly, that they would never betray the cause of Christ nor worship
the sun; he tortured them unsparingly. Acepsimas persevered in the manly confession of his faith,
till death put an end to his torments. Certain Armenians, whom the Persians retained as hostages,
secretly carried away his body and buried it. The other prisoners, although not less scourged, lived
as by a miracle, and as they would not change their judgment, were again put in bonds. Among
these was Aithalas, who was stretched out while thus beaten, and his arms were torn out of his
shoulders by the very great wrench; and he carried his hands about as dead and swinging loosely,
so that others had to convey food to his mouth. Under this rule, an innumerable multitude of
presbyters, deacons, monks, holy virgins, and others who served the churches and were set apart
for its dogma, terminated their lives by martyrdom. The following are the names of the bishops,
so far as I have been able to ascertain: Barbasymes, Paulus, Gaddiabes, Sabinus, Mareas, Mocius,
John, Hormisdas, Papas, James, Romas, Maares, Agas, Bochres, Abdas, Abdiesus, John, Abramins,
Agdelas, Sapores, [saac, and Dausas. The latter had been made prisoner by the Persians, and brought
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from a place named Zabdaus."'> He died about this time in defense of the dogma; and Mareabdes,

a chorepiscopus, and about two hundred and fifty of his clergy, who had also been captured by the
Persians, suffered with him.

Chapter XIV.—The Martyrdom of Bishop Milles and his Conduct. Sixteen Thousand Distinguished
Men in Persia suffer Martyrdom under Sapor, besides Obscure Individuals.

About this period Milles suffered martyrdom. He originally served the Persians in a military

capacity, but afterwards abandoned that vocation, in order to embrace the apostolical mode of life.

It is related that he was ordained bishop over a Persian city, and he underwent a variety of sufferings,

and endured wounds and drawings; and that, failing in his efforts to convert the inhabitants to
Christianity, he uttered imprecations against the city, and departed. Not long after, some of the
principal citizens offended the king, and an army with three hundred elephants was sent against
them; the city was utterly demolished and its land was ploughed and sown. Milles, taking with him

only his wallet, in which was the holy Book of the Gospels, repaired to Jerusalem in prayer; thence

he proceeded to Egypt in order to see the monks. The extraordinary and admirable works which

we have heard that he accomplished, are attested by the Syrians, who have written an account of

his actions and life. For my own part, I think that I have said enough of him and of the other martyrs

who suffered in Persia during the reign of Sapor; for it would be difficult to relate in detail every
circumstance respecting them, such as their names, their country, the mode of completing their
martyrdom, and the species of torture to which they were subjected; for they are innumerable, since

such methods are jealously affected by the Persians, even to the extreme of cruelty. I shall briefly

state that the number of men and women whose names have been ascertained, and who were
martyred at this period, have been computed to be sixteen thousand; while the multitude outside

of these is beyond enumeration, and on this account to reckon off their names appeared difficult

AN to the Persians and Syrians and to the inhabitants of Edessa, who have devoted much care to this

268 matter.

Chapter XV.—Constantine writes to Sapor to stay the Persecution of the Christians.

Constantine the Roman emperor was angry, and bore it ill when he heard of the sufferings to
which the Christians were exposed in Persia. He desired most anxiously to render them assistance,
yet knew not in what way to effect this object. About this time some ambassadors from the Persian
king arrived at his court, and after granting their requests and dismissing them, he thought it would

1162 Am. Marcell. 20. 7, 1, Zabdiceni; 25. 7,9, Zabdicena.
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be a favorable opportunity to address Sapor in behalf of the Christians in Persia, and wrote to
him,"'* confessing that it would be a very great and forever indescribable favor, if he would be
humane to those who admired the teaching of the Christians under him. “There is nothing in their
religion,” said he, “of a reprehensible nature; by bloodless prayers alone do they offer supplication
to God, for he delighteth not in the outpouring of blood, but taketh pleasure only in a pure soul
devoted to virtue and to religion; so that they who believe these things are worthy of commendation.”
The emperor then assured Sapor that God would be propitious to him if he treated the Christians
with lenity, and adduced the example of Valerian and of himself in proof thereof. He had himself,
by faith in Christ, and by the aid of Divine inclination, come forth from the shores of the Western
ocean, and reduced to obedience the whole of the Roman world, and had terminated many wars
against foreigners and usurpers; and yet had never had recourse to sacrifices or divinations, but had
for victory used only the symbol of the Cross at the head of his own armies, and prayer pure from
blood and defilement. The reign of Valerian was prosperous so long as he refrained from persecuting
the Church; but he afterwards commenced a persecution against the Christians, and was delivered
by Divine vengeance into the hands of the Persians, who took him prisoner and put him to a cruel
death.”

It was in this strain that Constantine wrote to Sapor, urging him to be well-disposed to this
religion; for the emperor extended his watchful care over all the Christians of every region, whether
Roman or foreign.

Chapter XVI.— Eusebius and Theognis who at the Council of Nice had assented to the Writings of
Arius restored to their own Sees.

Not long after the council of Nice, Arius was recalled from exile; but the prohibition to enter
Alexandria was unrevoked. It shall be related in the proper place how he strove to obtain permission
to return to Egypt. Not long after, Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, and Theognis, bishop of Nicaa,
regained possession of their churches after expelling Amphion and Chrestos who had been ordained
in their stead.""* They owed their restoration to a document which they had presented to the bishops,
containing a retractation: “Although we have been condemned without a trial by your piety, we
deemed it right to remain silent concerning the judgment passed by your piety. But as it would be
absurd to remain longer silent, when silence is regarded as a proof of the truth of the calumniators,

16 The Embassy is spoken of in Eus. V. C. iv. 8; the letter of Constantine to Shapur, iv. 9-13. But Soz. is mistaken about its
date; for it was written before Sapor had commenced his persecution of the Christians. As usual, Soz. quotes briefly, and with
no regard to the language and little to the thought. Theodoret, H. E. 1. 25 (24), is accurate. For further relations of Constantine

with Persia, cf. Eus. V. C.iv. 56, 57.

L Cf. Soc. i. 14. The variations of text are slight. Is the original from Sabinus’ 1} cuvaywyr TOV cLVOSIKOV?
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we now declare to you that we too agree in this faith, and after a diligent examination of the thought

in the word ‘consubstantial,” we are wholly intent upon preserving peace, and that we never pursued

any heresy. Having proposed for the safety of the churches such argument''® as occurred to us, and

having been fully convinced, and fully convincing those who ought to have been persuaded by us,

we undersigned the creed; but we did not subscribe to the anathema, not because we impugned the

creed, but because we did not believe the accused to be what he was represented to us; the letters

we had received from him, and the arguments he had delivered in our presence, fully satisfying us

that he was not such an one. Would that the holy Synod were convinced that we are not bent on

opposing, but are accordant with the points accurately defined by you, and by this document, we

do attest our assent thereto: and this is not because we are wearied of exile, but because we wish

to avert all suspicion of heresy; for if you will condescend to admit us now into your presence, you

will find us in all points of the same sentiments as yourselves, and obedient to your decisions, and

then it shall seem good to your piety to be merciful to him who was accused on these points and

to have him recalled. If the party amenable to justice has been recalled and has defended himself

from the charge made, it would be absurd, were we by our silence to confirm the reports that

AN calumny had spread against us. We beseech you then, as befits your piety, dear to Christ, that you

269 memorialize our emperor, most beloved of God, and that you hand over our petition, and that you

counsel quickly, what is agreeable to you concerning us.” It was by these means that Eusebius and
Theognis, after their change of sentiment, were reinstated in their churches.

Chapter XVII.—On the Death of Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria, at his Suggestion, Athanasius
receives the Throne; and an Account of his Youth; how he was a Self-Taught Priest, and beloved
by Antony the Great.

About this period'® Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, when about to depart this life, left
Athanasius as his successor, in accordance, I am convinced, with the Divine will directing the vote
upon him. It is said that Athanasius at first sought to avoid the honor by flight, but that he, although
unwilling, was afterwards constrained by Alexander to accept the bishopric. This is testified by
Apolinarius, the Syrian,'? in the following terms: “In all these matters much disturbance was
excited by impiety, but its first effects were felt by the blessed teacher of this man, who was at hand

1165 The facts (as we learn from the Epistle of Eusebius of Casarea, which is given by Soc. i. 8, and Theodoret, H. E. i. 12)
are as follows: The bishops, who demurred to the term Opoovotov, as defined in the Nicene symbol, proposed another alleged
older Antiochan form to the Synod. But the Nicene Fathers rejected it, and refused to depart from their own definition. Eusebius
Pamphilus and his party then signed the Catholic and Orthodox creed, for fear of the emperor and other motives.

16 About five months after the council of Nicaa, according to a statement of Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 59.

1167 This quotation is first made by Soz., and is found nowhere else.
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as an assistant, and behaved as a son would to his father. Afterwards this holy man himself underwent
the same experience, for when appointed to the episcopal succession he fled to escape the honor;
but he was discovered in his place of concealment by the help of God, who had forecast by Divine
manifestations to his blessed predecessor, that the succession was to devolve upon him. For when
Alexander was on the point of death, he called upon Athanasius, who was then absent. One who
bore the same name, and who happened to be present, on hearing him call this way, answered him;
but to him Alexander was silent, since he was not summoning this man. Again he called, and as it
often happens, the one present kept still, and so the absent one was disclosed. Moreover, the blessed
Alexander prophetically exclaimed, ‘O Athanasius, thou thinkest to escape, but thou wilt not escape’;
meaning that Athanasius would be called to the conflict.” Such is the account given by Apolinarius
respecting Athanasius.

The Arians assert that after the death of Alexander, the respective followers of that bishop and
of Melitius held communion together, and fifty-four bishops from Thebes, and other parts of Egypt,
assembled together, and agreed by oath to choose by a common vote, the man who could
advantageously administer the Church of Alexandria; but that seven''® of the bishops, in violation
of their oath, and contrary to the opinion of all, secretly ordained Athanasius; and that on this
account many of the people and of the Egyptian clergy seceded from communion with him. For
my part, I am convinced that it was by Divine appointment that Athanasius succeeded to the
high-priesthood; for he was eloquent and intelligent, and capable of opposing plots, and of such a
man the times had the greatest need. He displayed great aptitude in the exercise of the ecclesiastical
functions and fitness for the priesthood, and was, so to speak, from his earliest years, self-taught.
It is said that the following incident occurred to him in his youth."® It was the custom of the
Alexandrians to celebrate with great pomp an annual festival in honor of one of their bishops named
Peter, who had suffered martyrdom. Alexander, who then conducted the church, engaged in the
celebration of this festival, and after having completed the worship, he remained on the spot,
awaiting the arrival of some guests whom he expected to breakfast. In the meantime he chanced
to cast his eyes towards the sea, and perceived some children playing on the shore, and amusing
themselves by imitating the bishop and the ceremonies of the Church. At first he considered the
mimicry as innocent, and took pleasure in witnessing it; but when they touched upon the unutterable,
he was troubled, and communicated the matter to the chief of the clergy. The children were called
together and questioned as to the game at which they were playing, and as to what they did and
said when engaged in this amusement. At first they through fear denied; but when Alexander
threatened them with torture, they confessed that Athanasius was their bishop and leader, and that
many children who had not been initiated had been baptized by him. Alexander carefully inquired

e See the refutation of the calumny in Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 6, where the acts of the vindicatory synod are given, 3 sqq.
Cf. Philost. ii. 11, gives a different account from the Arian point of view; probably the whole story is from Sabinus.
e Ruf. H. E.1i. 14. Cf. Soc. i. 15, who credits Ruf. with the story.
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what the priest of their play was in the habit of saying or doing, and what they answered or were

taught. On finding that the exact routine of the Church had been accurately observed by them, he

consulted the priests around him on the subject, and decided that it would he unnecessary to rebaptize

those who, in their simplicity, had been judged worthy of the Divine grace. He therefore merely

performed for them such offices as it is lawful only for those who are consecrated to initiating the

mysteries. He then took Athanasius and the other children, who had playfully acted as presbyters

AN and deacons, to their own relations under God as a witness that they might be brought up for the

270 Church, and for leadership in what they had imitated. Not long after, he took Athanasius as his

table companion and secretary. He had been well educated, was versed in grammar and rhetoric,

and already when he came to man’s estate, and before he attained the bishopric, he gave proof to

those conversing with him of his being a man of wisdom and intellectuality. But when,''™ on the

death of Alexander, the succession devolved upon him, his reputation was greatly increased, and

was sustained by his own private virtues and by the testimony of the monk, Antony the Great. This

monk repaired to him when he requested his presence, visited the cities, accompanied him to the

churches, and agreed with him in opinion concerning the Godhead. He evinced unlimited friendship
towards him, and avoided the society of his enemies and opponents.

Chapter XVIII.—The Arians and Melitians confer Celebrity on Athanasius, concerning Eusebius,
and his Request of Athanasius to admit Arius to Communion; concerning the Term
“Consubstantial”; Eusebius Pamphilus and Eustathius, Bishop of Antioch, create Tumults
above all the rest.

The reputation of Athanasius was, however, especially increased by the Arians and Melitians; '
although always plotting, they never appeared rightly to catch and make him a prisoner. In the first
place, Eusebius wrote to urge him to receive the Arians into communion, and threatened, without
writing it, to ill-treat him should he refuse to do so. But as Athanasius would not yield to his
representation, but maintained that those who had devised a heresy in innovating upon the truth,
and who had been condemned by the council of Nice, ought not to be received into the Church,
Eusebius contrived to interest the emperor in favor of Arius, and so procured his return. I shall state
a little further on how all these events came to pass.''’

1 From the Life of Antony, attributed to Athanasius, which Evagrius, a presbyter of Antioch, translated into Latin. Ruf. H.
E.i.8, Hieron. de vir. illust. 87, 88, 125.
171 Source here is Soc. i. 23, but abridged.

un See chap. 22.
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At this period, the bishops had another tumultuous dispute among themselves, concerning the
precise meaning of the term “consubstantial.”''”* Some thought that this term could not be admitted
without blasphemy; that it implied the non-existence of the Son of God; and that it involved the
error of Montanus and Sabellius. Those, on the other hand, who defended the term, regarded their
opponents as Greeks (or pagans), and considered that their sentiments led to polytheism. Eusebius,
surnamed Pamphilus, and Eustathius, bishop of Antioch, took the lead in this dispute. They both
confessed the Son of God to exist hypostatically, and yet they contended together as if they had
misunderstood each other. Eustathius accused Eusebius of altering the doctrines ratified by the
council of Nicaa, while the latter declared that he approved of all the Nicean doctrines, and
reproached Eustathius for cleaving to the heresy of Sabellius.

Chapter XIX.—Synod of Antioch; Unjust Deposition of Eustathius; Euphronius receives the Throne;
Constantine the Great writes to the Synod and to Eusebius Pamphilus, who refuses the Bishopric
of Antioch.

A synod having been convened at Antioch, Eustathius was deprived of the church of that city '™
It was most generally believed that he was deposed merely on account of his adherence to the faith
of the council of Nic@a, and on account of his having accused Eusebius, Paulinus, bishop of Tyre,
and Patrophilus, bishop of Scythopolis (whose sentiments were adopted by the Eastern priests), of
favoring the heresy of Arius. The pretext resorted to for his deposition, however, was, that he had
defiled the priesthood by unholy deeds. His deposition excited so great a sedition at Antioch, that
the people were on the point of taking up arms, and the whole city was in a state of commotion.
This greatly injured him in the opinion of the emperor; for when he understood what had happened,
and that the people of that church were divided into two parties, he was much enraged, and regarded
him with suspicion as the author of the tumult. The emperor, however, sent an illustrious officer
of his palace, invested with full authority, to calm the populace, and put an end to the disturbance,
without having recourse to violence or injury.

Those who had deposed Eustathius, and who on this account were assembled in Antioch,
imagining that their sentiments would be universally received, if they could succeed in placing
over the Church of Antioch one of their own opinion, who was known to the emperor, and held in
repute for learning and eloquence, and that they could obtain the obedience of the rest, fixed their
thoughts upon Eusebius Pamphilus for that see. They wrote to the emperor upon this subject, and

7 Soc. again the source, but abridged; the matter is entirely the fruit of his own research, as Soc. states in this chapter (chap.
i.23). Cf. Eus. V. C.iii. 23.
un Eus. V. C.iii. 59-62; Soc. i. 24; Philost. ii. 7. Soz. has additional details, especially of names. Very likely, therefore, Soc.

and Soz. have drawn from the same source.
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stated that this course would be highly acceptable to the people. He had, in fact, been sought by all
AN the clergy and laity who were inimical to Eustathius. Eusebius, however, wrote to the emperor
271 refusing the dignity. The emperor approved of his refusal with praise; for there was an ecclesiastical
law prohibiting the removal of a bishop from one bishopric to another. He wrote to the people and
to Eusebius, adopting his judgment and calling him happy, because he was worthy to hold the
bishopric not only of one single city, but of the world. The emperor also wrote to the people of the
Church of Antioch concerning like-mindedness, and told them that they ought not to desire the
bishops of other regions, even as they ought not to covet the possessions of others. In addition to
these, he despatched another epistle to the Synod, in private session, and similarly commended
Eusebius as in the letter to him for having refused the bishopric; and being convinced that
Euphronius, a presbyter of Cappadocia, and George of Arethusa were men approved in creed, he
commanded the bishops to decide for one or other of them, or for whomsoever might appear worthy
of the honor, and to ordain a president for the Church of Antioch. On the receipt of these letters
from the emperor, Euphronius was ordained; and I have heard that Eustathius bore this unjust
calumny calmly, judging it to be better, as he was a man who, besides his virtues and excellent
qualities, was justly admired on account of his fine eloquence, as is evidenced by his transmitted
works, which are highly approved for their choice of words, flavor of expression, temperateness

of sentiments, elegance and grace of narration.

Chapter XX.—Concerning Maximus, who succeeded Macarius in the See of Jerusalem.

About this time Mark,"” who had succeeded Silvester, and who had held the episcopal sway
during a short period, died, and Julius was raised to the see of Rome. Maximus succeeded Macarius
in the bishopric of Jerusalem.'"” It is said that Macarius had ordained him bishop over the church
of Diospolis, but that the members of the church of Jerusalem insisted upon his remaining among
them. For since he was a confessor, and otherwise excellent, he was secretly chosen beforehand in
the approbation of the people for their bishopric, after that Macarius should die. The dread of
offending the people and exciting an insurrection led to the election of another bishop over Diospolis,
and Maximus remained in Jerusalem, and exercised the priestly functions conjointly with Macarius;
and after the death of this latter, he governed that church. It is, however, well known to those who
are accurately acquainted with these circumstances, that Macarius concurred with the people in
their desire to retain Maximus; for it is said that he regretted the ordination of Maximus, and thought
that he ought necessarily to have been reserved for his own succession on account of his holding
right views concerning God and his confession, which had so endeared him to the people. He

s Marcus is not mentioned by Soc. or Theodoret, only by the Latins. The order is correct, whereas in i. 17 Julius is mistakenly
made to do duty for Silvester.

1176 This whole chapter is from an unknown source, and shows familiarity with Palestinian history.
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likewise feared that, at his death, the adherents of Eusebius and Patrophilus, who had embraced
Arianism, would take that opportunity to place one of their own views in his see; for even while
Macarius was living, they had attempted to introduce some innovations, but since they were to be
separated from him, they on this account kept quiet.

Chapter XXI.—The Melitians and the Arians agree in Sentiment,; Eusebius and Theognis endeavor
to inflame anew the Disease of Arius.

In the meantime the contention which had been stirred in the beginning among the Egyptians,
could not be quelled.""”” The Arian heresy had been positively condemned by the council of Nice,
while the followers of Melitius had been admitted into communion under the stipulations above
stated. When Alexander returned to Egypt, Melitius delivered up to him the churches whose
government he had unlawfully usurped, and returned to Lycus. Not long after, finding his end
approaching, he nominated John, one of his most intimate friends, as his successor, contrary to the
decree of the Nicazan Council, and thus fresh cause of discord in the churches was produced. When
the Arians perceived that the Melitians were introducing innovations, they also harassed the churches.
For, as frequently occurs in similar disturbances, some applauded the opinion of Arius, while others
contended that those who had been ordained by Melitius ought to govern the churches. These two
bodies of sectarians had hitherto been opposed to each other, but on perceiving that the priests of
the Catholic Church were followed by the multitude, they became jealous and formed an alliance
together, and manifested a common enmity to the clergy of Alexandria. Their measures of attack
and defense were so long carried on in concert, that in process of time the Melitians were generally
called Arians in Egypt, although they only dissent on questions of the presidency of the churches,

AN while the Arians hold the same opinions concerning God as Arius. Although they individually
272 denied one another’s tenets, yet they dissimulated in contradiction of their own view, in order to
attain an underhanded agreement in the fellowship of their enmity; at the same time each one
expected to prevail easily in what he desired. From this period, however, the Melitians after the
discussion on those topics, received the Arian doctrines, and held the same opinion as Arius
concerning God. This revived the original controversy concerning Arius, and some of the laity and
clergy seceded from communion with the others. The dispute concerning the doctrines of Arius

was rekindled once more in other cities, and particularly in Bithynia and Hellespontus, and in the

city of Constantinople. In short, it is said that Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, and Theognis, bishop

of Nicaa, bribed the notary to whom the emperor had intrusted the custody of the documents of

the Nic@an Council, effaced their signatures, and attempted openly to teach that the Son is not to

7 This chapter is also unique with Soz., both as to the Melitians and Eusebius. The Melitian opposition is evident from Soc.

i.27.
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be considered consubstantial with the Father. Eusebius was accused of these irregularities before
the emperor, and he replied with great boldness as he showed part of his clothing. “If this robe,”
said he, “had been cut asunder in my presence, I could not affirm the fragments to be all of the
same substance.” The emperor was much grieved at these disputes, for he had believed that questions
of this nature had been finally decided by the council of Nicaa, but contrary to his hopes he saw
them again agitated. He more especially regretted that Eusebius and Theognis had received certain

Alexandrians into communion,''”®

although the Synod had recommended them to repent on account
of their heterodox opinions, and although he had himself condemned them to banishment from
their native land, as being the exciters of sedition."” It is asserted by some, that it was for the above
reasons that the emperor in anger exiled Eusebius and Theognis; but as I have already stated, I have

derived my information from those who are intimately acquainted with these matters.

Chapter XXII.—The Vain Machinations of the Arians and Melitians against St. Athanasius.

The various calamities which befell Athanasius were primarily occasioned by Eusebius and
Theognis.'"® As they possessed great freedom of speech and influence with the emperor, they strove
for the recall of Arius, with whom they were on terms of concord and friendship, to Alexandria,
and at the same time the expulsion from the Church of him who was opposed to them. They accused
him before Constantine of being the author of all the seditions and troubles that agitated the Church,
and of excluding those who were desirous of joining the Church; and alleged that unanimity would
be restored were he alone to be removed. The accusations against him were substantiated by many
bishops and clergy who were with John, and who sedulously obtained access to the emperor; they
pretended to great orthodoxy, and imputed to Athanasius and the bishops of his party all the
bloodshed, bonds, unjust blows, wounds, and conflagrations of churches. But when Athanasius
demonstrated to the emperor the illegality of the ordination of John’s adherents, their innovations
of the decrees of the Nicaean Council, and the unsoundness of their faith, and the insults offered to
those who held right opinions about God, Constantine was at a loss to know whom to believe. Since
there were such mutual allegations, and many accusations were frequently stirred up by each party,
and since he was earnestly anxious to restore the like-mindedness of the people, he wrote to
Athanasius that no one should be shut out. If this should be betrayed to the last, he would send
regardless of consequences, one who should expel him from the city of Alexandria. If any one
should desire to see this letter of the emperor’s, he will here find the portion of it relating to this

7 Soz. has taken this from the Epistle of Constantine to the Nicomedians against Eusebius and Theognis. This is preserved
by Theodoret, H. E.i.20. Theodoret gives the full text; he and Soz. both obtained it from some such collection as that of Sabinus.
um Cf. Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 7 (in the letter of the Alexandrian Synod).

1180 Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 6; Soc.i.27; Theod. H. E.i. 26, 27. Soz. works independently from the same sources.
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affair: “As you are now acquainted with my will, which is, that to all who desire to enter the Church
you should offer an unhindered entrance. For should I hear that any who are willing to join the
Church, have been debarred or hindered therefrom by you, I shall send at once an officer who shall
remove you, according to my command, and shall transfer you to some other place.” Athanasius,
however, wrote to the emperor and convinced him that the Arians ought not to be received into
communion by the Catholic Church; and Eusebius perceiving that his schemes could never be
carried into execution while Athanasius strove in opposition, determined to resort to any means in
order to get rid of him. But as he could not find a sufficient pretext for effecting this design, he
promised the Melitians to interest the emperor and those in power in their favor, if they would bring
an accusation against Athanasius. Accordingly, came the first indictment that he had imposed upon
the Egyptians a tax on linen tunics, and that such a tribute had been exacted from the accusers.
AN Apis'®" and Macarius, presbyters of the Church of Athanasius, who then happened to be at court,
273 clearly proved the persistent accusation to be false. On being summoned to answer for the offense,
Athanasius was further accused of having conspired against the emperor, and of having sent, for
this purpose, a casket of gold to one Philumen. The emperor detected the calumny of his accusers,
sent Athanasius home, and wrote to the people of Alexandria to testify that their bishop possessed
great moderation and a correct faith; that he had gladly met him, and recognized him to be a man
of God; and that, as envy had been the sole cause of his indictment, he had appeared to better
advantage than his accusers; and having heard that the Arian and Melitian sectarians had excited
dissensions in Egypt, the emperor, in the same epistle, exhorted the multitude to look to God, to
take heed unto his judgments, to be well disposed toward one another, to prosecute with all their
might those who plotted against their like-mindedness; thus the emperor wrote to the people,
exhorting them all to like-mindedness, and striving to prevent divisions in the Church.

Chapter XXIII.— Calumny respecting St. Athanasius and the Hand of Arsenius.

The Melitians, on the failure of their first attempt, secretly concocted other indictments against
Athanasius.'"® On the one hand they charged him with breaking a sacred chalice, and on the other
with having slain one Arsenius, and with having cut off his arm and retained it for magical purposes.
It is said that this Arsenius was one of the clergy,''® but that, having committed some crime, he
fled to a place of concealment for fear of being convicted and punished by his bishop. The enemies
of Athanasius devised the most serious attack for this occurrence. They sought Arsenius with great

1181 Soc. i. 27, Alypius; Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 60, where a part of the Epistle of the emperor Constantine is given, and in
this Apis and Macarius are mentioned; here is an instance how Soz. corrects Soc.
ug Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 63; Ruf. H. E.i. 15-17; Soc. i. 27. Independent workers of the same and other material.

g He was bishop of the city of Hypselita, according to the caption of his letter to Athan. See Apol. cont. Arian. 69.
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diligence, and found him; they showed him great kindness, promised to secure for him every
goodwill and safety, and conducted him secretly to Patrines,''® a presbyter of a monastery, who
was one of their confederates, and of the same interest as themselves. After having thus carefully
concealed him, they diligently spread the report in the market-places and public assemblies that he
had been slain by Athanasius. They also bribed John, a monk, to corroborate the accusation. As
this evil report was universally circulated, and had even reached the ears of the emperor, Athanasius,
being apprehensive that it would be difficult to defend his cause before judges whose minds were
prejudiced by such false rumors, resorted to stratagems akin to those of his adversaries. He did
everything in his power to prevent truth from being obscured by their attacks; but the multitude
could not be convinced, on account of the non-appearance of Arsenius. Reflecting, therefore, that
the suspicion which rested upon him could not be removed except by proving that Arsenius, who
was said to be dead, was still alive, he sent a most trustworthy deacon in quest of him. The deacon
went to Thebes, and ascertained from the declaration of some monks where he was living. And
when he came to Patrines, with whom he had been concealed, he found that Arsenius was not there;
for on the first intelligence of the arrival of the deacon he had been conveyed to Lower Egypt. The
deacon arrested Patrines, and conducted him to Alexandria, as also Elias, one of his associates,
who was said to have been the person who conveyed Arsenius elsewhere. He delivered them both
to the commander of the Egyptian forces, and they confessed that Arsenius was still alive, that he
had been secretly concealed in their house, and that he was now living in Egypt. Athanasius took
care that all these facts should be reported to Constantine. The emperor wrote back to him, desiring
him to attend to the due performance of the priestly functions, and the maintenance of order and
piety among the people, and not to be disquieted by the machinations of the Melitians, it being
evident that envy alone was the cause of the false indictments which were circulated against him
and the disturbance in the churches. The emperor added that, for the future, he should not give
place to such reports; and that, unless the calumniators preserved the peace, he should certainly
subject them to the rigor of the state laws, and let justice have its course, as they had not only
unjustly plotted against the innocent, but had also shamefully abused the good order and piety of
the Church. Such was the strain of the emperor’s letter to Athanasius; and he further commanded
that it should be read aloud before the public, in order that they might all be made acquainted with
his intentions. The Melitians were alarmed at these menaces, and became more quiet for a while,
because they viewed with anxiety the threat of the ruler. The churches throughout Egypt enjoyed
profound peace, and, directed by the presidency of this great priest, it daily increased in numbers
by the conversion of multitudes of pagans and other heretics.

1184 Athan. calls him Pinnes, presbyter of a mansio (not monastery) of Ptemencyrceus. See his letter to John in the Apol. cont.

Arian. 67. How did Soz. change this name to Patrines?
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AN Chapter XXIV.—Some Indian Nations received Christianity at that Time through the Instrumentality
274 of Two Captives, Frumentius and Edesius.

We have heard that about this period some of the most distant of the nations that we call Indians,
to whom the preaching of Bartholomew was unknown, shared in our doctrine, through Frumentius}'®
who became a priest and teacher of the sacred learning among them. But in order that we may
know, even by the marvel of what happened in India, that the doctrine of the Christians ought to
be received as a system not from man, as it seems a tissue of miracles to some, it is necessary to
relate the reason for the ordination of Frumentius. It was as follows: The most celebrated philosophers
among the Greeks explored unknown cities and regions. Plato, the friend of Socrates, dwelt for a
time among the Egyptians, in order to acquaint himself with their manners and customs. He likewise
sailed to Sicily for the sight of its craters, whence, as from a fountain, spontaneously issued streams
of fire, which frequently overflowing, rushed like a river and consumed the neighboring regions,
so that even yet many fields appear burnt and cannot be sown or planted with trees, just as they
narrate about the land of Sodom. These craters were likewise explored by Empedocles, a man
highly celebrated for philosophy among the Greeks, and who has expounded his knowledge in
heroic verse. He set out to investigate this fiery eruption, when either because he thought such a
mode of death preferable to any other, or because, to speak more truthfully, he perhaps knew not
wherefore he should seek to terminate his life in this manner, he leaped into the fire and perished.
Democritus of Cods explored many cities and climates and nations, and he says concerning himself
that eighty years of his life were spent in traveling through foreign lands. Besides these philosophers,
thousands of wise men among the Greeks, ancient and modern, devoted themselves to this travel.
In emulation, Meropius, a philosopher of Tyre in Pheenicia, journeyed as far as India. They say he
was accompanied by two youths, named Frumentius and Edesius; they were his relatives; he
conducted their rhetorical training, and educated them liberally. After exploring India as much as
possible, he set out for home, and embarked in a vessel which was on the point of sailing for Egypt.
It happened that, from want of water or some other necessary, the vessel was obliged to stop at
some port, and the Indians rushed upon it and murdered all, Meropius included. These Indians had
Jjust thrown off their alliance with the Romans; they took the boys as living captives, because they
pitied their youth, and conducted them to their king. He appointed the younger one his cup-bearer;
the older, Frumentius, he put over his house and made him administrator of his treasures; for he
perceived that he was intelligent and very capable in business. These youths served the king usefully
and faithfully during a long course of years, and when he felt his end approaching, his son and wife
surviving, he rewarded the good-will of the servants with liberty, and permitted them to go where
they pleased. They were anxious to return to Tyre, where their relatives resided; but the king’s son

1185 Ruf. i. 9, who gathered the facts from Edesius himself. Cf. Soc. i. 19. Soz. substitutes the scientific order of Plato,

Empedocles, and Democritus for that of Metrodorus. The story is briefly reported by Theodoret, H. E. i. 23.
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being a minor, his mother besought them to remain for a little while and take charge of public
affairs, until her son reached the years of manhood. They yielded to her entreaties, and directed the
affairs of the kingdom and of the government of the Indies. Frumentius, by some Divine impulse,
perhaps because God moved him spontaneously, inquired whether there were any Christians in
India, or Romans among the merchants, who had sailed thither. Having succeeded in finding the
objects of his inquiry, he summoned them into his presence, treated them with love and friendliness,
and convened them for prayer, and the assembly was conducted after the Roman usage; and when
he had built houses of prayer, he encouraged them to honor God continually.

When the king’s son attained the age of manhood, Frumentius and Edesius besought him and
the queen, and not without difficulty persuaded the rulers to be separated from themselves, and
having parted as friends, they went back as Roman subjects. Edesius went to Tyre to see his relatives,
and was soon after advanced to the dignity of presbyter. Frumentius, however, instead of returning
to Pheenicia, repaired to Alexandria; for with him patriotism and filial piety were subordinate to
religious zeal. He conferred with Athanasius, the head of the Alexandrian Church, described to
him the state of affairs in India, and the necessity of appointing a bishop over the Christians located
in that country. Athanasius assembled the endemic priests, and consulted with them on the subject;
and he ordained Frumentius bishop of India, since he was peculiarly qualified and apt to do much
service among those among whom he was the first to manifest the name of Christian, and the seed
of the participation in the doctrine was sown.'"* Frumentius, therefore, returned to India, and, it is
said, discharged the priestly functions so admirably that he became an object of universal admiration,

AN and was revered as no less than an apostle. God highly honored him, enabling him to perform many
275 wonderful cures, and to work signs and wonders. Such was the origin of the Indian priesthood.

Chapter XXV.—Council of Tyre; Illegal Deposition of St. Athanasius.

The plots of the enemies of Athanasius involved him in fresh troubles, excited the hatred of the
emperor against him, and stirred up a multitude of accusers. Wearied by their importunity, the
emperor convened a council at Cesarea in Palestine. Athanasius was summoned thither; but fearing
the artifices of Eusebius, bishop of the city, of Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, and of their party,
he refused to attend, and for thirty months, although pressed to attend, persisted in his refusal. At
the end of that period, however, he was forced more urgently and repaired to Tyre, where a great
number of the bishops of the East were assembled,'"*” who commanded him to undergo the charges

118 Athan. Apol. ad Const. 29-31. Frumentius was called the Abba Salama of A0EoUuig (Axum). Cf. Historia Ethiopica,
Ludolf; Nic. Call. repeats this story of Rufinus in his H. E. i. 37, with which compare the narrative in xvii. 32.

187 Eus. V. C.iv. 41, 42; the letter in 42 has a late addition in Theodoret, H. E. i. 29 (27); Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 8—12,
71-83; Ruf. H. E.i. 16, 17; Soc.i. 27-32.
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of those who accused him. Of John’s party, Callinicus, a bishop, and a certain Ischurias, accused
him of breaking a mystical chalice and of throwing down an episcopal chair; and of often causing
Ischurias, although he was a presbyter, to be loaded with chains; and by falsely informing Hyginus,
governor of Egypt, that he had cast stones at the statues of the emperor of occasioning his being
thrown into prison; of deposing Callinicus, bishop of the Catholic Church at Pelusium, and of saying
that he would debar him from fellowship unless he could remove certain suspicions concerning his
having broken a mystical chalice; of committing the Church of Pelusium to Mark, a deposed
presbyter; and of placing Callinicus under a military guard, and of putting him under judicial
tortures. Euplus, Pachomius, Isaac, Achillas,"® and Hermaon, bishops of John’s party, accused
him of inflicting blows. They all concurred in maintaining that he obtained the episcopal dignity
by means of the perjury of certain individuals, it having been decreed that no one should receive
ordination, who could not clear himself of any crime laid to his charge. They further alleged, that
having been deceived by him, they had separated themselves from communion with him, and that,
so far from satisfying their scruples, he had treated them with violence and thrown them into prison.

Further, the affair of Arsenius was again agitated; and as generally happens in such a studiously
concocted plot, many even of those considered his friends loomed up unexpectedly as accusers. A
document was then read, containing popular complaints that the people of Alexandria could not
continue their attendance at church on his account. Athanasius, having been urged to justify himself,
presented himself repeatedly before the tribunal; successfully repelled some of the allegations, and
requested delay for investigation as to the others. He was exceedingly perplexed when he reflected
on the favor in which his accusers were held by his judges, on the number of witnesses belonging
to the sects of Arius and Melitius who appeared against him, and on the indulgence that was
manifested towards the informers, whose allegations had been overcome. And especially in the
indictment concerning Arsenius, whose arm he was charged with having cut off for purposes of
magic, and in the indictment concerning a certain woman to whom he was charged with having
given gifts for uncleanness, and with having corrupted her by night, although she was unwilling.
Both these indictments were proved to be ridiculous and full of false espionage. When this female
made the deposition before the bishops, Timothy, a presbyter of Alexandria, who stood by
Athanasius, approached her according to a plan he had secretly concerted, and said to her, “Did I
then, O woman, violate your chastity?”''** She replied, “But didst thou not?”” and mentioned the
place and the attendant circumstances, in which she had been forced. He likewise led Arsenius into
the midst of them, showed both his hands to the judges, and requested them to make the accusers
account for the arm which they had exhibited. For it happened that Arsenius, either driven by a
Divine influence, or, as it is said, having been concealed by the plans of Athanasius, when the

s In the brief by Melitius, Achilles and Hermaeon are given as bishops respectively of Cus@ and Cynus (Cynopolis). Athan.
Apol. cont. Arian.71.
1189 Ruf. H.E.i. 17.
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danger to that bishop on his account was announced, escaped by night, and arrived at Tyre the day

before the trial. But these allegations having been thus summarily dismissed, so that no defense

was necessary, no mention of the first was made in the transactions; most probably, I think, because

the whole affair was considered too indecorous and absurd for insertion. As to the second, the

accusers strove to justify themselves by saying that a bishop under the jurisdiction of Athanasius,

named Plusian,'' had, at the command of his chief, burnt the house of Arsenius, fastened him to

a column, and maltreated him with thongs, and then chained him in a cell. They further stated that

Arsenius escaped from the cell through a window, and while he was sought for remained a while

AN in concealment; that as he did not appear, they naturally supposed him to be dead; that the reputation

276 he had acquired as a man and confessor, had endeared him to the bishops of John’s party; and that
they sought for him, and applied on his behalf to the magistrates.

Athanasius was filled with apprehension when he reflected on these subjects, and began to
suspect that his enemies were secretly scheming to effect his ruin. After several sessions, when the
Synod was filled with tumult and confusion, and the accusers and a multitude of persons around
the tribunal were crying aloud that Athanasius ought to be deposed as a sorcerer and a ruffian, and
as being utterly unworthy the priesthood, the officers, who had been appointed by the emperor to
be present at the Synod for the maintenance of order, compelled the accused to quit the judgment
hall secretly; for they feared lest they might become his murderers, as is apt to be the case in the
rush of a tumult. On finding that he could not remain in Tyre without peril of his life, and that there
was no hope of obtaining justice against his numerous accusers, from judges who were inimical to
him, he fled to Constantinople. The Synod condemned him during his absence, deposed him from
the bishopric, and prohibited his residing at Alexandria, lest, said they, he should excite disturbances
and seditions. John and all his adherents were restored to communion, as if they had been unjustly
suffering wrongs, and each was reinstated in his own clerical rank. The bishops then gave an account
of their proceedings to the emperor, and wrote to the bishops of all regions, enjoining them not to
receive Athanasius into fellowship, and not to write to him or receive letters from him, as one who
had been convicted of the crimes which they had investigated, and on account of his flight, as also
guilty in those indictments which had not been tried. They likewise declared, in this epistle, that
they had been obliged to pass such condemnation upon him, because, when commanded by the
emperor the preceding year to repair to the bishops of the East, who were assembled at Casarea,
he disobeyed the injunction, kept the bishops waiting for him, and set at naught the commands of
the ruler. They also deposed that when the bishops had assembled at Tyre, he went to that city,
attended by a large retinue, for the purpose of exciting disturbances and tumults in the Synod; that
when there, he sometimes refused to reply to the charges preferred against him; sometimes insulted
the bishops individually; when summoned by them, sometimes not obeying, at others not deigning
to be judged. They specified in the same letter, that he was manifestly guilty of having broken a

1190 Mention is made of a bishop of this name in the Epistle of Arsenius to Athanasius, which is preserved in the Apol. cont.

Arian. 69.
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mystical chalice, and that this fact was attested by Theognis, bishop of Nic®a; by Maris, bishop of
Chalcedonia; by Theodore, bishop of Heraclea; by Valentinus and Ursacius; and by Macedonius,
who had been sent to the village in Egypt, where the chalice was said to have been broken, in order
to ascertain the truth. Thus did the bishops detail successively each of the allegations against
Athanasius, with the same art to which sophists resort when they desire to heighten the effect of
their calumnies. Many of the priests, however, who were present at the trial, perceived the injustice
of the accusation. It is related that Paphnutius, the confessor,'”' who was present at the Synod,
arose, and took the hand of Maximus, the bishop of Jerusalem, to lead him away, as if those who
were confessors, and had their eyes dug out for the sake of piety, ought not to participate in an
assembly of wicked men.

Chapter XXVI.—Erection of a Temple by Constantine the Great at Golgotha, in Jerusalem; its
Dedication.

The temple,''”* called the “Great Martyrium,” which was built in the place of the skull at
Jerusalem, was completed about the thirtieth year' of the reign of Constantine; and Marianus, an
official, who was a short-hand writer of the emperor, came to Tyre and delivered a letter from the
emperor to the council, commanding them to repair quickly to Jerusalem, in order to consecrate
the temple. Although this had been previously determined upon, yet the emperor deemed it necessary
that the disputes which prevailed among the bishops who had been convened at Tyre should be
first adjusted, and that they should be purged of all discord and grief before going to the consecration
of the temple. For it is fitting to such a festival for the priests to be like-minded. When the bishops
arrived at Jerusalem, the temple was therefore consecrated, as likewise numerous ornaments and
gifts, which were sent by the emperor and are still preserved in the sacred edifice; their costliness
and magnificence is such that they cannot be looked upon without exciting wonder. Since that
period the anniversary of the consecration has been celebrated with great pomp by the church of
Jerusalem;'"™ the festival continues eight days, initiation by baptism is administered, and people

from every region under the sun resort to Jerusalem during this festival, and visit the sacred places.
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1191 This is in Ruf. H. E.i. 17. He also signs the first letter of the Egyptian bishops at Tyre to Dionysius; Athan. Apol. cont.
Arian. 79; he presumably subscribed to the second. Ibid.

112 Eus. V. C.iv.43-47; Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 84; Soc. 1. 33. Cf. Theodoret, H. E. i. 31 (29). Soz.’s account is better than
that of either Soc. or Theodoret.

1193 a.d. 335.

1194 Sept. 13.

451


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf202/Page_277.html

NPNF (V2-02) Socrates Scholasticus

Chapter XXVII.—Concerning the Presbyter by whom Constantine was persuaded to recall Arius
and Euzoius from Exile; the Tractate concerning his Possibly Pious Faith, and how Arius was
again received by the Synod assembled at Jerusalem.

The bishops who had embraced the sentiments of Arius found a favorable opportunity of
restoring him and Euzoius to communion, by zealously striving to have a council in the city of
Jerusalem. They effected their design in the following manner'"*> : —

A certain presbyter who was a great admirer of the Arian doctrines, was on terms of intimacy
with the emperor’s sister. At first he concealed his sentiments; but as he frequently visited and
became by degrees more familiar with Constantia, for such was the name of the sister of Constantine,
he took courage to represent to her that Arius was unjustly exiled from his country, and cast out
from the Church, through the jealousy and personal enmity of Alexander bishop of the Alexandrian
Church. He said that his jealousy had been excited by the esteem which the people manifested
towards Arius.

Constantia believed these representations to be true, yet took no steps in her lifetime to innovate
upon the decrees of Nic@a. Being attacked with a disease which threatened to terminate in death,
she besought her brother, who went to visit her, to grant what she was about to ask, as a last favor;
this request was, to receive the above mentioned presbyter on terms of intimacy, and to rely upon
him as a man who had correct opinions about the Divinity. “For my part,” she added, “I am drawing
nigh to death, and am no longer interested in the concerns of this life; the only apprehension I now
feel, arises from dread lest you should incur the wrath of God and suffer any calamity, or the loss
of your empire, since you have been induced to condemn just and good men wrongfully to perpetual
banishment.” From that period the emperor received the presbyter into favor, and after permitting
him to speak freely with him and to commune on the same topics concerning which his sister had
given her command, deemed necessary to subject the case of Arius to a fresh examination; it is
probable that, in forming this decision, the emperor was either influenced by a belief in the credibility
of the attacks, or by the desire of gratifying his sister. It was not long before he recalled Arius from
exile,'” and demanded of him a written exposition of his faith concerning the Godhead. Arius
avoided making use of the new terms which he had previously devised, and constructed another
exposition by using simple terms, and such as were recognized by the sacred Scriptures; he declared
upon oath, that he held the doctrines set forth in this exposition, that he both felt these statements
ex animo and had no other thought than these. It was as follows:'"*” “Arius and Euzoius, presbyters,

to Constantine, our most pious emperor and most beloved of God.

119 Ruf. H.E.i.11; Soc.i. 25, 26, 33.
11% This letter of the emperor is in Soc. i. 25.
1197 Soc. i. 26, verbal variations. Both probably from Sabinus.
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“According as your piety, beloved of God, commanded, O sovereign emperor, we here furnish
a written statement of our own faith, and we protest before God that we, and all those who are with
us, believe what is here set forth.

“We believe in one God, the Father Almighty, and in His Son the Lord Jesus Christ, who was
begotten from Him before all ages, God the Word, by whom all things were made, whether things
in heaven or things on earth; He came and took upon Him flesh, suffered and rose again, and
ascended into heaven, whence He will again come to judge the quick and the dead.

“We believe in the Holy Ghost, in the resurrection of the body, in the life to come, in the kingdom
of heaven, and in one Catholic Church of God, established throughout the earth. We have received
this faith from the Holy Gospels, in which the Lord says to His disciples, ‘Go forth and teach all
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” If we do
not so believe this, and if we do not truly receive the doctrines concerning the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Ghost, as they are taught by the whole Catholic Church and by the sacred Scriptures, as
we believe in every point, let God be our judge, both now and in the day which is to come. Wherefore
we appeal to your piety, O our emperor most beloved of God, that, as we are enrolled among the
members of the clergy, and as we hold the faith and thought of the Church and of the sacred
Scriptures, we may be openly reconciled to our mother, the Church, through your peacemaking
and pious piety; so that useless questions and disputes may be cast aside, and that we and the Church
may dwell together in peace, and we all in common may offer the customary prayer for your peaceful
and pious empire and for your entire family.”

Many considered this declaration of faith as an artful compilation, and as bearing the appearance
of difference in expression, while, in reality, it supported the doctrine of Arius; the terms in which
it was couched being so vague that it was susceptible of diverse interpretations. The emperor

TN imagined that Arius and Euzoius were of the same sentiments as the bishops of the council of

278 Nicea, and was delighted over the affair. He did not, however, attempt to restore them to communion
without the judgment and approval of those who are, by the law of the Church, masters in these
matters. He, therefore, sends them to the bishops who were then assembled at Jerusalem, and wrote,

desiring them to examine the declaration of faith submitted by Arius and Euzdus, and so to influence
the Synod that, whether they found that their doctrine was orthodox, and that the jealousy of their
enemies had been the sole cause of their condemnation, or that, without having reason to blame
those who had condemned them, they had changed their minds, a humane decision might, in either
case, be accorded them. Those who had long been zealous for this, seized the opportunity under
cover of the emperor’s letter, and received him into fellowship. They wrote immediately to the
emperor himself, to the Church of Alexandria, and to the bishops and clergy of Egypt, of Thebes,
and of Libya, earnestly exhorting them to receive Arius and Euzoius into communion, since the
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emperor bore witness to the correctness of their faith, in one of his own epistles, and since the
judgment of the emperor had been confirmed by the vote of the Synod.''*®

These were the subjects which were zealously discussed by the Synod of Jerusalem.

Chapter XXVIIL.— Letter from the Emperor Constantine to the Synod of Tyre, and Exile of St.
Athanasius through the Machination of the Arian Faction.

Athanasius, after having fled from Tyre, repaired'” to Constantinople, and on coming to the
emperor Constantine, complained of what he had suffered, in presence of the bishops who had
condemned him, and besought him to permit the decrees of the council of Tyre to be submitted for
examination before the emperor. Constantine regarded this request as reasonable, and wrote in the
following terms to the bishops assembled at Tyre: —

“I know not what has been enacted in confusion and vehemence by your Synod; but it appears
that, from some disturbing disorder, decrees which are not in conformity with truth have been
enacted, and that your constant irritation of one another evidently prevented you from considering
what is pleasing to God. But it will be the work of Divine Providence to scatter the evils which
have been drawn out of this contentiousness, and to manifest to us clearly whether you have not
been misled in your judgment by motives of private friendship or aversion. I therefore command
that you all come here to my piety without delay, in order that we may receive an exact account of
your transactions. I will explain to you the cause of my writing to you in this strain, and you will
know from what follows, why I summon you before myself through this document. As I was
returning on horseback to that city which bears my name, and which I regard as my much prospered
country, Athanasius, the bishop, presented himself so unexpectedly in the middle of the highway,
with certain individuals who accompanied him, that I felt exceedingly surprised at beholding him.
God, who sees all things, is my witness, that at first I did not know who he was, but that some of
my attendants having ascertained this point, and the injustice which he had suffered, gave me the
necessary information. I did not on this occasion grant him an interview. He, however, persevered
in requesting an audience; and although I refused him, and was on the point of commanding that
he should be removed from my presence, he told me with more boldness, that he sought no other
favor of me than that I should summon you hither, in order that he might in your presence complain
of what he had suffered unnecessarily. As this request appears reasonable and timely, I deemed it
right to address you in this strain, and to command all of you who were convened at the Synod of
Tyre to hasten to the court of our clemency, so that you may demonstrate by your works, the purity
and inflexibility of your decisions before me, whom you cannot refuse to acknowledge as a genuine

1% Ruf. H. E, i. 11; Soc. i. 33. For the letter of the Synod, cf. Athan. de Synodis, 21; a part is also given in Apol. cont. Arian.
84.

119 This letter is given in Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 86; Soc. i. 33-35.
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servant of God. By my zeal in His service, peace has been established throughout the world, and
the name of God is genuinely praised among the barbarians, who till now were in ignorance of the
truth; and it is evident that whoever is ignorant of the truth knows not God. Notwithstanding, as is
above stated, the barbarians have, through my instrumentality, learnt to know genuinely and to
worship God; for they perceived that everywhere, and on all occasions, his protection rested on
me; and they reverence God the more deeply because they fear my power. But we who have to
announce the mysteries of forbearance (for I will not say that we keep them), we, I say, ought not
to do anything that can tend to dissension or hatred, or, to speak plainly, to the destruction of the
human race. Come, then, to us, as I have said, with all diligence, and be assured that I shall do
everything in my power to preserve all the particularly infallible parts of the law of God in a way
that no fault or heterodoxy can be fabricated; while those enemies of the law who, under the guise
TN of the Holy Name, endeavor to introduce variant and differing blasphemies, have been openly

279 scattered, utterly crushed, and wholly suppressed.”

This letter of the emperor so excited the fears of some of the bishops that they set off on their
journey homewards. But Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, and his partisans, went to the emperor,
and represented that the Synod of Tyre had enacted no decrees against Athanasius but what were
founded on justice. They brought forward as witnesses Theognis, Maris, Theodore, Valens, and
Ursacius, and deposed that he had broken the mystical cup, and after uttering many other calumnies,
they prevailed with their accusations. The emperor, either believing their statements to be true, or
imagining that unanimity would be restored among the bishops if Athanasius were removed, exiled
him to Treves, in Western Gaul; and thither, therefore, he was conducted.

Chapter XXIX.— Alexander, Bishop of Constantinople; his Refusal to receive Arius into Communion;
Arius is burst asunder while seeking Natural Relief.

After the Synod of Jerusalem, Arius went to Egypt,'* but as he could not obtain permission to
hold communion with the Church of Alexandria, he returned to Constantinople. As all those who
had embraced his sentiments, and those who were attached to Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, had
assembled cunningly in that city for the purpose of holding a council, Alexander, who was then
ordering the see of Constantinople, used every effort to dissolve the council. But as his endeavors
were frustrated, he openly refused all covenant with Arius, affirming that it was neither just nor
according to ecclesiastical canons, to make powerless their own vote, and that of those bishops
who had been assembled at Nic@a, from nearly every region under the sun. When the partisans of
Eusebius perceived that their arguments produced no effect on Alexander, they had recourse to

1200 Ruf. H. E.i. 12,13; Soc. i. 37, 38; Athan. Ep. ad Serapion, and ad Episcop. Agypt. et Lib. 19. Soz. follows Athan. and
Ruf. Athan. says he derived his statements from Macarius, a presbyter, an eye-witness of some of the events narrated in this

chapter and the next.
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contumely, and threatened that unless he would receive Arius into communion on a stated day, he
should be expelled from the church, and that another should be elected in his place who would be
willing to hold communion with Arius. They then separated, the partisans of Eusebius, to await the
time they had fixed for carrying their menaces into execution, and Alexander to pray that the words
of Eusebius might be prevented from being carried into deed. His chief source of fear arose from
the fact that the emperor had been persuaded to give way. On the day before the appointed day he
prostrated himself before the altar, and continued all the night in prayer to God, that his enemies
might be prevented from carrying their schemes into execution against him. Late in the afternoon,
Arius, being seized suddenly with pain in the stomach, was compelled to repair to the public place
set apart for emergencies of this nature. As some time passed away without his coming out, some
persons, who were waiting for him outside, entered, and found him dead and still sitting upon the
seat. When his death became known, all people did not view the occurrence under the same aspect.
Some believed that he died at that very hour, seized by a sudden disease of the heart, or suffering
weakness from his joy over the fact that his matters were falling out according to his mind; others
imagined that this mode of death was inflicted on him in judgment, on account of his impiety.
Those who held his sentiments were of opinion that his death was brought about by magical arts.
It will not be out of place to quote what Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria, stated on the subject.
The following is his narrative: —

Chapter XXX.—Account given by the Great Athanasius of the Death of Arius.

“Arius,'” the author of the heresy and the associate of Eusebius, having been summoned before
the most blessed Constantine Augustus, at the solicitation of the partisans of Eusebius, was desired
to give in writing an exposition of his faith. He drew up this document with great artfulness, and
like the devil, concealed his impious assertions beneath the simple words of Scripture. The most
blessed Constantine said to him, ‘If you have no other points in mind than these, render testimony
to the truth; for if you perjure yourself, the Lord will punish you’; and the wretched man swore that
he neither held nor conceived any sentiments except those now specified in the document, even if
he had ever affirmed otherwise; soon after he went out, and judgment was visited upon him; for
he bent forwards and burst in the middle. With all men the common end of life is death. We must
not blame a man, even if he be an enemy, merely because he died, for it is uncertain whether we
shall live to the evening. But the end of Arius was so singular that it seems worthy of some remark.
The partisans of Eusebius threatened to reinstate him in the church, and Alexander, bishop of

AN Constantinople, opposed their intention; Arius placed his confidence in the power and menaces of
280 Eusebius; for it was the Sabbath, and he expected the next day to be readmitted. The dispute ran

1201 Cf. Athan. Ep. ad Episc. £gypt. et Lib. 18, 19; cf. Athan. Ep. ad Serapion, which treats of the death of Arius.
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high; the partisans of Eusebius were loud in their menaces, while Alexander had recourse to prayer.
The Lord was the judge, and declared himself against the unjust. A little before sunset Arius was
compelled by a want of nature to enter the place appointed for such emergencies, and here he lost
at once both restoration to communion and his life. The most blessed Constantine was amazed
when he heard of this occurrence, and regarded it as the proof of perjury. It then became evident
to every one that the menaces of Eusebius were absolutely futile, and that the expectations of Arius
were vain. It also became manifest that the Arian madness could not be fellowshipped by the Saviour
both here and in the church of the Firstborn. Is it not then astonishing that some are still found who
seek to exculpate him whom the Lord condemned, and to defend that heresy which the Lord proved
to be unworthy of fellowship, by not permitting its author to enter the church? We have been duly
informed that this was the mode of the death of Arius.” It is said that for a long period subsequently
no one would make use of the seat on which he died. Those who were compelled by necessities of
nature, as is wont to be the case in a crowd, to visit the public place, when they entered, spoke to
one another to avoid the seat, and the place was shunned afterwards, because Arius had there
received the punishment of his impiety. At a later time a certain rich and powerful man, who had
embraced the Arian tenets, bought the place of the public, and built a house on the spot, in order
that the occurrence might fall into oblivion, and that there might be no perpetual memorial of the
death of Arius.

Chapter XXXI.— Events which occurred in Alexandria after the Death of Arius. Letter of Constantine
the Great to the Church there.

The death of Arius did not terminate the doctrinal dispute which he had originated."”> Those
who adhered to his sentiments did not cease from plotting against those who maintained opposite
opinions. The people of Alexandria loudly complained of the exile of Athanasius, and offered up
supplications for his return; and Antony, the celebrated monk, wrote frequently to the emperor to
entreat him to attach no credit to the insinuations of the Melitians, but to reject their accusations
as calumnies; yet the emperor was not convinced by these arguments, and wrote to the Alexandrians,
accusing them of folly and of disorderly conduct. He commanded the clergy and the holy virgins
to remain quiet, and declared that he would not change his mind nor recall Athanasius, whom, he
said, he regarded as an exciter of sedition, justly condemned by the judgment of the Church. He
replied to Antony, by stating that he ought not to overlook the decree of the Synod; for even if some
few of the bishops, he said, were actuated by ill-will or the desire to oblige others, it scarcely seems
credible that so many prudent and excellent bishops could have been impelled by such motives;
and, he added, that Athanasius was contumelious and arrogant, and the cause of dissension and

122 This chapter has no parallel in the present sources.
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sedition. The enemies of Athanasius accused him the more especially of these crimes, because they
knew that the emperor regarded them with peculiar aversion. When he heard that the Church was
split into two factions, of which one supported Athanasius and the other John, he was transported
with indignation, and exiled John himself. This John had succeeded Melitius, and had, with those
who held the same sentiments as himself, been restored to communion and reestablished in the
clerical functions by the Synod of Tyre. His banishment was contrary to the wishes of the enemies
of Athanasius, yet it was done, and the decrees of the Synod of Tyre did not benefit John, for the
emperor was beyond supplication or petition of any kind with respect to any one who was suspected
of stirring up Christian people to sedition or dissension.

Chapter XXXI1.— Constantine enacts a Law against all Heresies, and prohibits the People from
holding Church in any place but the Catholic Church, and thus the Greater Number of Heresies
disappear. The Arians who sided with Eusebius of Nicomedia, artfully attempted to obliterate
the Term “Consubstantial.”

Although the doctrine of Arius was zealously supported by many persons in disputations,'*” a
party had not as yet been formed to whom the name of Arians could be applied as a distinctive
appellation; for all assembled together as a church and held communion with each other, with the
exception of the Novatians, those called Phrygians, the Valentinians, the Marcionites, the Paulianians,
and some few others who adhered to already invented heresies. The emperor, however, enacted a
law that their own houses of prayer should be abolished; and that they should meet in the churches,

AN and not hold church in private houses, or in public places. He deemed it better to hold fellowship
281 in the Catholic Church, and he advised them to assemble in her walls. By means of this law, almost
all the heresies, I believe, disappeared. During the reign of preceding emperors, all who worshiped
Christ, however they might have differed from each other in opinion, received the same treatment

from the pagans, and were persecuted with equal cruelty. These common calamities, to which they

were all equally liable, prevented them from prosecuting any close inquiries as to the differences

of opinion which existed among themselves; it was therefore easy for the members of each party

to hold church by themselves, and by continually conferring with one another, however few they
might have been in number, they were not disrupted. But after this law was passed they could not
assemble in public, because it was forbidden; nor could they hold their assemblies in secret, for

they were watched by the bishops and clergy of their city. Hence the greater number of these
sectarians were led, by fear of consequences, to join themselves to the Catholic Church. Those who
adhered to their original sentiments did not, at their death, leave any disciples to propagate their

1203 This chapter, outside of the law of Constantine against the heretics (Eus. V. C. iii. 64), consists of Soz.’s reflections on

the state of the heresies.
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heresy, for they could neither come together into the same place, nor were they able to teach in
security those of the same opinions. On account either of the absurdity of the heretical dogmas, or
of the utter ignorance of those who devised and taught them, the respective followers of each heresy
were, from the beginning, very few in number. The Novatians alone,”* who had obtained good
leaders, and who entertained the same opinions respecting the Divinity as the Catholic Church,
were numerous, from the beginning, and remained so, not being much injured by this law; the
emperor, I believe, willingly relaxed in their favor the rigor of the enactment, for he only desired
to strike terror into the minds of his subjects, and had no intention of persecuting them. Acesius,
who was then the bishop of this heresy in Constantinople, was much esteemed by the emperor on
account of his virtuous life; and it is probable that it was for his sake that the church which he
governed met with protection. The Phrygians suffered the same treatment as the other heretics in
all the Roman provinces except Phrygia and the neighboring regions, for here they had, since the
time of Montanus, existed in great numbers and do so to the present day.

About this time the partisans of Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, and of Theognis, bishop of
Nicea, began to make innovations in writing upon the confession set forth by the Nicaan Council.
They did not venture to reject openly the assertion that the Son is consubstantial with the Father,
because this assertion was maintained by the emperor; but they propounded another document, and
signified to the Eastern bishops that they received the terms of the Nicaan doctrine with verbal
interpretations. From this declaration and reflection, the former dispute lapsed into fresh discussion,
and what seemed to have been put at rest was again set in motion.

Chapter XXXIII.—Marcellus Bishop of Ancyra; his Heresy and Deposition.

1205

At the same period, Marcellus, bishop of Ancyra,”” in Galatia, was deposed and cast out of
the Church by the bishops assembled at Constantinople, because he had introduced some new
doctrines, whereby he taught that the existence of the Son of God commenced when He was born
of Mary, and that His kingdom would have an end; he had, moreover, drawn up a written document
wherein these views were propounded. Basil, a man of great eloquence and learning, was invested
with the bishopric of the parish of Galatia. They also wrote to the churches in the neighboring
regions, to desire them to search for the copies of the book'**® written by Marcellus, and to destroy

them, and to lead back any whom they might find to have embraced his sentiments. They stated

1204 Sozomen speaks with favor of the Novatians, though not with the earnestness of Socrates.

1205 Soc. i. 36. Soz. has more detail as to Asterius, and better order; both probably took from the same source. Compare the
attitude of Athan. toward Marcellus.

1206 Hil. Fragm. ii. 22, gives the title of this work as de Subjectione Domini Christi. Eus. Pamp. wrote a refutation of this

book.
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that the work was too voluminous to admit of their transcribing the whole in their epistle, but that

they inserted quotations of certain passages in order to prove that the doctrines which they had

condemned were there advocated. Some persons, however, maintained that Marcellus had merely

propounded a few questions which had been misconstrued by the adherents of Eusebius, and

represented to the emperor as actual confessions. Eusebius and his partisans were much irritated

against Marcellus, because he had not consented to the definitions propounded by the Synod in

Pheenicia, nor to the regulations which had been made in favor of Arius at Jerusalem; and had

likewise refused to attend at the consecration of the Great Martyrium, in order to avoid communion

with them. In their letter to the emperor, they dwelt largely upon this latter circumstance, and

brought it forward as a charge, alleging that it was a personal insult to him to refuse attendance at

AN the consecration of the temple which he had constructed at Jerusalem. The motive by which

282 Marcellus was induced to write this work was that Asterius, who was a sophist and a native of

Cappadocia, had written a treatise in defense of the Arian doctrines, and had read it in various cities,

and to the bishops, and likewise at several Synods where he had attended. Marcellus undertook to

refute his arguments, and while thus engaged, he, either deliberately or unintentionally, fell into

the opinions of Paul of Samosata. He was afterwards, however, reinstated in his bishopric by the
Synod of Sardis, after having proved that he did not hold such sentiments.

Chapter XXXIV.— Death of Constantine the Great; he died after Baptism and was buried in the
Temple of the Holy Apostles.

The emperor had already divided the empire among his sons, who were styled Casars.'”” To
Constantine and Constans he awarded the western regions; and to Constantius, the eastern; and as
he was indisposed, and required to have recourse to bathing, he repaired for that purpose to
Helenopolis, a city of Bithynia. His malady, however, increased, and he went to Nicomedia, and
was initiated into holy baptism in one of the suburbs of that city. After the ceremony he was filled
with joy, and returned thanks to God. He then confirmed the division of the empire among his sons,
according to his former allotment, and bestowed certain privileges on old Rome and on the city
named after himself. He placed his testament in the hands of the presbyter who constantly extolled
Arius, and who had been recommended to him as a man of virtuous life by his sister Constantia in
her last moments, and commanded him with an added oath to deliver it to Constantius on his return,
for neither Constantius nor the other Casars were with their dying father. After making these
arrangements, Constantine survived but a few days; he died in the sixty-fifth year of his age, and
the thirty-first of his reign. He was a powerful protector of the Christian religion, and was the first
of the emperors who began to be zealous for the Church, and to bestow upon her high benefactions.

1207 Eus. V. C.iv.61-75; Ruf. H. E.i. 11; Soc. i. 38-40; cf. Philost. ii. 16, 17. Cf. Eutrop. Brev. hist. Rom.x.7, 8.
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He was more successful than any other sovereign in all his undertakings; for he formed no design,
I am convinced, without God. He was victorious in his wars against the Goths and Sarmatians, and,
indeed, in all his military enterprises; and he changed the form of government according to his own
mind with so much ease, that he created another senate and another imperial city, to which he gave
his own name. He assailed the pagan religion, and in a little while subverted it, although it had
prevailed for ages among the princes and the people.

After the death of Constantine, his body was placed in a golden coffin, conveyed to
Constantinople, and deposited on a certain platform in the palace; the same honor and ceremonial
were observed, by those who were in the palace, as were accorded to him while living. On hearing
of his father’s death, Constantius, who was then in the East, hastened to Constantinople, and interred
the royal remains with the utmost magnificence, and deposited them in the tomb which had been
constructed by order of the deceased in the Church of the Apostles. From this period it became the
custom to deposit the remains of subsequent Christian emperors in the same place of interment;
and here bishops, likewise, were buried, for the hierarchical dignity is not only equal in honor to
imperial power, but, in sacred places, even takes the ascendancy.

. Book III.

283

Chapter 1.— After the Death of Constantine the Great, the Adherents of Eusebius and Theognis
attack the Nicene Faith.

We have now seen what events transpired in the churches during the reign of Constantine.'**®
On his death the doctrine which had been set forth at Nic@a, was subjected to renewed examination.
Although this doctrine was not universally approved, no one, during the life of Constantine, had
dared to reject it openly. At his death, however, many renounced this opinion, especially those who
had previously been suspected of treachery. Of all these Eusebius and Theognis, bishops of the
province of Bithynia, did everything in their power to give predominance to the tenets of Arius.
They believed that this object would be easily accomplished, if the return of Athanasius from exile
could be prevented, and by giving the government of the Egyptian churches to a bishop of like
opinion with them. They found an efficient coadjutor in the presbyter who had obtained from
Constantine the recall of Arius. He was held in high esteem by the emperor Constantius, on account
of the service he had rendered in delivering to him the testament of his father; since he was trusted,
he boldly seized the opportunities, until he became an intimate of the emperor’s wife, and of the

1208 This section is manifestly an abridgment of Soc. ii. 2.
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powerful eunuchs of the women’s sleeping apartments. At this period Eusebius'*” was appointed
to superintend the concerns of the royal household, and being zealously attached to Arianism, he
induced the empress and many of the persons belonging to the court to adopt the same sentiments.
Hence disputations concerning doctrines again became prevalent, both in private and in public, and
revilings and animosities were renewed. This state of things was in accordance with the views of
Theognis and his partisans.

Chapter II.—Return of Athanasius the Great from Rome; Letter of Constantine Cesar, Son of
Constantine the Great; Renewed Machinations of the Arians against Athanasius; Acacius of
Berreea; War between Constans and Constantine.

At this period Athanasius returned from Gaul to Alexandria.””" It is said that Constantine
intended to have recalled him, and that in his testament he even gave orders to that effect. But as
he was prevented by death from performing his intention, his son who bore his name, and who was
then commanding in Western Gaul, recalled Athanasius, and wrote a letter on the subject to the
people of Alexandria. Having met with a copy of this letter translated from the Latin into Greek, I
shall insert it precisely as I found it. It is as follows: —

“Constantine Casar, to the people of the Catholic Church in the city of Alexandria.'"

“You cannot, I believe, be unacquainted with the fact that Athanasius, the interpreter of the
venerated law, since the cruelty of his bloodthirsty and hostile enemies continued, to the danger of
his sacred person, was sent for a time into Gaul in order that he might not incur irretrievable
extremities through the perversity of these worthless opponents; in order then to make this danger
futile, he was taken out of the jaws of the men, who pressed upon him, and was commanded to live
near me, so that in the city where he dwelt, he might be amply furnished with all necessaries; but
his virtue is so famous and extraordinary, because he is confident of Divine aid, that he sets at
naught all the rougher burdens of fortune. Our lord and my father, Constantine Augustus, of blessed
memory, intended to have reinstated this bishop in his own place, and thus especially to have
restored him to your much beloved piety; but, since he was anticipated by the human lot, and died
before fulfilling his intention, I, as his successor, purpose to carry into execution the design of the
emperor of Divine memory. Athanasius will inform you, when he shall see your face, in how great
reverence he was held by me. Nor is it surprising that I should have acted as I have done towards
him, for the image of your own desire and the appearance of so noble a man, moved and impelled
me to this step. May Divine Providence watch over you, my beloved brethren.”

129 This Eusebius was a eunuch, who was now made chief chamberlain, and became a disciple of the alleged presbyter.
1210 This chapter follows the order of Soc. ii. 2-5. Cf. Philost. ii. 18.
1211 This letter is translated in Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 87; the original was in Latin, and Athan. probably translated it.
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In consequence of this letter from the emperor Athanasius went home, and resumed the
government of the Egyptian churches. Those who were attached to the Arian doctrines were thrown
TN into consternation and could not keep the peace; they excited continuous seditions, and had recourse

284 to other machinations against him. The partisans of Eusebius accused him before the emperor of

being a seditious person, and of having reversed the decree of exile, contrary to the laws of the
church, and without the consent of the bishops. I shall presently relate in the proper place, how, by
their intrigues, Athanasius was again expelled from Alexandria.

Eusebius, surnamed Pamphilus, died'?'? about this period, and Acacius succeeded to the bishopric
of Casarea in Palestine. He was a zealous imitator of Eusebius because he had been instructed by
him in the Sacred Word; he possessed a capable mind and was polished in expression, so that he
left many writings worthy of commendation. Not long after,'*" the emperor Constantine declared
war against his brother Constans at Aquileia,”'* and was slain by his own generals. The Roman
Empire was divided between the surviving brothers; the West fell to the lot of Constans and the
East to Constantius.

Chapter Ill.— Paul, Bishop of Constantinople, and Macedonius, the Pneumatomachian.

Alexander died'?"” about this time, and Paul succeeded to the high priesthood of Constantinople.
The followers of Arius and Macedonius assert that he took possession at his own motion, and
against the advice of Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, or of Theodore, bishop of Heraclea, in Thrace;
upon whom, as being the nearest bishops, the right of conferring ordination devolved. Many,
however, maintain, on the testimony of Alexander, whom he succeeded, that he was ordained by
the bishops who were then assembled at Constantinople.”'® For when Alexander, who was
ninety-eight years of age, and who had conducted the episcopal office vigorously for twenty-three
years, was at the point of death, his clergy, asked him to whom he wished to turn over his church.
“If,” replied he, “you seek a man good in Divine matters and one who is apt to teach you, have
Paul. But if you desire one who is conversant with public affairs, and with the councils of rulers,
Macedonius is better.” The Macedonians themselves admit that this testimony was given by
Alexander; but they say that Paul was more skilled in the transaction of business and the art of

1212 Soc. ii. 4.
213 Soc. ii. 5.
1214 The mention of Aquileia, which is omitted by Socrates, shows consultation with another source. The statement of the

agents in his death is different also.

115 Cf. Soc. ii. 6. While the order of events is the same, Soz. had a different source, for he makes additions. Cf. Athan. Hist.
Arian. 7.
1216 An endemic Synod.
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eloquence; but they put emphasis for Macedonius, on the testimony of his life; and they accuse
Paul of having been addicted to effeminacy and an indifferent conduct.'”"’ It appears, however,
from their own acknowledgment, that Paul was a man of eloquence, and brilliant in teaching the
Church. Events proved that he was not competent to combat the casualties of life, or to hold
intercourse with those in power; for he was never successful in subverting the machinations of his
enemies,""* like those who are adroit in the management of affairs. Although he was greatly beloved
by the people, he suffered severely from the treachery of those who then rejected the doctrine which
prevailed at Nicaa. In the first place, he was expelled from the church of Constantinople, as if some
accusation of misconduct had been established against him."”"” He was then condemned to
banishment, and finally, it is said, fell a victim to the devices of his enemies, and was strangled.
But these latter events took place at a subsequent period.

Chapter IV.—A Sedition was excited on the Ordination of Paul.

The ordination of Paul occasioned a great commotion in the Church of Constantinople.'”*
During the life of Alexander, the Arians did not act very openly; for the people by being attentive
to him were well governed and honored Divine things, and especially believed that the unexpected
occurrence which befell Arius, whom they believed met such a death, was the Divine wrath, drawn
down by the imprecations of Alexander. After the death of this bishop, however, the people became
divided into two parties, and disputes and contests concerning doctrines were openly carried on.
The adherents of Arius desired the ordination of Macedonius, while those who maintained that the
Son is consubstantial with the Farther wished to have Paul as their bishop; and this latter party
prevailed. After the ordination of Paul, the emperor, who chanced to be away from home, returned
to Constantinople, and manifested as much displeasure at what had taken place as though the
bishopric had been conferred upon an unworthy man. Through the machinations of the enemies of
Paul a Synod was convened, and he was expelled from the Church. It handed over the Church of
Constantinople to Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia.

1217 adidpopog Piog, literally “an indifferent life.” St. Nilus, St. Basil, and others of the Christian Fathers use this phrase as
opposed to an ascetic life.

1218 He had been originally accused by his presbyter Macedonius. The accusation, according to Theodoret, after his restoration
was sedition (H. E. ii. 5), the crime usually imputed to the homoousians. Cf. Athan. Hist. Arian.

1219 He had been originally accused by his presbyter Macedonius. The accusation, according to Theodoret, after his restoration
was sedition (H. E. ii. 5), the crime usually imputed to the homoousians. Cf. Athan. Hist. Arian.

120 Soc.ii. 6,7.
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AN Chapter V.—The Partial Council of Antioch; it deposed Athanasius; it substituted Gregory; its
285 Two Statements of the Faith; those who agreed with them.

1221

Soon after these occurrences, the emperor went to Antioch, a city of Syria.””' Here a church

had already been completed, which excelled in size and beauty. Constantine began to build it during
his lifetime, and as the structure had been just finished by his son Constantius, it was deemed a
favorable opportunity by the partisans of Eusebius, who of old were zealous for it, to convene a
council. They, therefore, with those from various regions who held their sentiments, met together
in Antioch;'**? their bishops were about ninety-seven in number. Their professed object was the
consecration of the newly finished church; but they intended nothing else than the abolition of the
decrees of the Nicean Council, and this was fully proved by the sequel. The Church of Antioch

was then governed by Placetus,'*

who had succeeded Euphronius. The death of Constantine the
Great had taken place about five years prior to this period. When all the bishops had assembled in
the presence of the emperor Constantius, the majority expressed great indignation, and vigorously
accused Athanasius of having contemned the sacerdotal regulation which they had enacted,'*** and
taken possession of the bishopric of Alexandria without first obtaining the sanction of a council.
They also deposed that he was the cause of the death of several persons, who fell in a sedition
excited by his return; and that many others had on the same occasion been arrested and delivered
up to the judicial tribunals. By these accusations they contrived to cast odium on Athanasius, and
it was decreed that Gregory should be invested with the government of the Church of Alexandria.
They then turned to the discussion of doctrinal questions, and found no fault with the decrees of
the council of Nice. They dispatched letters to the bishops of every city, in which they declared
that, as they were bishops themselves, they had not followed Arius. “For how,” said they, “could
we have been followers of him, when he was but a presbyter,'”” and we were placed above him?”
Since they were the testers of his faith, they had readily received him; and they believed in the faith
which had from the beginning been handed down by tradition. This they further explained at the
bottom of their letter, but without mentioning the substance of the Father or the Son, or the term
consubstantial. They resorted, in fact, to such ambiguity of expression, that neither the Arians nor
the followers of the decrees of the Nicaan Council could call the arrangement of their words into
question, as though they were ignorant of the holy Scriptures. They purposely avoided all forms
of expression which were rejected by either party, and only made use of those which were universally

121 Soc. ii. 7.

122 Soc. ii. 8-10. Soz. with independent matter borrows from the same sources as Soc., one of which is Athan. de Synodis,
22-25.

123 Also called Flaccillus. Soc. ii. 8.

124 Cf. Soc. ii. 10.

125 Athan. de Synodis, 22.
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admitted. They confessed'**® that the Son is with the Father, that He is the only begotten One, and
that He is God, and existed before all things; and that He took flesh upon Him, and fulfilled the
will of His Father. They confessed these and similar truths, but they did not describe the doctrine
of the Son being co-eternal or consubstantial with the Father, or the opposite. They subsequently
changed their minds, it appears, about this formulary, and issued another,'”” which, I think, very
nearly resembled that of the council of Nice, unless, indeed, some secret meaning be attached to
the words which is not apparent to me. Although they refrained—I know not from what
motive—from saying that the Son is consubstantial, they confessed that He is immutable, that His
Divinity is not susceptible of change, that He is the perfect image of the substance, and counsel,
and power, and glory of the Father, and that He is the first-born of every creature. They stated that
they had found this formulary of faith, and that it was entirely written by Lucianus,'*® who was
martyred in Nicomedia, and who was a man highly approved and exceedingly accurate in the sacred
Scriptures. I know not whether this statement was really true, or whether they merely advanced it
in order to give weight to their own document, by connecting with it the dignity of a martyr. Not
only did Eusebius (who, on the expulsion of Paul, had been transferred from Nicomedia to the
throne of Constantinople) participate in this council, but likewise Acacius, the successor of Eusebius
Pamphilus, Patrophilus, bishop of Scythopolis, Theodore, bishop of Heraclea, formerly called
Perinthus, Eudoxius, bishop of Germanicia, who subsequently directed the Church of Constantinople
after Macedonius, and Gregory, who had been chosen to preside over the Church of Alexandria.
It was universally acknowledged that all these bishops held the same sentiments, such as Dianius,**
bishop of Casarea in Cappadocia, George, bishop of Laodicea in Syria, and many others who acted
as bishops over metropolitan and other distinguished churches.

AN Chapter VI.—Eusebius surnamed Emesenus; Gregory accepted Alexandria; Athanasius seeks
286 Refuge in Rome.

Eusebius, surnamed Emesenus, likewise attended the council > He sprang from a noble family
of Edessa, a city of Osroéna. According to the custom of his country, he had from his youth upwards,
learned the Holy Word, and was afterwards made acquainted with the learning of the Greeks, by
the teachers who then frequented his native city. He subsequently acquired a more intimate
knowledge of sacred literature under the guidance of Eusebius Pamphilus and Patrophilus, the

126 This creed is given in Athan. de Synodis, 23. Cf. Soc. ii. 10; here only in a suggestion and criticism.

1227 Theophronius’ statement is passed over, and the final creed is here given in summary. Athan. de Synodis, 24, 25.
128 This person was a presbyter of Antioch. Cf. vi. 12; Philost. ii. 12-14; Eus. H. E. ix. 6.

129 He is also called Dianceus.

1220 From his life by George, bishop of Laodicea. Cf. Soc. ii. 9.
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president of Scythopolis. He went to Antioch at the time that Eustathius was deposed on the
accusation of Cyrus, and lived with Euphronius, his successor, on terms of intimacy. He fled to
escape being invested with the priestly dignity, went to Alexandria and frequented the schools of
the philosophers. After acquainting himself with their mode of discipline, he returned to Antioch
and dwelt with Placetus, the successor of Euphronius. During the time that the council was held in
that city, Eusebius, bishop of Constantinople, entreated him to accept the see of Alexandria for it
was thought that, by his great reputation for sanctity and consummate eloquence, he would easily
supplant Athanasius in the esteem of the Egyptians. He, however, refused the ordination, on the
plea that he could otherwise only incur the ready hatred of the Alexandrians, who would have no
other bishop but Athanasius. Gregory was, therefore, appointed to the church of Alexandria, and
Eusebius to that of Emesa.

There he suffered from a sedition; for the people accused him of practicing that variety of
astronomy which is called astrological, and being obliged to seek safety by flight, he repaired to
Laodicea, and dwelt with George, bishop of that city, who was his particular friend. He afterwards
accompanied this bishop to Antioch, and obtained permission from the bishops Placetus and
Narcissus to return to Emesa. He was much esteemed by the emperor Constantius, and attended
him in his military expedition against the Persians. It is said that God wrought miracles through
his instrumentality, as is testified by George of Laodicea,*' who has related these and other incidents
about him.

But although he was endowed with so many exalted qualities, he could not escape the jealousy
of those who are irritated by witnessing the virtues of others. He endured the censure of having
embraced the doctrines of Sabellius. At the present time, however, he voted with the bishops who
had been convened at Antioch. It is said that Maximus, bishop of Jerusalem, purposely, kept aloof
from this council, because he repented having unawares consented to the deposition of Athanasius!**
The manager of the Roman see, nor any representative from the east of Italy, nor from the parts
beyond Rome were present at Antioch.'”** At the same period of time, the Franks devastated Western
Gaul; and the provinces of the East, and more particularly Antioch after the Synod, were visited
by tremendous earthquakes.'?* After the Synod, Gregory repaired to Alexandria with a large body
of soldiers, who were enjoined to provide an undisturbed and safe entrance into the city; the Arians
also, who were anxious for the expulsion of Athanasius, sided with him. Athanasius, fearful lest
the people should be exposed to sufferings on his account,* assembled them by night in the church,

and when the soldiers came to take possession of the church, prayers having been concluded, he

1231 Soc. also quotes him (ii. 9), and says he wrote an Encomium of Eusebius Emesenus, ii. 24.
1232 Soc. ii. 8.

23 Soc. ii. 8.

1234 Soc. ii. 10.

1235 Athan. Ep. Encyc.2-7; Apol. cont. Arian. 30; Hist. Arian. 10-14, 57, 74: Soc. ii. 11.
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first ordered a psalm to be sung. During the chanting of this psalm the soldiers remained without
and quietly awaited its conclusion, and in the meantime Athanasius passed under the singers and
secretly made his escape, and fled to Rome. In this manner Gregory possessed himself of the see
of Alexandria. The indignation of the people was aroused, and they burnt the church which bore
the name of Dionysius, one of their former bishops.

Chapter VII.—High Priests of Rome and of Constantinople; Restoration of Paul after Eusebius;
the Slaughter of Hermogenes, a General of the Army,; Constantius came from Antioch and
removed Paul, and was wrathfully disposed toward the City; he allowed Macedonius to be in
Doubt, and returned to Antioch.

Thus were the schemes of those who upheld various heresies in opposition to truth successfully
carried into execution; and thus did they depose those bishops who strenuously maintained
throughout the East the supremacy of the doctrines of the Nicaan Council. These heretics had taken
possession of the most important sees, such as Alexandria in Egypt, Antioch in Syria, and the
imperial city of the Hellespont, and they held all the persuaded bishops in subjection. The ruler of
the Church at Rome and all the priests of the West regarded these deeds as a personal insult; for
they had accorded from the beginning with all the decisions in the vote made by those convened
at Nice, nor did they now cease from that way of thinking. On the arrival of Athanasius, they
received him kindly, and espoused his cause among themselves. Irritated at this interference,

AN Eusebius wrote to Julius, exhorting him to constitute himself a judge of the decrees that had been
287 enacted against Athanasius by the council of Tyre.'** But before he had been able to ascertain the
sentiments of Julius, and, indeed, not long after the council of Antioch, Eusebius died. Immediately

upon this event, those citizens of Constantinople who maintained the doctrines of the Nic@an
Council, conducted Paul to the church. At the same time those of the opposing multitude seized

this occasion and came together in another church, among whom were the adherents of Theognis,
bishop of Nicea, of Theodore, bishop of Heraclea, and others of the same party who chanced to

be present, and they ordained Macedonius bishop of Constantinople. This excited frequent seditions

in the city which assumed all the appearance of a war, for the people fell upon one another, and
many perished. The city was filled with tumult, so that the emperor, who was then at Antioch, on
hearing of what had occurred, was moved to wrath, and issued a decree for the expulsion of Paul.
Hermogenes, general of the cavalry, endeavored to put this edict of the emperor’s into execution;

for having been sent to Thrace, he had, on the journey, to pass by Constantinople, and he thought,

by means of his army, to eject Paul from the church by force. But the people, instead of yielding,

met him with open resistance, and while the soldiers, in order to carry out the orders they had
received, attempted still greater violence, the insurgents entered the house of Hermogenes, set fire

123 Soc. ii. 11-14; Athan. Apol. cont. Arian.22.
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to it, killed him, and attaching a cord to his body, dragged it through the city.'*” The emperor had
no sooner received this intelligence than he took horse for Constantinople, in order to punish the
people. But he spared them when he saw them coming to meet him with tears and supplications.
He deprived the city of about half of the corn which his father, Constantine, had granted them
annually out of the public treasury from the tributes of Egypt, probably from the idea that luxury
and excess made the populace idle and disposed to sedition. He turned his anger against Paul and
commanded his expulsion from the city. He manifested great displeasure against Macedonius also,
because he was the occasion of the murder of the general and of other individuals and also, because
he had been ordained without first obtaining his sanction. He, however, returned to Antioch, without
having either confirmed or dissolved his ordination. Meanwhile the zealots of the Arian tenets
deposed Gregory, because he was indifferent in the support of their doctrines, and had moreover
incurred the ill-will of the Alexandrians on account of the calamities which had befallen the city
at his entrance, especially the conflagration of the church. They elected George, a native of
Cappadocia, in his stead;'**® this new bishop was admired on account of his activity and his zeal in
support of the Arian dogma.

Chapter VIII.— Arrival of the Eastern High Priests at Rome; Letter of Julius, Bishop of Rome,
concerning them; by means of the Letters of Julius, Paul and Athanasius receive their own
Sees; Contents of the Letter from the Archpriests of the East to Julius.

Athanasius, on leaving Alexandria, had fled to Rome.'” Paul, bishop of Constantinople,
Marcellus, bishop of Ancyra, and Asclepas, bishop of Gaza, repaired thither at the same time.
Asclepas, who was opposed to the Arians and had therefore been deposed, after having been accused
by some of the heterodox of having thrown down an altar; Quintianus had been appointed in his
stead over the Church of Gaza. Lucius also, bishop of Adrianople, who had been deposed from the
church under his care on another charge, was dwelling at this period in Rome. The Roman bishop,
on learning the accusation against each individual, and on finding that they held the same sentiments
about the Nicean dogmas, admitted them to communion as of like orthodoxy; and as the care for
all was fitting to the dignity of his see, he restored them all to their own churches. He wrote to the
bishops of the East, and rebuked them for having judged these bishops unjustly, and for harassing
the Churches by abandoning the Nic&an doctrines. He summoned a few among them to appear
before him on an appointed day, in order to account to him for the sentence they had passed, and
threatened to bear with them no longer, unless they would cease to make innovations. This was the

1237 Cf. Am. Marcel. xiv. 10. 2.
123 Soc. ii. 14. Cf. Philost. iii. 3.
12%9 Apol. cont. Arian. 20-35; Soc. ii. 15. Soz. is more extended than Soc.

469



NPNF (V2-02) Socrates Scholasticus

tenor of his letters. Athanasius and Paul were reinstated in their respective sees, and forwarded the
letter of Julius to the bishops of the East. The bishops could scarcely brook such documents, and
they assembled together at Antioch,'” and framed a reply to Julius, beautifully expressed and
composed with great legal skill, yet filled with considerable irony and indulging in the strongest
threats. They confessed in this epistle, that the Church of Rome was entitled to universal honor,
because it was the school of the apostles, and had become the metropolis of piety from the outset,
AN although the introducers of the doctrine had settled there from the East. They added that the second
288 place in point of honor ought not to be assigned to them, because they did not have the advantage
of size or number in their churches; for they excelled the Romans in virtue and determination. They
called Julius to account for having admitted the followers of Athanasius into communion, and
expressed their indignation against him for having insulted their Synod and abrogated their decrees,
and they assailed his transactions as unjust and discordant with ecclesiastical right. After these
censures and protestations against such grievances, they proceeded to state, that if Julius would
acknowledge the deposition of the bishops whom they had expelled, and the substitution of those
whom they had ordained in their stead, they would promise peace and fellowship; but that, unless
he would accede to these terms, they would openly declare their opposition. They added that the
priests who had preceded them in the government of the Eastern churches had offered no opposition
to the deposition of Novatian, by the Church of Rome. They made no allusion in their letter to any
deviations they had manifested from the doctrines of the council of Nice, but merely stated they
had various reasons to allege in justification of the course they had pursued, and that they considered
it unnecessary to enter at that time upon any defense of their conduct, as they were suspected of
having violated justice in every respect.

Chapter IX.— Ejection of Paul and Athanasius; Macedonius is invested with the Government of
the Church of Constantinople.

After having written in this strain to Julius, the bishops of the East brought accusations against
those whom they had deposed before the emperor Constantius.'**' Accordingly, the emperor, who
was then at Antioch, wrote to Philip, the prefect of Constantinople, commanding him to surrender
the Church to Macedonius, and to expel Paul from the city. The prefect feared the commotion
among the people, and before the order of the emperor could be divulged, he repaired to the public
bath which is called Zeuxippus, a conspicuous and large structure, and summoned Paul, as if he
wished to converse with him on some affairs of general interest; as soon as he had arrived, he
showed him the edict of the emperor. Paul was, according to orders, secretly conducted through

120 From Sabinus? Cf. Soc. ii. 15.

1241 Soc.ii. 16, 17; Athan. Hist. Arian. 7; and Apol. de fuga sua, 3, 6-8. Cf. Theodoret, H. E. ii. 5.
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the palace contiguous to the bath, to the seaside, and placed on board a vessel and was sent to
Thessalonica, whence, it is said, his ancestors originally came. He was strictly prohibited from
approaching the Eastern regions, but was not forbidden to visit Illyria and the remoter provinces.

On quitting the court room, Philip, accompanied by Macedonius, proceeded to the church. The
people, who had in the meantime been assembling together in untold numbers, quickly filled the
church, and the two parties into which they were divided, namely, the supporters of the Arian heresy
and the followers of Paul respectively, strove to take possession of the building. When the prefect
and Macedonius arrived at the gates of the church, the soldiers endeavored to force back the people,
in order to make way for these dignitaries, but as they were so crowded together, it was impossible
for them to recede, since they were closely packed to the farthest point, or to make way; the soldiers,
under the impression that the crowd was unwilling to retire, slew many with their swords, and a
great number were killed by being trampled upon. The edict of the emperor was thus accomplished,
and Macedonius received the Churches, while Paul was unexpectedly ejected from the Church in
Constantinople.

Athanasius in the meantime had fled, and concealed himself, fearing the menace of the emperor
Constantius, for he had threatened to punish him with death; for the heterodox had made the emperor
believe that he was a seditious person, and that he had, on his return to the bishopric, occasioned
the death of several persons. But the anger of the emperor had been chiefly excited by the
representation that Athanasius had sold the provisions which the emperor Constantine had bestowed
on the poor of Alexandria, and had appropriated the price.

Chapter X.—The Bishop of Rome writes to the Bishops of the East in Favor of Athanasius, and
they send an Embassy to Rome who, with the Bishop of Rome, are to investigate the Charges
against the Eastern Bishops; this Deputation is dismissed by Constans, the Ceesar.

The bishops of Egypt,'*** having sent a declaration in writing that these allegations were false,
and Julius having been apprised that Athanasius was far from being in safety in Egypt, sent for him
to his own city. He replied at the same time to the letter of the bishops who were convened at
Antioch, for just then he happened to have received their epistle,** and accused them of having
clandestinely introduced innovations contrary to the dogmas of the Nicene council, and of having

AN violated the laws of the Church, by neglecting to invite him to join their Synod; for he alleged that
289 there is a sacerdotal canon which declares that whatever is enacted contrary to the judgment of the
bishop of Rome is null. He also reproached them for having deviated from justice in all their
proceedings against Athanasius, both at Tyre and Mareotis, and stated that the decrees enacted at

e Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 3-19.

1243 Id.20-35, 36; Soc. ii. 17, 18. Soz. gives more points. Soc. accuses Sabinus of omitting the Julian letters.
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the former city had been annulled, on account of the calumny concerning the hand of Arsenius,
and at the latter city, on account of the absence of Athanasius. Last of all he reprehended the arrogant
style of their epistle.

Julius was induced by all these reasons to undertake the defense of Athanasius and of Paul: the
latter had arrived in Italy not long previously, and had lamented bitterly these calamities. When
Julius perceived that what he had written to those who held the sacerdotal dignity in the East was
of no avail, he made the matter known to Constans the emperor. Accordingly, Constans wrote to
his brother Constantius, requesting him to send some of the bishops of the East, that they might
assign a reason for the edicts of deposition which they had passed. Three bishops were selected for
this purpose; namely, Narcissus, bishop of Irenopolis, in Cilicia; Theodore, bishop of Heraclea, in
Thrace; and Mark, bishop of Arethusa, in Syria. On their arrival in Italy, they strove to justify their
actions and to persuade the emperor that the sentence passed by the Eastern Synod was just. Being
required to produce a statement of their belief, they concealed the formulary they had drawn up at
Antioch, and presented another written confession'*** which was equally at variance with the
doctrines approved at Nicaa. Constans perceived that they had unjustly entrapped both Paul and
Athanasius, and had ejected them from communion, not for charges against his conduct, as the
depositions held, but simply on account of differences in doctrine; and he accordingly dismissed
the deputation without giving any credit to the representations for which they had come.

Chapter XI.—The Long Formulary and the Enactments issued by the Synod of Sardica. Julius,
Bishop of Rome, and Hosius, the Spanish Bishop, deposed by the Bishops of the East, because
they held Communion with Athanasius and the Rest.

Three years afterwards, the bishops of the East'** sent to those of the West a formulary of faith,
which, because it had been framed with verbiage and thoughts in excess of any former confession,
was called pakpdotiyog €k0eo1g.'* In this formulary they made no mention of the substance of
God, but those are excommunicated who maintain that the Son arose out of what had no previous
existence, or that He is of Another hypostasis, and not of God, or that there was a time or an age
in which He existed not. Eudoxius, who was still bishop of Germanicia, Martyrius, and Macedonius,
carried this document, but the Western priests did not entertain it; for they declared that they felt
fully satisfied with the doctrines established at Nic@a, and thought it entirely unnecessary to be too
curious about such points.

4 Athan. de Synodis, 25, and given in full by Soc. ii. 18.
145 Athan. de Synodis, 26, in ten heads, and given by Soc. ii. 19, and with like introduction.
1246 For the whole section, Soc. ii. 19, 20; Athan. de Synodis, 26. Cf. Hil. Frag. ii. and iii.; Sulp. Sev. H. S. ii. 36.
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After the Emperor Constans'?” had requested his brother to reinstate the followers of Athanasius
in their sees, and had found his application to be unavailing, on account of the counteracting
influence of those who adopted a hostile heresy; and when, moreover, the party of Athanasius and
Paul entreated Constans to assemble a Synod on account of the plots for the abolition of orthodox
doctrines, both the emperors were of the opinion that the bishops of the East and of the West should
be convened on a certain day at Sardica, a city of Illyria. The bishops of the East, who had previously
assembled at Philippopolis, a city of Thrace, wrote to the bishops of the West, who had already
assembled at Sardica, that they would not join them, unless they would eject the followers of
Athanasius from their assembly, and from communion with them, because they had been deposed.
They afterwards went to Sardica, but declared they would not enter the church, while those who
had been deposed by them were admitted thither. The bishops of the West replied, that they never
had ejected them, and that they would not yield this now, particularly as Julius, bishop of Rome,
after having investigated the case, had not condemned them, and that besides, they were present
and ready to justify themselves and to refute again the offenses imputed to them. These declarations,
however, were of no avail; and since the time they had appointed for the adjustment of their
differences, concerning which they had convened, had expired, they finally wrote letters to one
another on these points, and by these they were led to an increase of their previous ill-will. And
after they had convened separately, they brought forward opposite decisions; for the Eastern bishops
confirmed the sentences they had already enacted against Athanasius, Paul, Marcellus, and Asclepas,
and deposed Julius, bishop of Rome, because he had been the first to admit those who had been

AN condemned by them, into communion; and Hosius, the confessor, was also deposed, partly for the
290 same reason, and partly because he was the friend of Paulinus and Eustathius, the rulers of the
church in Antioch. Maximus, bishop of Treves, was deposed, because he had been among the first

who had received Paul into communion, and had been the cause of his returning to Constantinople,

and because he had excluded from communion the Eastern bishops who had repaired to Gaul.
Besides the above, they likewise deposed Protogenes, bishop of Sardica, and Gaudentius;'**® the

one because he favored Marcellus, although he had previously condemned him, and the other
because he had adopted a different line of conduct from that of Cyriacus, his predecessor, and had
supported many individuals then deposed by them. After issuing these sentences, they made known

to the bishops of every region, that they were not to hold communion with those who were deposed,

and that they were not to write to them, nor to receive letters from them. They likewise commanded

them to believe what was said concerning God in the formulary which they subjoined to their letter,

and in which no mention was made of the term “consubstantial,” but in which, those were
excommunicated who said there are three Gods, or that Christ is not God, or that the Father, the

147 Soc. ii. 20, but Soz. has other details.

1248 He was bishop of Naissus in Mcesia Superior.
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Son, and the Holy Ghost are the same, or that the Son is unbegotten, or that there was a time or an
age in which He existed not.'**

Chapter XII.—The Bishops of the Party of Julius and Hosius held another Session and deposed
the Eastern High Priests, and also made a Formulary of Faith.

The adherents of Hosius,'" in the meantime, assembled together, and declared them innocent:
Athanasius, because unjust machinations had been carried on against him by those who had convened
at Tyre; and Marcellus, because he did not hold the opinions with which he was charged; and
Asclepas, because he had been re-established in his diocese by the vote of Eusebius Pamphilus and
of many other judges; that this was true he proved by the records of the trial; and lastly, Lucius,
because his accusers had fled. They wrote to the parishes of each of the acquitted, commanding
them to receive and recognize their bishops. They stated that Gregory had not been nominated by
them bishop of Alexandria; nor Basil, bishop of Ancyra; nor Quintianus, bishop of Gaza; and that
they had not received these men into communion, and did not even account them Christians. They
deposed from the episcopates, Theodore, bishop of Thrace; Narcissus, bishop of Irenopolis; Acacius,
bishop of Casarea, in Palestine; Menophantus, bishop of Ephesus; Ursacius, bishop of Sigidunus
in Mceesia; Valens, bishop of Mursia in Pannonia; and George, bishop of Laodicea, although this
latter had not attended the Synod with the Eastern bishops. They ejected the above-named individuals
from the priesthood and from communion, because they separated the Son from the substance of
the Father, and had received those who had been formerly deposed on account of their holding the
Arian heresy, and had, moreover, promoted them to the highest offices in the service of God. After
they had excided them for these perversions and decreed them to be aliens to the Catholic Church,
they afterwards wrote to the bishops of every nation,*' commanding them to confirm these decrees,
and to be of one mind on doctrinal subjects with themselves. They likewise compiled another
document of faith, which was more copious than that of Nicea, although the same thought was
carefully preserved, and very little change was made in the words of that instrument. Hosius and
Protogenes, who held the first rank among the Western bishops assembled at Sardica, fearing
perhaps lest they should be suspected of making any innovations upon the doctrines of the Nicene

council, wrote to Julius,'”* and testified that they were firmly attached to these doctrines, but,

1249 This section concerning the Synod of the Eastern bishops is probably from Sabinus. Cf. Hil. Frag. iii.

1250 Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 36-50; Hil. Frag.ii. and iii.; Soc. ii. 20, 22. Cf. Sulp. Sev. H. §.ii. 36. Soz. used the same source
as Soc., but independently.

1251 This letter is in Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 44—49; and cf. Theod. H. E. ii. 8; Hil. Frag. ii.

252 This epistle is nowhere extant. Giildenpenning suggests Sabinus as the source, but hardly from the statement which

Socrates makes as to Sabinian partiality.
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pressed by the need of perspicuity, they had to expand the identical thought, in order that the Arians
might not take advantage of the brevity of the document, to draw those who were unskilled in
dialectics into some absurdity. When what I have related had been transacted by each party, the
conference was dissolved, and the members returned to their respective homes. This Synod was
held during the consulate of Rufinus and Eusebius, and about eleven years after the death of
Constantine.'” There were about three hundred'** bishops of cities in the West, and upwards of
seventy-six Eastern bishops, among whom was Ischyrion, who had been appointed bishop of
Mareotis by the enemies of Athanasius.

Chapter XIII.— After the Synod, the East and the West are separated; the West nobly adheres to
the Faith of the Nicene Council, while the East is disturbed by Contention here and there over

291 this Dogma.

After this Synod, the Eastern and the Western churches ceased to maintain the intercourse which
usually exists among people of the same faith, and refrained from holding communion with each
other."” The Christians of the West separated themselves from all as far as Thrace; those of the
East as far as Illyria. This divided state of the churches was mixed, as might be supposed, with
dissentient views and calumnies. Although they had previously differed on doctrinal subjects, yet
the evil had attained no great height, for they had still held communion together and were wont to
have kindred feelings. The Church throughout the whole of the West in its entirety regulated itself
by the doctrines of the Fathers, and kept aloof from all contentions and hair-splitting about dogma.
Although Auxentius, who had become bishop of Milan, and Valens and Ursacius, bishops of
Pannonia, had endeavored to lead that part of the empire into the Arian doctrines, their efforts had
been carefully anticipated by the president of the Roman see and the other priests, who cut out the
seeds of such a troublesome heresy. As to the Eastern Church, although it had been racked by
dissension since the time of the council of Antioch, and although it had already openly differed
from the Niczan form of belief, yet I think it is true that the opinion of the majority united in the
same thought, and confessed the Son to be of the substance of the Father. There were some, however,
who were fond of wrangling and battled against the term “consubstantial” for those who had been
opposed to the word at the beginning, thought, as I infer, and as happens to most people, that it
would be a disgrace to appear as conquered. Others were finally convinced of the truth of the
doctrines concerning God, by the habit of frequent disputation on these themes, and ever afterwards
continued firmly attached to them. Others again, being aware that contentions ought not to arise,

1253 a.d. 347-8. But a.d. 344 is probably the true date.
1254 So Soc.; but Theodoret says 250, ii. 7.
1255 Soc. ii. 22. The rest of the chapter is marked by an independent survey of the division.
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inclined toward that which was gratifying to each of the sides, on account of the influence, either
of friendship or they were swayed by the various causes which often induce men to embrace what
they ought to reject, and to act without boldness, in circumstances which require thorough conviction.
Many others, accounting it absurd to consume their time in altercations about words, quietly adopted
the sentiments inculcated by the council of Nicaa. Paul, bishop of Constantinople, Athanasius,
bishop of Alexandria, the entire multitude of monks, Antony the Great, who still survived, his
disciples, and a great number of Egyptians and of other places in the Roman territory, firmly and
openly maintained the doctrines of the Nicaan council throughout the other regions of the East.
As I have been led to allude to the monks, I shall briefly mention those who flourished during the
reign of Constantius.

Chapter XIV.—Of the Holy Men who flourished about this time in Egypt, namely, Antony, the Two
Macariuses, Heraclius, Cronius, Paphnutius, Putubastus, Arsisius, Serapion, Piturion,
Pachomius, Apollonius, Anuph, Hilarion, and a Register of many other Saints.

I shall commence my recital'*® with Egypt and the two men named Macarius, who were the
celebrated chiefs of Scetis and of the neighboring mountain; the one was a native of Egypt, the
other was called Politicus, because he was a citizen and was of Alexandrian origin. They were both
so wonderfully endowed with Divine knowledge and philosophy, that the demons regarded them
with terror, and they wrought many extraordinary works and miraculous cures. The Egyptian, the
story says, restored a dead man to life, in order to convince a heretic of the truth of the resurrection
from the dead. He lived about ninety years, sixty of which he passed in the deserts. When in his
youth he commenced the study of philosophy, he progressed so rapidly, that the monks surnamed
him “old child,” and at the age of forty he was ordained presbyter. The other Macarius became a
presbyter at a later period of his life; he was proficient in all the exercises of asceticism, some of
which he devised himself, and what particulars he heard among other ascetics, he carried through
to success in every form, so that by thoroughly drying up his skin, the hairs of his beard ceased to
grow. Pambo, Heraclides, Cronius, Paphnutius, Putubastus, Arsisius, Serapion the Great, Piturion,
who dwelt near Thebes, and Pachomius, the founder of the monks called the Tabennesians, flourished
at the same place and period. The attire and government of this sect differed in some respects from
those of other monks. Its members were, however, devoted to virtue, they contemned the things of
earth, excited the soul to heavenly contemplation, and prepared it to quit the body with joy. They

125% This chapter is made up from a great variety of sources, as well as personal observation. Prominent among these are Ruf.
H.M.and H. E.; Pall. H. L.; Syrian biographies; Ephraim Syrus, Vita Juliani; Athan. Vita Antonii; Timotheus’ collection of
monastic biography, mentioned in Soz. vi. 29; Hieron. de vir. illust.; Evagrius Ponticus, Gnosticus; Philippus of Side, Historia

Christiana; Sulp. Sev. de Vita Martini.
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were clothed in skins in remembrance of Elias, it appears to me, because theythought that the virtue
AN of the prophet would be thus always retained in their memory, and that they would be enabled, like
292 him to resist manfully the seductions of amorous pleasures, to be influenced by similar zeal, and
be incited to the practice of sobriety by the hope of an equal reward. It is said that the peculiar
vestments of these Egyptian monks had reference to some secret connected with their philosophy,
and did not differ from those of others without some adequate cause. They wore their tunics without
sleeves, in order to teach that the hands ought not to be ready to do presumptuous evil. They wore
a covering on their heads called a cowl, to show that they ought to live with the same innocence
and purity as infants who are nourished with milk, and wear a covering of the same form. Their
girdle, and a species of scarf, which they wear across the loins, shoulders, and arms, admonish
them that they ought to be always ready in the service and work of God. I am aware that other
reasons have been assigned for their peculiarity of attire, but what I have said appears to me to be
sufficient. It is said that Pachomius at first practiced philosophy alone in a cave, but that a holy
angel appeared to him, and commanded him to call together some young monks, and live with
them, for he had succeeded well in pursuing philosophy by himself, and to train them by the laws
which were about to be delivered to him, and now he was to possess and benefit many as a leader
of communities. A tablet was then given to him, which is still carefully preserved. Upon this tablet
were inscribed injunctions by which he was bound to permit every one to eat, to drink, to work,
and to fast, according to his capabilities of so doing; those who ate heartily were to be subjected
to arduous labor, and the ascetic were to have more easy tasks assigned them; he was commanded
to have many cells erected, in each of which three monks were to dwell, who were to take their
meals at a common refectory in silence, and to sit around the table with a veil thrown over the face,
so that they might not be able to see each other or anything but the table and what was set before
them; they were not to admit strangers to eat with them, with the exception of travelers, to whom
they were to show hospitality; those who desired to live with them, were first to undergo a probation
of three years, during which time the most laborious tasks were to be done, and, by this method
they could share in their community. They were to clothe themselves in skins, and to wear woolen
tiaras adorned with purple nails, and linen tunics and girdles. They were to sleep in their tunics and
garments of skin, reclining on long chairs specially constructed by being closed on each side, so
that it could hold the material of each couch. On the first and last days of the week they were to
approach the altar for the communion in the holy mysteries, and were then to unloose their girdles
and throw off their robes of skin. They were to pray twelve times every day and as often during
the evening, and were to offer up the same number of prayers during the night. At the ninth hour
they were to pray thrice, and when about to partake of food they were to sing a psalm before each
prayer. The whole community was to be divided into twenty-four classes, each of which was to be
distinguished by one of the letters of the Greek alphabet, and so that each might have a cognomen
fitting to the grade of its conduct and habit. Thus the name of Iota was given to the more simple,
and that of Zeta or of Xi to the crooked, and the names of the other letters were chosen according
as the purpose of the order most fittingly answered the form of the letter.
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These were the laws'?’

by which Pachomius ruled his own disciples. He was a man who loved
men and was beloved of God, so that he could foreknow future events, and was frequently admitted
to intercourse with the holy angels. He resided at Tabenna, in Thebais, and hence the name
Tabennesians, which still continues. By adopting these rules for their government, they became
very renowned, and in process of time increased so vastly, that they reached to the number of seven
thousand men. But the community on the island of Tabenna with which Pachomius lived, consisted
of about thirteen hundred; the others resided in the Thebais and the rest of Egypt. They all observed
one and the same rule of life, and possessed everything in common. They regarded the community
established in the island of Tabenna as their mother, and the rulers of it as their fathers and their
princes.
About the same period, Apollonius became celebrated by his profession of monastic philosophy.
It is said that from the age of fifteen he devoted himself to philosophy in the deserts, and that when
he attained the age of forty, he went according to a Divine command he then received, to dwell in
regions inhabited by men. He had likewise a community in the Thebais. He was greatly beloved
of God, and was endowed with the power of performing miraculous cures and notable works. He
was exact in the observance of duty, and instructed others in philosophy with great goodness and
kindness. He was acceptable to such a degree in his prayers, that nothing of what he asked from
God was denied him, but he was so wise that he always proffered prudent requests and such as the
Divine Being is ever ready to grant.
I believe that Anuph the divine, lived about this period. I have been informed that from the time
of the persecution, when he firstavowed his attachment to Christianity, he never uttered a falsehood,
AN nor desired the things of earth. All his prayers and supplications to God were duly answered, and
293 he was instructed by a holy angel in every virtue. Let, however, what we have said of the Egyptian
monks suffice.
The same species of philosophy was about this time cultivated in Palestine, after being learned
in Egypt, and Hilarion the divine then acquired great celebrity. He was a native of Thabatha,'** a
village situated near the town of Gaza, towards the south, and hard by a torrent which falls into the
sea, and received the same name as the village, from the people of that country. When he was
studying grammar at Alexandria, he went out into the desert to see the monk Antony the Great,
and in his company he learned to adopt a like philosophy. After spending a short time there, he
returned to his own country, because he was not allowed to be as quiet as he wished, on account
of the multitudes who flocked around Antony. On finding his parents dead, he distributed his
patrimony among his brethren and the poor, and without reserving anything whatever for himself,
he went to dwell in a desert situated near the sea, and about twenty stadia from his native village.

1257 See the Collection of Regul® and Precepts, as translated by Hieron. ii. p. 66 sqq.
1258 According to Hieronymus, Vita Hilaronis, 2, Hilarion was born in the village of Thabatha, which is about five miles from

Gaza; Thebasa, according to Niceph. ix. 15.
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His cell residence was a very little house, and was constructed of bricks, chips and broken tiles,
and was of such a breadth, height, and length that no one could stand in it without bending the head,
or lie down in it without drawing up the feet; for in everything he strove to accustom himself to
hardship and to the subjugation of luxurious ease. To none of those we have known did he yield
in the high reach of his unboastful and approved temperance. He contended against hunger and
thirst, cold and heat, and other afflictions of the body and of the soul. He was earnest in conduct,
grave in discourse, and with a good memory and accurate attainment in Sacred Writ. He was so
beloved by God, that even now many afflicted and possessed people are healed at his tomb. It is
remarkable that he was first interred in the island of Cyprus, but that his remains are now deposited
in Palestine; for it so happened, that he died during his residence in Cyprus, and was buried by the
inhabitants with great honor and respect. But Hesychas, one of the most renowned of his disciples,
stole the body, conveyed it to Palestine, and interred it in his own monastery. From that period, the
inhabitants conducted a public and brilliant festival yearly; for it is the custom in Palestine to bestow
this honor on those among them, who have attained renown by their goodness, such as Aurelius,
Anthedonius, Alexion, a native of Bethagathon, and Alaphion, a native of Asalea, who, during the
reign of Constantius, lived religiously and courageously in the practice of philosophy, and by their
personal virtues they caused a considerable increase to the faith among the cities and villages that
were still under the pagan superstition.

About the same period, Julian practiced philosophy near Edessa; he attempted a very severe
and incorporeal method of life so that he seemed to consist of bones and skin without flesh. The
setting forth of the history is due to Ephraim, the Syrian writer, who wrote the story of Julian’s life.
God himself confirmed the high opinion which men had formed of him; for He bestowed on him
the power of expelling demons and of healing all kinds of diseases, without having recourse to
drugs, but simply by prayer.

Besides the above, many other ecclesiastical philosophers flourished in the territories of Edessa
and Amida, and about the mountain called Gaugalius; among these were Daniel and Simeon. But
I shall now say nothing further of the Syrian monks; I shall further on, if God will, describe them
more fully.'**

It is said that Eustathius,"* who governed the church of Sebaste in Armenia, founded a society
of monks in Armenia, Paphlagonia, and Pontus, and became the author of a zealous discipline, both
as to what meats were to be partaken of or to be avoided, what garments were to be worn, and what
customs and exact course of conduct were to be adopted. Some assert that he was the author of the
ascetic treatises commonly attributed to Basil of Cappadocia. It is said that his great exactness led
him into certain extravagances which were altogether contrary to the laws of the Church. Many
persons, however, justify him from this accusation, and throw the blame upon some of his disciples,
who condemned marriage, refused to pray to God in the houses of married persons, despised married

2% See below, chap. 16, and vi. 34.

1260 Soc.ii. 43.
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presbyters, fasted on Lord’s days, held their assemblies in private houses, denounced the rich as
altogether without part in the kingdom of God, contemned those who partook of animal food. They
did not retain the customary tunics and stoles for their dress, but used a strange and unwonted garb,
and made many other innovations. Many women were deluded by them, and left their husbands;
but, not being able to practice continence, they fell into adultery. Other women, under the pretext
of religion, cut off their hair, and behaved otherwise than is fitting to a woman, by arraying
themselves in men’s apparel. The bishops of the neighborhood of Gangrcee, the metropolis of
AN Paphlagonia, assembled themselves together, and declared that all those who imbibed these opinions
294 should be aliens to the Catholic Church, unless, according to the definitions of the Synod, they
would renounce each of the aforesaid customs. It is said that from that time, Eustathius exchanged
his clothing for the stole, and made his journeys habited like other priests, thus proving that he had
not introduced and practiced these novelties out of self-will, but for the sake of a godly asceticism.
He was as renowned for his discourses as for the purity of his life. To confess the truth, he was not
eloquent, nor had he ever studied the art of eloquence; yet he had admirable sense and a high
capacity of persuasion, so that he induced several men and women, who were living in fornication,
to enter upon a temperate and earnest course of life. It is related that a certain man and woman,
who, according to the custom of the Church, had devoted themselves to a life of virginity, were
accused of cohabiting together. He strove to make them cease from their intercourse; finding that
his remonstrances produced no effect upon them, he sighed deeply, and said, that a woman who
had been legally married had, on one occasion, heard him discourse on the advantage of continence,
and was thereby so deeply affected that she voluntarily abstained from legitimate intercourse with
her own husband, and that the weakness of his powers of conviction was, on the other hand, attested
by the fact, that the parties above mentioned persisted in their illegal course. Such were the men
who originated the practice of monastic discipline in the regions above mentioned.

Although the Thracians, the Illyrians, and the other European nations were still inexperienced
in monastic communities, yet they were not altogether lacking in men devoted to philosophy. Of
these, Martin,'”®' the descendant of a noble family of Saboria in Pannonia, was the most illustrious.
He was originally a noted warrior, and the commander of armies; but, accounting the service of
God to be a more honorable profession, he embraced a life of philosophy, and lived, in the first
place, in Illyria. Here he zealously defended the orthodox doctrines against the attacks of the Arian
bishops, and after being plotted against and frequently beaten by the people, he was driven from
the country. He then went to Milan, and dwelt alone. He was soon, however, obliged to quit his
place of retreat on account of the machinations of Auxentius, bishop of that region, who did not
hold soundly to the Nicene faith; and he went to an island called Gallenaria, where he remained
for some time, satisfying himself with roots of plants. Gallenaria is a small and uninhabited island
lying in the Tyrrhenian Sea. Martin was afterwards appointed bishop of the church of Tarracina
(Tours). He was so richly endowed with miraculous gifts that he restored a dead man to life, and

1261 Sulp. Sev. Vita Martini.
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performed other signs as wonderful as those wrought by the apostles. We have heard that Hilary,
a man divine in his life and conversation, lived about the same time, and in the same country; like
Martin, he was obliged to flee from his place of abode, on account of his zeal in defense of the
faith.

I have now related what I have been able to ascertain concerning the individuals who practiced
philosophy in piety and ecclesiastical rites. There were many others who were noted in the churches
about the same period on account of their great eloquence, and among these the most distinguished
were, Eusebius, who administered the priestly office at Emesa; Titus, bishop of Bostra; Serapion,
bishop of Thmuis; Basil, bishop of Ancyra; Eudoxius, bishop of Germanicia; Acacius, bishop of
Casarea; and Cyril, who controlled the see of Jerusalem. A proof of their education is in the books
they have written and left behind, and the many things worthy of record.

Chapter XV.—Didymus the Blind, and Aétius the Heretic.

Didymus,'** an ecclesiastical writer and president of the school of sacred learning in Alexandria,
flourished about the same period. He was acquainted with every branch of science, and was
conversant with poetry and rhetoric, with astronomy and geometry, with arithmetic, and with the
various theories of philosophy. He had acquired all this knowledge by the efforts of his own mind,
aided by the sense of hearing, for he became blind during his first attempt at learning the rudiments.
When he had advanced to youth, he manifested an ardent desire to acquire speech and training, and
for this purpose he frequented the teachers of these branches, but learned by hearing only, where
he made such rapid progress that he speedily comprehended the difficult theorems in mathematics.
It is said that he learned the letters of the alphabet by means of tablets in which they were engraved,
and which he felt with his fingers; and that he made himself acquainted with syllables and words
by the force of attention and memory, and by listening attentively to the sounds. His was a very
extraordinary case, and many persons resorted to Alexandria for the express purpose of hearing,
or, at least, of seeing him. His firmness in defending the doctrines of the Nic@an council was

AN extremely displeasing to the Arians. He easily carried conviction to the minds of his audience by
295 persuasion rather than by power of reasoning, and he constituted each one a judge of the ambiguous
points. He was much sought after by the members of the Catholic Church, and was praised by the

orders of monks in Egypt, and by Antony the Great.

It is related that when Antony left the desert and repaired to Alexandria to give his testimony
in favor of the doctrines of Athanasius, he said to Didymus, “It is not a severe thing, nor does it
deserve to be grieved over, O Didymus, that you are deprived of the organs of sight which are
possessed by rats, mice, and the lowest animals; but it is a great blessing to possess eyes like angels,
whereby you can contemplate keenly the Divine Being, and see accurately the true knowledge.”

202 Ruf. H. E.ii. 7;1. 30, 31; Soc. iv. 25; iii. 10; ii. 35; Hieron. de vir. illust. c. cix.
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In Italy and its territories, Eusebius and Hilary, whom I have already mentioned, were conspicuous
for strength in the use of their native tongue, whose treatises'?** concerning the faith and against
the heterodox, they say, were approvingly circulated. Lucifer, as the story goes, was the founder
of a heresy which bears his name,'”* and flourished at this period. A&tius'**> was likewise held in
high estimation among the heterodox; he was a dialectician, apt in syllogism and proficient in
disputation, and a diligent student of such forms, but without art. He reasoned so boldly concerning
the nature of God, that many persons gave him the name of “Atheist.” It is said that he was originally
a physician of Antioch in Syria, and that, as he frequently attended meetings of the churches, and
thought over the Sacred Scriptures, he became acquainted with Gallus, who was then Cesar, and
who honored religion much and cherished its professors. It seems likely that, as A&tius obtained
the esteem of Casar by means of these disputations, he devoted himself the more assiduously to
these pursuits, in order to progress in the favor of the emperor. It is said that he was versed in the
philosophy of Aristotle, and frequented the schools in which it was taught at Alexandria.

Besides the individuals above specified, there were many others in the churches who were
capable of instructing the people and of reasoning concerning the doctrines of the Holy Scriptures.
It would be too great a task to attempt to name them all. Let it not be accounted strange, if I have
bestowed commendations upon the leaders or enthusiasts of the above-mentioned heresies. I admire
their eloquence, and their impressiveness in discourse. I leave their doctrines to be judged by those
whose right it is. For I have not been set forth to record such matters, nor is it befitting in history;
I have only to give an account of events as they happened, not supplementing my own additions.
Of those who at that time became most distinguished in education and discourse and who used the
Roman and Greek languages, I have enumerated in the above narrative as many as I have received
an account of.

Chapter XVI.—Concerning St. Ephraim.

Ephraim the Syrian'** was entitled to the highest honors, and was the greatest ornament of the
Catholic Church. He was a native of Nisibis, or his family was of the neighboring territory. He
devoted his life to monastic philosophy; and although he received no instruction, he became, contrary
to all expectation, so proficient in the learning and language of the Syrians, that he comprehended
with ease the most abstruse theorems of philosophy. His style of writing was so replete with splendid

13 He alludes to the treatises of Hilary against the Arians and Auxentius, and against Constantius.

1264 That, namely, of the Luciferians. Cf. Soc. iii. 9.

1265 Cf. Soc. ii. 35; Philost. iii. 15-20; supplementa from Phot. cod. 40; fragmenta from Suidas, s.v.

1266 See below, vi. 34. This chapter is independent. Theod. iv. 29 has Soz. before him, and possibly also the same original.

Cf. Hieron. de vir. illust. cxv.
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oratory and with richness and temperateness of thought that he surpassed the most approved writers
of Greece. If the works of these writers were to be translated into Syriac, or any other language,
and divested, as it were, of the beauties of the Greek language, they would retain little of their
original elegance and value. The productions of Ephraim have not this disadvantage: they were
translated into Greek during his life, and translations are even now being made, and yet they preserve
much of their original force, so that his works are not less admired when read in Greek than when
read in Syriac. Basil, who was subsequently bishop of the metropolis of Cappadocia, was a great
admirer of Ephraim, and was astonished at his erudition. The opinion of Basil, who is universally
confessed to have been the most eloquent man of his age, is a stronger testimony, I think, to the
merit of Ephraim, than anything that could be indited to his praise. It is said that he wrote three
hundred thousand verses, and that he had many disciples who were zealously attached to his
doctrines. The most celebrated of his disciples were Abbas, Zenobius, Abraham, Maras, and Simeon,
in whom the Syrians and whoever among them pursued accurate learning make a great boast.
Paulanas and Aranad are praised for their finished speech, although reported to have deviated from
sound doctrine.
I am not ignorant that there were some very learned men who formerly flourished in Osroéne,
as, for instance, Bardasanes, who devised a heresy designated by his name,”*” and Harmonius, his
AN son. It is related that this latter was deeply versed in Grecian erudition, and was the first to subdue
206 his native tongue to meters and musical laws; these verses he delivered to the choirs, and even now
the Syrians frequently sing, not the precise copies by Harmonius, but the same melodies. For as
Harmonius was not altogether free from the errors of his father, and entertained various opinions
concerning the soul, the generation and destruction of the body, and the regeneration which are
taught by the Greek philosophers, he introduced some of these sentiments into the lyrical songs
which he composed. When Ephraim perceived that the Syrians were charmed with the elegance of
the diction and the rhythm of the melody, he became apprehensive, lest they should imbibe the
same opinions; and therefore, although he was ignorant of Grecian learning, he applied himself to
the understanding of the metres of Harmonius, and composed similar poems in accordance with
the doctrines of the Church, and wrought also in sacred hymns and in the praises of passionless
men. From that period the Syrians sang the odes of Ephraim according to the law of the ode
established by Harmonius. The execution of this work is alone sufficient to attest the natural
endowments of Ephraim. He was as celebrated for the good actions he performed as for the rigid
course of discipline he pursued. He was particularly fond of tranquillity. He was so serious and so
careful to avoid giving occasion to calumny, that he refrained from the very sight of women. It is
related that a female of careless life, who was either desirous of tempting him, or who had been
bribed for the purpose, contrived on one occasion to meet him face to face, and fixed her eyes
intently upon him; he rebuked her, and commanded her to look down upon the ground, “Wherefore

1267 Cf. Euseb. H. E. iv. 30.
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should I obey your injunction,” replied the woman; “for I was born not of the earth, but of you? It
would be more just if you were to look down upon the earth whence you sprang, while I look upon
you, as [ was born of you.” Ephraim, astonished at the little woman, recorded the whole transaction
in a book, which most Syrians regard as one of the best of his productions. It is also said of him,
that, although he was naturally prone to passion, he never exhibited angry feeling toward any one
from the period of his embracing a monastic life. It once happened that after he had, according to
custom, been fasting several days, his attendant, in presenting some food to him, let fall the dish
on which it was placed. Ephraim, perceiving that he was overwhelmed with shame and terror, said
to him, “Take courage; we will go to the food as the food does not come to us” and he immediately
seated himself beside the fragments of the dish, and ate his supper. What I am about to relate will
suffice to show that he was totally exempt from the love of vainglory. He was appointed bishop of
some town, and attempts were made to convey him away for the purpose of ordaining him. As soon
as he became aware of what was intended, he ran to the market-place, and showed himself as a
madman by stepping in a disorderly way, dragging his clothes along, and eating in public. Those
who had come to carry him away to be their bishop, on seeing him in this state, believed that he
was out of his mind, and departed; and he, meeting with an opportunity for effecting his escape,
remained in concealment until another had been ordained in his place. What I have now said
concerning Ephraim must suffice, although his own countrymen relate many other anecdotes of
him. Yet his conduct on one occasion, shortly before his death, appears to me so worthy of
remembrance that I shall record it here. The city of Edessa being severely visited by famine, he
quitted the solitary ceil in which he pursued philosophy, and rebuked the rich for permitting the
poor to die around them, instead of imparting to them of their superfluities; and he represented to
them by his philosophy, that the wealth which they were treasuring up so carefully would turn to
their own condemnation, and to the ruin of the soul, which is of more value than all riches, and the
body itself and all other values, and he proved that they were putting no estimate upon their souls,
because of their actions. The rich men, revering the man and his words, replied, “We are not intent
upon hoarding our wealth, but we know of no one to whom we can confide the distribution of our
goods, for all are prone to seek after lucre, and to betray the trust placed in them.” “What think you
of me?” asked Ephraim. On their admitting that they considered him an efficient, excellent, and
good man, and worthy, and that he was exactly what his reputation confirmed, he offered to undertake
the distribution of their alms. As soon as he received their money, he had about three hundred beds
fitted up in the public porches; and here he tended those who were ill and suffering from the effects
of the famine, whether they were foreigners or natives of the surrounding country. On the cessation
of the famine he returned to the cell in which he had previously dwelt; and, after the lapse of a few
days, he expired. He attained no higher clerical degree than that of deacon, although he became no
less famous for his virtue than those who are ordained to the priesthood and are admired for the
conversation of a good life and for learning. I have now given some account of the virtue of Ephraim.
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It would require a more experienced hand than mine, to furnish a full description of his character

AN and that of the other illustrious men who, about the same period, had devoted themselves to a life
297 and career of philosophy; and for some things, it would require such a writer as he himself was.
The attempt is beyond my powers by reason of weakness of language, and ignorance of the men
themselves and their exploits. Some of them concealed themselves in the deserts. Others, who lived

in the intercourse of cities, strove to preserve a mean appearance, and to seem as if they differed

in no respect from the multitude, working out their virtue, concealing a true estimate of themselves,

that they might avoid the praises of others. For as they were intent upon the exchange of future
benefits, they made God alone the witness of their thoughts, and had no concern for outward glory.

Chapter XVII.— Transactions of that Period, and Progress of Christian Doctrine through the Joint
Efforts of Emperors and Arch-Priests.

Those who presided over the churches at this period were noted for personal conduct, and, as
might be expected, the people whom they governed were earnestly attached to the worship of
Christ.'?® Religion daily progressed, by the zeal, virtue, and wonderful works of the priests, and
of the ecclesiastical philosophers, who attracted the attention of the pagans, and led them to renounce
their superstitions. The emperors who then occupied the throne were as zealous as was their father
in protecting the churches, and they granted honors and tax exemptions to the clergy, their children,
and their slaves. They confirmed the laws enacted by their father, and enforced new ones prohibiting
the offering of sacrifice, the worship of images, or any other pagan observance. They commanded
that all temples, whether in cities or in the country, should be closed. Some of these temples were
presented to the churches, when either the ground they stood on or the materials for building were
required. The greatest possible care was bestowed upon the houses of prayer, those which had been
defaced by time were repaired, and others were erected from the foundations in a style of
extraordinary magnificence. The church of Emesa is one most worthy to see and famous for its
beauty. The Jews were strictly forbidden to purchase a slave belonging to any other heresy than
their own. If they transgressed this law, the slave was confiscated'*® to the public; but if they
administered to him the Jewish rite of circumcision, the penalties were death and total confiscation
of property. For, as the emperors were desirous of promoting by every means the spread of
Christianity, they deemed it necessary to prevent the Jews from proselyting those whose ancestors

1268 This chapter is an independent view, and also groups the laws under Constantius. Cf. Cod. Theod.

129 dnuéoiov oikémnv ivai. The early interpreters understood these words as referring to the Jewish offender, and not to the
slave. But the law itself is extant in Cod. Theod. xvi. 91,2, and is entitled Ne Christianum Mancipium Judceus habeat. The
second law begins: Si aliquis Judeorum, mancipium sect alterius seu nationis crediderit comparandum, mancipium fisco

protenus vindicetur.
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were of another religion, and those who were holding the hope of professing Christianity were
carefully reserved for the Church; for it was from the pagan multitudes that the Christian religion
increased.

Chapter XVIIL.— Concerning the Doctrines held by the Sons of Constantine. Distinction between
the Terms “Homoousios” and “Homoiousios.” Whence it came that Constantius quickly
abandoned the Correct Faith.

The emperors'?™ had, from the beginning, preserved their father’s view about doctrine; for they
both favored the Nicene form of belief. Constans maintained these opinions till his death; Constantius
held a similar view for some time; he, however, renounced his former sentiments when the term
“consubstantial” was calumniated, yet he did not altogether refrain from confessing that the Son
is of like substance with the Father. The followers of Eusebius, and other bishops of the East, who
were admired for their speech and life, made a distinction, as we know, between the term
“consubstantial” (homoousios) and the expression “of like substance,” which latter they designated
by the term, “homoiousios.” They say that the term “consubstantial” (homoousios) properly belongs
to corporeal beings, such as men and other animals, trees and plants, whose participation and origin
is in like things; but that the term “homoiousios” appertains exclusively to incorporeal beings, such
as God and the angels, of each one of whom a conception is formed according to his own peculiar
substance. The Emperor Constantius was deceived by this distinction; and although I am certain
that he retained the same doctrines as those held by his father and brother, yet he adopted a change
of phraseology, and, instead of using the term “homoousios,” made use of the term “homoiousios.”
The teachers to whom we have alluded maintained that it was necessary to be thus precise in the
use of terms, and that otherwise we should be in danger of conceiving that to be a body which is
incorporeal. Many, however, regard this distinction as an absurdity, “for,” say they, “the things
which are conceived by the mind can be designated only by names derived from things which are

AN seen; and there is no danger in the use of words, provided that there be no error about the idea.

298

Chapter XIX.— Further Particulars concerning the Term “Consubstantial.” Council of Ariminum,
the Manner, Source, and Reason of its Convention.

It is not surprising that the Emperor Constantius was induced to adopt the use of the term
“homoiousios,” for it was admitted by many priests who conformed to the doctrines of the Nicaan

120 An independent survey of the imperial and clerical views.
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council.”””! Many use the two words indifferently, to convey the same meaning. Hence, it appears
to me, that the Arians departed greatly from the truth when they affirmed that, after the council of
Nicea, many of the priests, among whom were Eusebius and Theognis, refused to admit that the
Son is consubstantial with the Father, and that Constantine was in consequence so indignant, that
he condemned them to banishment. They say that it was afterwards revealed to his sister by a dream
or a vision from God, that these bishops held orthodox doctrines and had suffered unjustly; and
that the emperor thereupon recalled them, and demanded of them wherefore they had departed from
the Nicene doctrines, since they had been participants in the document concerning the faith which
had been there framed; and that they urged in reply that they had not assented to those doctrines
from conviction, but from the fear that, if the disputes then existing were prolonged, the emperor,
who was then just beginning to embrace Christianity, and who was yet unbaptized, might be impelled
to return to Paganism, as seemed likely, and to persecute the Church. They assert that Constantine
was pleased with this defense, and determined upon convening another council; but that, being
prevented by death from carrying his scheme into execution, the task devolved upon his eldest son,
Constantius, to whom he represented that it would avail him nothing to be possessed of imperial
power, unless he could establish uniformity of worship throughout his empire; and Constantius
they say, at the instigation of his father, convened a council at Ariminum."?”* This story is easily
seen to be a gross fabrication, for the council was convened during the consulate of Hypatius and
Eusebius, and twenty-two years after Constantius had, on the death of his father, succeeded to the
empire. Now, during this interval of twenty-two years, many councils were held, in which debates
were carried on concerning the terms “homoousios” and “homoiousios.” No one, it appears, ventured
to deny that the Son is of like substance'?” with the Father, until Aétius, by starting a contrary
opinion, so offended the emperor that, in order to arrest the course of the heresy, he commanded
the priests to assemble themselves together at Ariminum and at Seleucia. Thus the true cause of
this council being convened was not the command of Constantine,'”” but the question agitated by
Aétius. And this will become still more apparent by what we shall hereafter relate.

Chapter XX.—Athanasius again reinstated by the Letter of Constantius, and receives his See. The
Arch-Priests of Antioch. Question put by Constantius to Athanasius. The Praise of God in

Hymns.
1271 An independent chapter on the true cause of division and the origin of the council of Ariminum. Cf. Athan.Ep. de Synodis.
o Cf. Soc. ii. 37.
127 Kat ovoiav gvduotov is the right correction of Valesius.
1274 A mistake for Constantius.
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When Constans was apprised of what had been enacted at Sardica, he wrote'?” to his brother
to request him to restore the followers of Athanasius and Paul to their own churches. As Constantius
seemed to hesitate, he wrote again, and threatened him with war, unless he would consent to receive
the bishops. Constantius, after conferring on the subject with the bishops of the East, judged that
it would be foolish to excite on this account the horrors of civil war. He therefore recalled Athanasius
from Italy, and sent public carriages to convey him on his return homewards, and wrote several
letters requesting his speedy return. Athanasius, who was then residing at Aquilea, on receiving
the letters of Constantius, repaired to Rome to take leave of Julius and his friends. Julius parted
from him with great demonstrations of friendship, and gave him a letter addressed to the clergy
and people of Alexandria, in which he spoke of him as a wonderful man, deserving of renown by
the numerous trials he had undergone, and congratulated the church of Alexandria on the return of
so good a priest, and exhorted them to follow his doctrines.

He then proceeded to Antioch in Syria, where the emperor was then residing. Leontius presided
over the churches of that region; for after the flight of Eustathius, those who held heretical sentiments
had seized the see of Antioch. The first bishop they appointed was Euphronius; to him succeeded
Placetus; and afterwards Stephen. This latter was deposed as being unworthy of the dignity, and
Leontius obtained the bishopric. Athanasius avoided him as a heretic, and communed with those
who were called Eustathians, who assembled in a private house. Since he found that Constantius

AN was well disposed, and agreeable, and it looked as if the emperor would restore his own church to
299 him, Constantius, at the instigation of the leaders of the opposing heresy, replied as follows: “I am
ready to perform all that I promised when I recalled you; but it is just that you should in return

grant me a favor, and that is, that you yield one of the numerous churches which are under your

sway to those who are averse to holding communion with you.” Athanasius replied: “O emperor,

it is exceedingly just and necessary to obey your commands, and I will not gainsay, but as in the

city of Antioch there are many who eschew communion between the heterodox and ourselves, I

seek a like favor that one church may be conceded to us, and that we may assemble there in safety.”

As the request of Athanasius appeared reasonable to the emperor, the heterodox deemed it more
politic to keep quiet; for they reflected that their peculiar opinions could never gain any ground in
Alexandria, on account of Athanasius, who was able both to retain those who held the same
sentiments as himself, and lead those of contrary opinions; and that, moreover if they gave up one

of the churches of Antioch, the Eustathians, who were very numerous, would assemble together,

and then probably attempt innovations, since it would be possible for them without risk to retain

those whom they held. Besides, the heterodox perceived that, although the government of the

1275 Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 51-56; Hist. Arian. 15, 16; Ruf. i. 19; Soc. ii. 22, 23, who gives texts from Athanasius of the

second letter of Constans (in part); those of Constantius to Athanasius; and Julius to the Alexandrians. Philost. iii. 13.

488


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf202/Page_299.html

NPNF (V2-02) Socrates Scholasticus

churches was in their hands, all the clergy and people did not conform to their doctrines."”’* When
they sang hymns to God, they were, according to custom, divided into choirs, and, at the end of
the odes, each one declared what were his own peculiar sentiments. Some offered praise to “the
Father and the Son,” regarding them as co-equal in glory; others glorified “The Father by the Son,”
to denote by the insertion of the preposition that they considered the Son to be inferior to the Father.
While these occurrences took place, Leontius, the bishop of the opposite faction, who then presided
over the see of Antioch, did not dare to prohibit the singing of hymns to God which were in
accordance with the tradition of the Nicean Synod, for he feared to excite an insurrection of the
people. It is related, however, that he once raised his hand to his head, the hairs of which were quite
white, and said, “When this snow is dissolved, there will be plenty of mud.” By this he intended
to signify that, after his death, the different modes of singing hymns would give rise to great
seditions, and that his successors would not show the same consideration to the people which he
had manifested.

Chapter XXI.— Letter of Constantius to the Egyptians in behalf of Athanasius. Synod of Jerusalem.

The emperor, on sending back'?”” Athanasius to Egypt, wrote in his favor to the bishops and
presbyters of that country, and to the people of the church of Alexandria; he testified to the integrity
of his conduct and the virtue of his manners, and exhorted them to be of one mind, and to unite in
prayer and service to God under his guidance. He added that, if any evil-disposed persons should
excite disturbances, they should receive the punishment awarded by the laws for such offenses. He
also commanded that the former decrees he had enacted against Athanasius, and those who were
in communion with him, should be effaced from the public registers, and that his clergy should be
admitted to the same exemptions they had previously enjoyed; and edicts to this effect were
dispatched to the governors of Egypt and Libya.

Immediately on his arrival in Egypt, Athanasius displaced those whom he knew to be attached
to Arianism, and placed the government of the Church and the confession of the Nica@an council
in the hands of those whom he approved, and he exhorted them to hold to this with earnestness. It
was said at that time, that, when he was traveling through other countries, he effected the same
change, if he happened to visit churches which were under the Arians. He was certainly accused
of having dared to perform the ceremony of ordination in cities where he had no right to do so. But
because he had effected his return, although his enemies were unwilling, and it did not seem that
he could be easily cast under suspicion, in that he was honored with the friendship of the Emperor

1276 Here he uses Athan. Historia Arian. 28; Apol. de fuga sua, 26. Theodoret, too, in his sketch of Leontius, H. E. ii. 24,
quotes briefly from Athan. Cf. Philost. iii. 13.

1277 Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 54-56; Hist. Arian. 23; these are given in Soc. ii. 23; and for the Synod of Jerusalem, ii. 24;
Ruf. i. 19.
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Constans, he was regarded with greater consideration than before. Many bishops, who had previously
been at enmity with him, received him into communion, particularly those of Palestine. When he
at that time visited these latter, they received him kindly. They held a Synod at Jerusalem, and
Maximus and the others wrote the following letter in his favor.

Chapter XXII.— Epistle written by the Synod of Jerusalem in Favor of Athanasius.

“The holy Synod assembled at Jerusalem, to the presbyters, deacons, and people of Egypt,

Libya, and Alexandria, our beloved and most cherished brethren, greeting in the Lord."*”
AN “We can never, O beloved, return adequate thanks to God, the Creator of all things, for the
300 wonderful works he has now accomplished, particularly for the blessings He has conferred on your
churches by the restoration of Athanasius, your shepherd and lord, and our fellow-minister. Who
could have hoped to have ever seen this with his eyes, which now you are realizing in deed? But
truly your prayers have been heard by the God of the universe who is concerned for His Church,
and who has regarded your tears and complaint, and on this account has heard your requests. For
you were scattered abroad and rent like sheep without a pastor. Therefore, the true Shepherd, who
from heaven watched over you, and who is concerned for His own sheep, has restored to you him
whom you desired. Behold, we do all things for the peace of the Church, and are influenced by
love like yours. Therefore we received and embraced your pastor, and, having held communion
with you through him, we dispatch this address and our eucharistic prayers that you may know how
we are united by the bond of love to him and you. It is right that you should pray for the piety of
the emperors most beloved of God, who having recognized your desire about him and his purity
determined to restore him to you with every honor. Receive him, then, with uplifted hands, and be
zealous to send aloft the requisite eucharistic prayers in his behalf to the God who has conferred
these benefits upon you; and may you ever rejoice with God, and glorify the Lord in Christ Jesus

our Lord, by whom be glory to the Father throughout all ages. Amen.”

Chapter XXIII.— Valens and Ursacius, who belonged to the Arian Faction, confess to the Bishop
of Rome that they had made False Charges against Athanasius.

Such was the letter written by the Synod convened in Palestine. Some time after Athanasius
had the satisfaction of seeing the injustice of the sentence enacted against him by the council of
Tyre publicly recognized."”” Valens and Ursacius, who had been sent with Theognis and his

17 From Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 57, where also the names of the subscribers are given.

129 From Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 58; Soc. ii. 24, only an allusion; Hil. Fragm. ii. 20; Sulp. Sev. H. S. ii. 36.
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followers to obtain information in Mareotis, as we before mentioned, concerning the holy cup which
Ischyrion had accused Athanasius of having broken, wrote the following retraction to Julius, bishop
of Rome: —

“Ursacius and Valens, to the most blessed Lord Pope Julius.

“Since we previously, as is well known, made many various charges against Athanasius, the
bishop, by our letters, and although we have been urged persistently by the epistles of your excellency
in this matter which we publicly alleged and have not been able to give a reason for our accusation,
therefore, we now confess to your excellency in the presence of all the presbyters, our brethren,
that all that you have heard concerning the aforesaid Athanasius is utterly false and fictitious, and
in every way foreign to his nature. For this reason, we joyfully enter into communion with him,
particularly as your piety in accordance with your implanted love of goodness has granted forgiveness
to us for our error. Moreover, we declare unto you that if the bishops of the East, or even Athanasius
himself, should at any time malignantly summon us to judgment, we would not sever ourselves
from your judgment and disposition about the case. We now and ever shall anathematize, as we
formerly did in the memorial which we presented at Milan, the heretic Arius and his followers,
who say that there was a time, in which the Son existed not, and that Christ is from that which had
no existence, and who deny that Christ was God and the Son of God before all ages. We again
protest, in our own handwriting, that we shall ever condemn the aforesaid Arian heresy, and its
originators.

“I, Ursacius, sign this confession with my own signature. In like manner also Valens.”

This was the confession which they sent to Julius. It is also necessary to append to it their letter
to Athanasius: it is as follows: —

Chapter XXIV.—Letter of Conciliation from Valens and Ursacius to the Great Athanasius.
Restoration of the Other Eastern Bishops to their own Sees. Ejection of Macedonius again; and
Accession of Paul to the See.

“The bishops, Ursacius and Valens, to Athanasius, our brother in the Lord.'*

“We take the opportunity of the departure of Museus, our brother and fellow-presbyter, who is
going to your esteemed self, O beloved brother, to send you amplest greeting from Aquileia through
him, and hope that our letter will find you in good health. You will afford us great encouragement
if you will write us a reply to this letter. Know that we are at peace and in ecclesiastical communion
with you.”

Athanasius therefore returned under such circumstances from the West to Egypt. Paul, Marcellus,
Asclepas, and Lucius, whom the edict of the emperor had returned from exile, received their own

2% Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 58; Hil. Fragm. ii. 20.
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sees. Immediately on the return of Paul to Constantinople Macedonius retired, and held church in
private. There was a great tumult at Ancyra on the deposition of Basil from the church there, and
the reinstallation of Marcellus. The other bishops were reinstated in their churches without
difficulty."!

A Book IV.

301
Chapter I.— Death of Constans Ceesar. Occurrences which took place in Rome.

Four years after the council of Sardica,'*** Constans was killed in Western Gaul.'**> Magnentius,
who had plotted his murder, reduced the entire government of Constans under his own sway. In
the meantime Vetranio was proclaimed emperor at Sirmium, by the Illyrian troops. Nepotian, the
son of the late emperor’s sister, gathered about him a body of gladiators, and wrangled for the
imperial power, and ancient Rome had the greatest share of these evils. Nepotian, however, was
put to death by the soldiers of Magnentius.'*** Constantius, finding himself the sole master of the
empire, was proclaimed sole ruler, and hastened to depose the tyrants. In the meantime, Athanasius,
having arrived in Alexandria, prepared to convene a Synod of the Egyptian bishops, and had the
enactments confirmed which had been passed at Sardica, and in Palestine, in his favor.

Chapter Il.—Constantius again ejects Athanasius, and banishes those who represented the
Homoousian Doctrine. Death of Paul, Bishop of Constantinople. Macedonius: his Second
Usurpation of the See, and his Evil Deeds.

The emperor,? deceived by the calumnies of the heterodox, changed his mind, and, in opposition
to the decrees of the council of Sardica, exiled the bishops whom he had previously restored.
Marcellus was again deposed, and Basil re-acquired possession of the bishopric of Ancyra. Lucius
was thrown into prison, and died there. Paul was condemned to perpetual banishment, and was
conveyed to Cucusum, in Armenia, where he died. I have never, however, been able to ascertain

181 Soc. ii. 23.

22 According to Soz. a.d. 351, really a.d. 350.

1283 Ruf. H. E.i. 19; Soc. ii. 25, 26. Soz. here condenses Soc. Cf. Athan. Apol. ad. Imp. Constantium.

8% Zos. ii. 41-53; Am. Marcel. xv. 1, 2; Petrus Patricius, Historia, 14; Eutrop. Brev. Hist. Rom. x. 9-11.
1285 Soc. ii. 26, 27; Athan. Hist. Arian. T; Apol de fuga sua, 3; cf. Theodoret, H. E. ii. 5.
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whether or not he died a natural death. It is still reported, that he was strangled by the adherents of
Macedonius.'”*® As soon as he was sent into exile, Macedonius seized the government of his church;
and, being aided by several orders of monks whom he had incorporated at Constantinople, and by
alliances with many of the neighboring bishops, he commenced, it is said, a persecution against
those who held the sentiments of Paul. He ejected them, in the first place, from the church, and
then compelled them to enter into communion with himself. Many perished from wounds received
in the struggle; some were deprived of their possessions; some, of the rights of citizenship; and
others were branded on the forehead with an iron instrument, in order that they might be stamped
as infamous. The emperor was displeased when he heard of these transactions, and imputed the
blame of them to Macedonius and his adherents.

Chapter II.— Martyrdom of the Holy Notaries.

The persecution increased in violence,'” and led to deeds of blood. Martyrius and Marcian
were among those who were slain. They had lived in Paul’s house,'”® and were delivered up by
Macedonius to the governor, as having been guilty of the murder of Hermogenes, and of exciting
the former sedition against him. Martyrius was a sub-deacon, and Marcian a singer and a reader of
Holy Scripture. Their tomb is famous, and is situated before the walls of Constantinople, as a
memorial of the martyrs; it is placed in a house of prayer, which was commenced by John and
completed by Sisinnius; these both afterwards presided over the church of Constantinople. For they
who had been unworthily adjudged to have no part in the honors of martyrdom, were honored by
God, because the very place where those conducted to death had been decapitated, and which
previously was not approached on account of ghosts, was now purified, and those who were under
the influence of demons were released from the disease, and many other notable miracles were
wrought at the tomb. These are the particulars which should be stated concerning Martyrius and
Marcian. If what I have related appears to be scarcely credible, it is easy to apply for further

AN information to those who are more accurately acquainted with the circumstances; and perhaps far

302 more wonderful things are related concerning them than those which I have detailed.
128 See preceding references; Athan. is decided.
1287 An independent chapter.
1288 Niceph. Coll. H. E. ix. 30 adds that they were the notaries of Paul; hence the caption. The memory of these martyrs is

celebrated in the Greek Church under the name of the Notaries, on the 25th of October.
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Chapter IV.—Campaign of Constantius in Sirmium, and Details concerning Vetranio and
Magnentius. Gallus receives the Title of Ceesar, and is sent to the East.

On the expulsion of Athanasius, which took place about this period, George persecuted'** all
those throughout Egypt who refused to conform to his sentiments. The emperor marched into Illyria,
and entered Sirmium, whither Vetranio had repaired by appointment. The soldiers who had
proclaimed him emperor suddenly changed their mind, and saluted Constantius as sole sovereign,
and as Augustus, for both the emperor and his supporters, strove for this very action. Vetranio
perceived that he was betrayed, and threw himself as a suppliant at the feet of Constantius.
Constantius pitied him indeed, but stripped him of the imperial ornaments and purple, obliged him
to return to private life, liberally provided for his wants out of the public treasury, and told him that
it was more seemly to an old man to abstain from the cares of empire and to live in quietude. After
terminating these arrangements in favor of Vetranio, Constantius sent a large army into Italy against
Magnentius. He then conferred the title of Casar on his cousin Gallus, and sent him into Syria to
defend the provinces of the East.

Chapter V.—Cyril directs the Sacerdotal Office after Maximus, and the Largest Form of the Cross,
surpassing the Sun in Splendor, again appears in the Heavens, and is visible during several
Days.

At the time that Cyril administered the church of Jerusalem after Maximus, the sign of the cross
appeared in the heavens. It shone brilliantly, not with divergent rays like a comet, but with the
concentration of a great deal of light, apparently dense and yet transparent. Its length was about
fifteen stadia from Calvary to the Mount of Olives, and its breadth was in proportion to its length.
So extraordinary a phenomenon excited universal terror. Men, women, and children left their houses,
the market-place, or their respective employments, and ran to the church, where they sang hymns
to Christ together, and voluntarily confessed their belief in God. The intelligence disturbed in no
little measure our entire dominions, and this happened rapidly; for, as the custom was, there were
travelers from every part of the world, so to speak, who were dwelling at Jerusalem for prayer, or
to visit its places of interest, these were spectators of the sign, and divulged the facts to their friends
at home. The emperor was made acquainted with the occurrence, partly by numerous reports
concerning it which were then current, and partly by a letter from Cyril'** the bishop. It was said

129 Eutrop. Brev. Hist. Rom. x. 11, 12; Zos. ii. 44, 45; Athan. Apol. de fuga sua, 6,7; Ep. ad Episc. Ag. et Lib. T; Soc. ii.
25-29; Ruf. H. E. i. 19; Philost. iii. 22, 25.
120 The letter here alluded to by Sozomen was addressed by Cyril of Jerusalem to Constantius, and is extant among his works.

c. 1165, M. P. G.33; cf. Soc. ii. 28; Philost. iii. 26; Hieron. Chron. Eus. s. a.d. 357.
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that this prodigy was a fulfillment of an ancient prophecy contained in the Holy Scriptures. It was
the means of the conversion of many pagans and Jews to Christianity.

Chapter VI.— Photinus, Bishop of Sirmium. His Heresy, and the Council convened at Sirmium in
Opposition thereto. The Three Formularies of Faith. This Agitator of Empty Ideas was refuted
by Basil of Ancyra. After his Deposition Photinus, although solicited, declined Reconciliation.

About this time,'*' Photinus, who administered the church of Sirmium, laid before the emperor,
who was then staying at that city, a heresy which he had originated some time previously. His
natural ease of utterance and powers of persuasion enabled him to lead many into his own way of
thinking. He acknowledged that there was one God Almighty, by whose own word all things were
created, but would not admit that the generation and existence of the Son was before all ages; on
the contrary, he alleged that Christ derived His existence from Mary. As soon as this opinion was
divulged, it excited the indignation of the Western and of the Eastern bishops, and they considered
it in common as an innovation of each one’s particular belief, for it was equally opposed by those
who maintained the doctrines of the Nicaan council, and by those who favored the tenets of Arius.
The emperor also regarded the heresy with aversion, and convened a council at Sirmium, where
he was then residing. Of the Eastern bishops, George, who governed the church of Alexandria,
Basil, bishop of Ancyra, and Mark, bishop of Arethusa, were present at this council; and among
the Western bishops were Valens, bishop of Mursa, and Hosius the Confessor. This latter, who had

AN attended the council of Nicaa, was unwillingly a participant of this; he had not long previously
303 been condemned to banishment through the machinations of the Arians; he was summoned to the
council of Sirmium by the command of the emperor extorted by the Arians, who believed that their

party would be strengthened, if they could gain over, either by persuasion or force, a man held in
universal admiration and esteem, as was Hosius. The period at which the council was convened at
Sirmium, was the year after the expiration of the consulate of Sergius and Nigrinian; and during

this year there were no consuls either in the East or the West, owing to the insurrections excited

by the tyrants. Photinus was deposed by this council, because he was accused of countenancing

the errors of Sabellius and Paul of Samosata. The council then proceeded to draw up three formularies

of faith in addition to the previous confessions, of which one was written in Greek, and the others

in Latin. But they did not agree with one another, nor with any other of the former expositions of
doctrine, either in word or import. It is not said in the Greek formulary,'”> that the Son is
consubstantial, or of like substance, with the Father, but it is there declared, that those who maintain

that the Son had no commencement, or that He proceeded from an expansion of the substance of

191 Athan. de Synodis, 8, 9; Soc. ii. 29-31, 37; Sulp. Sev. H. . 1ii. 36, 37.

122 Soc. ii. 30, text.
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the Father, or that He is united to the Father without being subject to Him, are excommunicated.
In one of the Roman formularies,'** it is forbidden to say, of the essence of the Godhead which the
Romans call substance, that the Son is either consubstantial, or of like substance with the Father,
as such statements do not occur in the Holy Scriptures, and are beyond the reach of the understanding
and knowledge of men. It is said, that the Father must be recognized as superior to the Son in honor,
in dignity, in divinity, and in the relationship suggested by His name of Father; and that it must be
confessed that the Son, like all created beings, is subject to the Father, that the Father had no
commencement, and that the generation of the Son is unknown to all save the Father. It is related,
that when this formulary was completed, the bishops became aware of the errors it contained, and
endeavored to withdraw it from the public, and to correct it; and that the emperor threatened to
punish those who should retain or conceal any of the copies that had been made of it. But having
been once published, no efforts were adequate to suppress it altogether.

The third formulary'®* is of the same import as the others. It prohibits the use of the term
“substance” on account of the terms used in Latin, while the Greek term having been used with too
much simplicity by the Fathers, and having been a cause of offense to many of the unlearned
multitude, because it was not to be found in the Scriptures, “we have deemed it right totally to reject
the use of it: and we would enjoin the omission of all mention of the term in allusion to the Godhead,
for it is nowhere said in the Holy Scriptures, that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are of the same
substance, where the word person is written. But we say, in conformity with the Holy Scriptures,
that the Son is like unto the Father.”

Such was the decision arrived at in the presence of the emperor concerning the faith. Hosius at
first refused to assent to it. Compulsion, however, was resorted to; and being extremely old, he
sunk, as it is reported, beneath the blows that were inflicted on him, and yielded his consent and
signature.

After the deposition of Photinus, the Synod thought it expedient to try whether it were not
somehow possible to persuade him to change his views. But when the bishop urged him, and
promised to restore his bishopric if he would renounce his own dogma, and vote for their formulary,
he would not acquiesce, but challenged them to a discussion. On the day appointed for this purpose,
the bishops, therefore, assembled with the judges who had been appointed by the emperor to preside
at their meetings, and who, in point of eloquence and dignity, held the first rank in the palace. Basil,
bishop of Ancyra, was selected to commence the disputation against Photinus. The conflict lasted
a long time, on account of the numerous questions started and the answers given by each party,
and which were immediately taken down in short-hand; but finally the victory declared itself in
favor of Basil. Photinus was condemned and banished, but did not cease on that account from
enlarging his own dogma. He wrote and published many works in Greek and Latin, in which he

1293 Soc. ii. 30, Latin text translated into Greek.

2% Athan. de Synodis, 8; Soc. ii. 37, text translated into Greek.
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endeavored to show that all opinions, except his own, were erroneous. I have now concluded all
that I had to say concerning Photinus and the heresy to which his name was affixed.

Chapter VII.— Death of the Tyrants Magnentius and Silvanus the Apostate. Sedition of the Jews in
Palestine. Gallus Ceesar is slain, on Suspicion of Revolution.

In the meantime,'*” Magnentius made himself master of ancient Rome, and put numbers of the
AN senators, and of the people, to death. Hearing that the troops of Constantius were approaching, he
304 retired into Gaul; and here the two parties had frequent encounters, in which sometimes the one
and sometimes the other was victorious. At length, however, Magnentius was defeated, and fled
to Mursa, which is the fortress of this Gaul, and when he saw that his soldiers were dispirited
because they had been defeated, he stood on an elevated spot and endeavored to revive their courage.
But, although they addressed Magnentius with the acclamations usually paid to emperors, and were
ready to shout at his public appearance, they secretly and without premeditation shouted for
Constantius as emperor in place of Magnentius. Magnentius, concluding from this circumstance,
that he was not destined by God to hold the reins of empire, endeavored to retreat from the fortress
to some distant place. But he was pursued by the troops of Constantius, and being overtaken at a
spot called Mount Seleucus, he escaped alone from the encounter, and fled to Lugduna. On his
arrival there, he slew his own mother and his brother, whom he had named Casar; and lastly, he
killed himself.'*® Not long after, Decentius, another of his brothers, put an end to his own existence.
Still the public tumults were not quelled; for not long after, Silvanus assumed the supreme authority

in Gaul; but he was put to death immediately by the generals of Constantius.

The Jews of Dioc@sarea also overran Palestine and the neighboring territories; they took up
arms with the design of shaking off the Roman yoke.'”” On hearing of their insurrection, Gallus
Casar, who was then at Antioch, sent troops against them, defeated them, and destroyed Diocasarea.
Gallus, intoxicated with success, could not bear his prosperity, but aspired to the supreme power,
and he slew Magnus, the quastor, and Domitian, the prefect of the East, because they apprised the
emperor of his innovations. The anger of Constantius was excited; and he summoned him to his
presence. Gallus did not dare to refuse obedience, and set out on his journey. When, however, he
reached the island Elavona he was killed by the emperor’s order; this event occurred in the third
year of his consulate, and the seventh of Constantius.'*®

12%5 Soc. ii. 32-34; cf. Philost. iii. 26-28; iv. 1; Orosius, vii. 29; language and order like Soz.; Sulp. Sev. H. §. ii. 38; Am.
Marcel. xiv. 1, 7-9, 11; Zos. ii. 45-55; Eutrop. Brev. hist. Rom.x. 12, 13.

12% a.d. 353.

1297 Soc. ii. 33, 34.

128 a.d. 353.
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Chapter VIII.—Arrival of Constantius at Rome. A Council held in Italy. Account of what happened
to Athanasius the Great through the Machinations of the Arians.

On the death of the tyrants,'®” Constantius anticipated the restoration of peace and cessation of
tumults, and quitted Sirmium in order to return to ancient Rome, and to enjoy the honor of a triumph
after his victory over the tyrants. He likewise intended to bring the Eastern and the Western bishops,
if possible, to one mind concerning doctrine, by convening a council in Italy. Julius died about this
period, after having governed the church of Rome during twenty-five years;”” and Liberius
succeeded him. Those who were opposed to the doctrines of the Nicaan council thought this a
favorable opportunity to calumniate the bishops whom they had deposed, and to procure their
ejection from the church as abettors of false doctrine, and as disturbers of the public peace; and to
accuse them of having sought, during the life of Constans, to excite a misunderstanding between
the emperors; and it was true, as we related above,**! that Constans menaced his brother with war
unless he would consent to receive the orthodox bishops. Their efforts were principally directed
against Athanasius, towards whom they entertained so great an aversion that, even when he was
protected by Constans, and enjoyed the friendship of Constantius, they could not conceal their
enmity. Narcissus, bishop of Cilicia, Theodore, bishop of Thrace, Eugenius, bishop of Nicea,
Patrophilus, bishop of Scythopolis, Menophantes, bishop of Ephesus, and other bishops, to the
number of thirty, assembled themselves in Antioch,"*"> and wrote a letter to all the bishops of every
region, in which they stated that Athanasius had returned to his bishopric in violation of the rules
of the Church, that he had not justified himself in any council, and that he was only supported by
some of his own faction; and they exhorted them not to hold communion with him, nor to write to
him, but to enter into communion with George, who had been ordained to succeed him. Athanasius
only contemned these proceedings; but he was about to undergo greater trials than any he had yet
experienced. Immediately on the death of Magnentius, and as soon as Constantius found himself
sole master of the Roman Empire, he directed all his efforts to induce the bishops of the West to
admit that the Son is of like substance with the Father. In carrying out this scheme, however, he
did not, in the first place, resort to compulsion, but endeavored by persuasion to obtain the
concurrence of the other bishops in the decrees of the Eastern bishops against Athanasius; for he
thought that if he could bring them to be of one mind on this point, it would be easy for him to
regulate aright the affairs connected with religion.

305

129 Independent chapter.

130 Sozomen is mistaken in saying twenty-five years; he was bishop from a.d. 337-352, fifteen years; this error is due to his
earlier confusion of Julius and Silvester.

1301 See above, iii. 20.

1302 Sozomen is the only historian who makes mention of this Synod at Antioch in Syria; probably from Sabinus.
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Chapter IX.— Council of Milan. Flight of Athanasius.

The emperor'*” was extremely urgent to convene a council in Milan, yet few of the Eastern
bishops repaired thither; some, it appears, excused themselves from attendance under the plea of
illness; others, on account of the length and difficulties of the journey. There were, however, upwards
of three hundred of the Western bishops at the council. The Eastern bishops insisted that Athanasius
should be condemned to banishment, and expelled from Alexandria; and the others, either from
fear, fraud, or ignorance, assented to the measure. Dionysius, bishop of Alba, the metropolis of
Italy, Eusebius, bishop of Vercella in Liguria, Paulinus, bishop of Treves, Rhodanus*** and Lucifer,
were the only bishops who protested against this decision; and they declared that Athanasius ought
not to be condemned on such slight pretexts; and that the evil would not cease with his condemnation;
but that those who supported the orthodox doctrines concerning the Godhead would be forthwith
subjected to a plot. They represented that the whole measure was a scheme concerted by the emperor
and the Arians with the view of suppressing the Nicene faith. Their boldness was punished by an
edict of immediate banishment, and Hilary was exiled with them. The result too plainly showed
for what purpose the council of Milan had been convened. For the councils which were held shortly
after at Ariminum and Seleucia were evidently designed to change the doctrines established by the
Nica@an council, as I shall directly show.

Athanasius, being apprised that plots had been formed against him at court, deemed it prudent
not to repair to the emperor himself, as he knew that his life would be thereby endangered, nor did
he think that it would be of any avail. He, however, selected five of the Egyptian bishops, among
whom was Serapion, bishop of Thumis, a prelate distinguished by the wonderful sanctity of his
life and the power of his eloquence, and sent them with three presbyters of the Church to the
emperor, who was then in the West. They were directed to attempt, if possible, to conciliate the
emperor; to reply, if requisite, to the calumnies of the hostile party; and to take such measures as
they deemed most advisable for the welfare of the Church and himself. Shortly after they had
embarked on their voyage, Athanasius received some letters from the emperor, summoning him to
the palace. Athanasius and all the people of the Church were greatly troubled at this command; for
they considered that no safety could be enjoyed when acting either in obedience or in disobedience
to an emperor of heterodox sentiments. It was, however, determined that he should remain at
Alexandria, and the bearer of the letters quitted the city without having effected anything. The
following summer, another messenger from the emperor arrived with the governors of the provinces,
and he was charged to urge the departure of Athanasius from the city, and to act with hostility

1303 Ruf. H. E.i. 19, 20; Athan. Hist. Arian.31-46, and probably the lost letter of consecration addressed to the nuns; Theodoret,
H.E.ii. 14, 15; Soc. ii. 36; Sulp. Sev. H. §.ii. 39.
134 Or, as Rufinus and Sulpicius Severus call him, Rhodanius. Socrates omits Rhodanius and Lucifer, and does not mention

Hilary. Sozomen evidently used Rufinus. Rhodanius was bishop of Toulouse. Sulp. Sev. A. S.ii. 39.
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against the clergy. When he perceived, however, that the people of the Church were full of courage,
and ready to take up arms, he also departed from the city without accomplishing his mission. Not
long after, troops, called the Roman legions, which were quartered in Egypt and Libya, marched
into Alexandria. As it was reported that Athanasius was concealed in the church known by the
name “Theonas,” the commander of the troops, and Hilary,*” whom the emperor had again intrusted
with the transaction of this affair, caused the doors of the church to be burst open, and thus effected
their entrance; but they did not find Athanasius within the walls, although they sought for him
everywhere. It is said that he escaped this and many other perils by the Divine interposition; and
that God had disclosed this previously; directly as he went out, the soldiers took the doors of the

church, and were within a little of seizing him.

Chapter X.— Divers Machinations of the Arians against Athanasius, and his Escape from Various
Dangers through Divine Interposition. Evil Deeds perpetrated by George in Egypt after the
Expulsion of Athanasius.

There is no doubt but that Athanasius was beloved of God, and endowed with the gift of
foreseeing the future.**® More wonderful facts than those which we have related might be adduced
to prove his intimate acquaintance with futurity. It happened that during the life of Constans, the
Emperor Constantius was once determined upon ill-treating this holy man; but Athanasius fled,
and concealed himself with some one of his acquaintances. He lived for a long time in a
subterraneous and sunless dwelling, which had been used as a reservoir for water. No one knew

AN where he was concealed except a serving-woman, who seemed faithful, and who waited upon him.
306 As the heterodox, however, were anxiously intent upon taking Athanasius alive, it appears that, by
means of gifts or promises, they at length succeeded in corrupting the attendant. But Athanasius

was forewarned by God of her treachery, and effected his escape from the place. The servant was
punished for having made a false deposition against her masters, while they, on their part, fled the
country; for it was accounted no venial crime by the heterodox to receive or to conceal Athanasius,

but was, on the contrary, regarded as an act of disobedience against the express commands of the
emperor, and as a crime against the empire, and was visited as such by the civil tribunals. It has

come to my hearing that Athanasius was saved on another occasion in a similar manner. He was

again obliged for the same reason to flee for his life; and he set sail up the Nile'**” with the design

1365 The general was Syrianus; Hilary was notary to the Emperor Constantius, and was sent by him to expel Athanasius from
Alexandria. On the whole passage, see Athan. Apol. ad Const. imp. 19-25; Apol. de fuga sua,24.

1306 Ruf. H. E.i. 18,33, 34; Soc. ii. 45; iii. 14; Sozomen groups these stories without regard to time; see next chapter; he has
some independent material.

1307 Soc. iii. 14.
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of retreating to the further districts of Egypt, but his enemies received intelligence of his intention,
and pursued him. Being forewarned of God that he would be pursued, he announced it to his
fellow-passengers, and commanded them to return to Alexandria. While he sailed down the river,
his plotters rowed by. He reached Alexandria in safety, and effectually concealed himself in the
midst of its similar and numerous houses. His success in avoiding these and many other perils led
to his being accused of sorcery by the pagan and the heterodox. It is reported, that once, as he was
passing through the city, a crow was heard to caw, and that a number of pagans who happened to
be on the spot, asked him in derision what the crow was saying. He replied, smiling, “It utters the
sound cras, the meaning of which in the Latin language is, ‘tomorrow’ and it has hereby announced
to you that the morrow will not be propitious to you; for it indicates that you will be forbidden by
the Roman emperor to celebrate your festival tomorrow.” Although this prediction of Athanasius
appeared to be absurd, it was fulfilled; for the following day edicts were transmitted to the governors
from the emperor, by which it was commanded that the pagans were not to be permitted to assemble
in the temples to perform their usual ceremonies, nor to celebrate their festival; and thus was
abolished the most solemn and magnificent feast which the pagans had retained. What I have said
is sufficient to show that this holy man was endowed with the gift of prophecy.

After Athanasius had escaped, in the manner we have described, from those who sought to
arrest him, his clergy and people remained for some time in possession of the churches; but
eventually, the governor of Egypt and the commander of the army forcibly ejected all those who
maintained the sentiments of Athanasius, in order to deliver up the government of the churches to
those who favored George, whose arrival was then expected. Not long after he reached the city,
and the churches were placed under his authority. He ruled by force rather than by priestly
moderation; and as he strove to strike terror into the minds of the people, and carried on a cruel
persecution against the followers of Athanasius, and, moreover, imprisoned and maimed many men
and women, he was accounted a tyrant. For these reasons he fell into a universal hate; the people
were so deeply incensed at his conduct, that they rushed into the church, and would have torn him
to pieces; in such an extremity of danger, he escaped with difficulty, and fled to the emperor. Those
who held the sentiments of Athanasius then took possession of the churches. But they did not long
retain the mastery of them; for the commander of the troops in Egypt came and restored the churches
to the partisans of George. An imperial shorthand writer of the notary class was afterwards sent to
punish the leaders of the sedition, and he tortured and scourged many of the citizens. When George
returned a little while after, he was more formidable, it appears, than ever, and was regarded with
greater aversion than before, for he instigated the emperor to the perpetration of many evil deeds;
and besides, the monks of Egypt openly declared him to be perfidious and inflated with arrogance.
The opinions of these monks were always adopted by the people, and their testimony was universally
received, because they were noted for their virtue and the philosophical tenor of their lives.
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Chapter XI.— Liberius, Bishop of Rome, and the cause of his being exiled by Constantius. Felix
his Successor.

Although what I have recorded did not occur to Athanasius and the church of Alexandria, at
the same period of time after the death of Constans, yet I deemed it right, for the sake of greater

clearness, to relate all these events collectively. The council of Milan'*%

was dissolved without any
business having been transacted, and the emperor condemned to banishment all those who had
opposed the designs of the enemies of Athanasius. As Constantius wished to establish uniformity

AN of doctrine throughout the Church, and to unite the priesthood in the maintenance of the same
307 sentiments, he formed a plan to convene the bishops of every religion to a council, to be held in
the West. He was aware of the difficulty of carrying this scheme into execution, arising from the

vast extent of land and seas which some of the bishops would have to traverse, yet he did not
altogether despair of success. While this project was occupying his mind, and before he prepared

to make his triumphal entrance into Rome, he sent for Liberius, the bishop of Rome, and strove to
persuade him to conformity of sentiment with the priests by whom he was attended, amongst whom

was Eudoxius. As Liberius, however, refused compliance, and protested that he would never yield

on this point, the emperor banished him to Bercea, in Thrace. It is alleged, that another pretext for

the banishment of Liberius was, that he would not withdraw from communion with Athanasius,

but manfully opposed the emperor, who insisted that Athanasius had injured the Church, had
occasioned the death of the elder of his two brothers,**” and had sown the seeds of enmity between
Constans and himself. As the emperor revived all the decrees which had been enacted against
Athanasius by various councils, and particularly by that of Tyre, Liberius told him that no regard
ought to be paid to edicts which were issued from motives of hatred, of favor, or of fear. He desired

that the bishops of every region should be made to sign the formulary of faith compiled at Nicza,

and that those bishops who had been exiled on account of their adherence to it should be recalled.

He suggested that after these matters were righted all the bishops should, at their own expense, and
without being furnished either with public conveyances or money, so as not to seem burdensome

and destructive, proceed to Alexandria, and make an accurate test of the truth, which could be more
easily instituted at that city than elsewhere, as the injured and those who had inflicted injury as

well as the confuters of the charges dwelt there. He then exhibited the letter written by Valens and
Ursacius to Julius, his predecessor in the Roman see, in which they solicited his forgiveness, and
acknowledged that the depositions brought against Athanasius, at the Mareotis, were false; and he
besought the emperor not to condemn Athanasius during his absence, nor to give credit to enactments
which were evidently obtained by the machinations of his enemies. With respect to the alleged
injuries which had been inflicted on his two brothers, he entreated the emperor not to revenge

138 Athan. Hist. Arian.31-46; Ruf. H. E.i.21; Soc. ii. 36; Sulp. Sev. H. S.1i. 39: cf. Theodoret, H. E. i. 16, dialogue between
the emperor and Liberius; Am. Marcel. xv. 7.

139 The dialogue is preserved in Theodoret, H. E. ii. 16. Cf. Hil. Fragm. v., vi.
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himself by the hands of priests who had been set apart by God, not for the execution of vengeance,
but for sanctification, and the performance of just and benevolent actions.

The emperor perceiving that Liberius was not disposed to comply with his mandate, commanded
that he should be conveyed to Thrace, unless he would change his mind within two days. “To me,
O emperor,” replied Liberius, “there is no need of deliberation; my resolution has long been formed
and decided, and I am ready to go forth to exile.” It is said, that when he was being conducted to
banishment, the emperor sent him five hundred pieces of gold; he, however, refused to receive
them, and said to the messenger who brought them, “Go, and tell him who sent this gold to give it
to the flatterers and hypocrites'*'° who surround him, for their insatiable cupidity plunges them into
a state of perpetual want which can never be relieved. Christ, who is in all respects,”'' like unto
his Father, supplies us with food and with all good things.”

Liberius having for the above reasons been deposed from the Roman church, his government
was transferred to Felix, a deacon of the clergy there. It is said that Felix always continued in
adherence to the Nicene faith; and that, with respect to his conduct in religious matters he was
blameless. The only thing alleged against him was, that, prior to his ordination, he held communion
with the heterodox. When the emperor entered Rome, the people loudly demanded Liberius, and
besought his return; after consulting with the bishops who were with him, he replied that he would
recall Liberius and restore him to the people, if he would consent to embrace the same sentiments
as those held by the priests of the court.

Chapter XI1.— Aétius, the Syrian, and Eudoxius, the Successor of Leontius in Antioch. Concerning
the Term “Consubstantial.”

About this time,"”'* A&tius broached his peculiar opinions concerning the Godhead. He was

then deacon of the church of Antioch, and had been ordained by Leontius.””"* He maintained, like

Arius, that the Son is a created being, that He was created out of nothing, and that He is dissimilar

from the Father. As he was extremely addicted to contention, very bold in his assertions on
theological subjects, and prone to have recourse to a very subtle mode of argumentation, he was

AN accounted a heretic, even by those who held the same sentiments as himself. When he had been,
308 for this reason, excommunicated by the heterodox, he feigned a refusal to hold communion with
them, because, they had unjustly admitted Arius into communion after he had perjured himself by

1310 He means the Arian bishops. It is like the terms Athanasius employs.

1311 One would have expected from Liberius “the same,” i.e. 0udg instead of Suotog.

B2 iii. 15, and references there; Athan. de Synodis, 8, 38; Soc. ii. 35, 36; cf. Theodoret, H. E. ii. 24.

1313 So also says Socrates. But Epiphanius asserts that he was ordained by George of Alexandria in Taurus. Adv. heres. iii.

1, 38 (heeres. 1xxiii.).

503


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf202/Page_308.html

NPNF (V2-02) Socrates Scholasticus

declaring to the Emperor Constantine that he maintained the doctrines of the council of Nicaa.
Such is the account given of Aétius.

While the emperor was in the West, tidings arrived of the death of Leontius, bishop of Antioch.
Eudoxius requested permission of the emperor to return to Syria, that he might superintend the
affairs of that church. On permission being granted, he repaired with all speed to Antioch, and
installed himself as bishop of that city without the sanction of George, bishop of Laodicea; of Mark,
bishop of Arethusa; of the other Syrian bishops; or of any other bishop to whom the right of
ordination pertained. It was reported that he acted with the concurrence of the emperor, and of the
eunuchs belonging to the palace, who, like Eudoxius, favored the doctrines of Aétius, and believed
that the Son is dissimilar from the Father. When Eudoxius found himself in possession of the church
of Antioch, he ventured to uphold this heresy openly. He assembled in Antioch all those who held
the same opinions as himself, among whom was Acacius, bishop of Tyre, and rejected the terms,
“of like substance,” and “consubstantial,” under the pretext that they had been denounced by the
Western bishops. For Hosius, with some of the priests there, had certainly, with the view of arresting
the contention excited by Valens, Ursacius, and Germanius,’'* consented, though by compulsion,”"
at Sirmium, as it is reported, to refrain from the use of the terms “consubstantial” and “of like
substance,” because such terms do not occur in the Holy Scriptures, and are beyond the understanding
of men."'® They'!” sent an epistle to the bishops as though these sustained the writings of Hosius
on this point, and conveyed their thanks to Valens, Ursacius, and Germanius, because they had
given the impulse of right views to the Western bishops.

Chapter XIII.—Innovations of Eudoxius censured in a Letter written by George, Bishop of Laodicea.
Deputation from the Council of Ancyra to Constantius.

After Eudoxius had introduced these new doctrines, many members of the church of Antioch,
who were opposed to them, were excommunicated.”’"® George, bishop of Laodicea, gave them a
letter to take to the bishops who had been invited from the neighboring towns of Ancyra in Galatia
by Basil, for the purpose of consecrating a church which he had erected. This letter was as follows: —

1314 Otherwise called Germinius. He was afterwards promoted to the bishopric of Sirmium, according to Athan. Hist. Arian.

74; cf. de Synodis, 1, 8.

1315 See, above, chap. vi. near the end.

1316 Athanasius also excuses the lapse of Hosius on the ground that he acted under compulsion.

1317 Not the individual letter of Eudoxius, according to some readings, but of the Synod of Antioch.

1318 Philost. iv. 4-6, 8; x. 12; and fragment in Suidas s. Eudoxius; Athan. Hist. Arian. 4, 5; Hil. de Synod. 8,9, 90; Soc. ii. 37,

40; Theodoret, H. E. ii. 25, 26.
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“George, to his most honored lords Macedonius, Basil, Cecropius, and Eugenius, sends greeting
in the Lord.

“Nearly the whole city has suffered from the shipwreck of Aé&tius. The disciples of this wicked
man, whom you contemned, have been encouraged by Eudoxius, and promoted by him to clerical
appointments, and A&tius himself has been raised to the highest honor. Go, then, to the assistance
of this great city, lest by its shipwreck the whole world should be submerged. Assemble yourselves
together, and solicit the signatures of other bishops, that A&tius may be ejected from the church of
Antioch, and that his disciples who have been manipulated beforehand into the lists of the clergy
by Eudoxius, may be cut off. If Eudoxius persist in affirming with Aétius, that the Son is dissimilar
from the Father, and in preferring those who uphold this dogma to those who reject it, the city of
Antioch is lost to you.” Such was the strain of George’s letter.

The bishops who were assembled at Ancyra clearly perceived by the enactments of Eudoxius
at Antioch, that he contemplated the introduction of innovations in doctrine; they apprised the
emperor of this fact, and besought him that the doctrine established at Sardica, at Sirmium, and at
other councils, might be confirmed, and especially the dogma that the Son is of like substance with
the Father. In order to proffer this request to the emperor, they sent to him a deputation composed
of the following bishops: Basil, bishop of Ancyra; Eustathius, bishop of Sebaste; Eleusius, bishop
of Cyzicus; and Leontius, the presbyter of the imperial bed-chamber. On their arrival at the palace,
they found that Asphalius, a presbyter of Antioch, and a zealot of the A&tian heresy, was on the
point of taking his departure, after having terminated the business for which he undertook the
Journey and having obtained a letter from the emperor. On receiving, however, the intelligence
concerning the heresy conveyed by the deputation from Ancyra, Constantius condemned Eudoxius
and his followers, withdrew the letter he had confided to Asphalius, and wrote the following one: —

AN Chapter XIV.— Letter of the Emperor Constantius against Eudoxius and his Partisans.

309 . . .
“Constantius Augustus the Conqueror, to the holy church in Antioch."”"

“Eudoxius came without our authority; let no one suppose that he had it, for we are far from
regarding such persons with favor. If they have recourse to deceit with others in transactions like
this, they give evidence that they will refine away the truth in still higher things. For from what
will they voluntarily refrain, who, for the sake of power, follow the round of the cities, leaping
from one to another, as a kind of wanderer, prying into every nook, led by the desire for more? It
is reported that there are among these people certain quacks and sophists, whose very names are
scarcely to be tolerated, and whose deeds are evil and most impious. You all know to what set of

1319 Independent document. Cf. Theodoret, ii. 26, who alludes to the first part of this letter, then apparently mixes another

one by Constantius with it.

505


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf202/Page_309.html

NPNF (V2-02) Socrates Scholasticus

people I allude; for you are all thoroughly acquainted with the doctrines of Aé&tius and the heresy
which he has cultivated. He and his followers have devoted themselves exclusively to the task of
corrupting the people; and these clever fellows have had the audacity to publish that we approved
of their ordination. Such is the report they circulate, after the manner of those who talk overmuch;
but it is not true, and, indeed, far removed from the truth. Recall to your recollection the words of
which we made use, when we first made a declaration of our belief; for we confessed that our
Saviour is the Son of God, and of like substance with the Father. But these people, who have the
audacity to set forth whatever enters their imagination, concerning the Godhead, are not far removed
from atheism; and they strive, moreover, to propagate their opinions among others. We are convinced
that their iniquitous proceedings will fall back upon their own heads. In the meantime, it is sufficient
to eject them from synods and from ordinary conference; for I will not now allude to the
chastisements which must hereafter overtake them, unless they will desist from their madness. How
great is the evil they perpetrate, when they collect together the most wicked persons, as if by an
edict, and they select the leaders of heresy for the clergy, thus debasing the reverend order as though
they were allowed to do what they please! Who can bear with people who fill the cities with impiety,
who secrete impurity in the most distant regions, and who delight in nothing but in injuring the
righteous? What an evil-working unity it is, which limps forward to enthrone itself in the diviner
seats! Now is the time for those who have imbibed the truth to come forward into the light, and
whoever were previously restrained through fear, and now would escape from conventionalism,
let them step into the middle; for the artifices of these evil men have been thoroughly confuted,
and no sort of device can be invented which will deliver them from acting impiously. It is the duty
of good men to retain the faith of the Fathers, and, so to speak, to augment it, without busying
themselves with other matters. I earnestly exhort those who have escaped, though but recently,
from the precipice of this heresy, to assent to the decrees which the bishops who are wise in divine
learning, have rightly determined for the better.”

Thus we see that the heresy usually denominated Anomian was within a little of becoming
predominant at this period.

Chapter XV.—The Emperor Constantius repairs to Sirmium, recalls Liberius, and restores him to
the Church of Rome; he also commands Felix to assist Liberius in the Sacerdotal Office.

Not long after these events, the emperor returned to Sirmium from Rome; on receiving a
deputation from the Western bishops, he recalled Liberius from Bercea.””* Constantius urged him,
in the presence of the deputies of the Eastern bishops, and of the other priests who were at the camp,
to confess that the Son is not of the same substance as the Father. He was instigated to this measure

130 Athan. Hist. Arian. 35-41; Epistles of Liberius, M. P. L. 8; Hil. Fragm.iv —vi.; Theodoret, H. E. i. 17; Ruf. i. 22; Philost.
iv. 3; Soc. ii. 37; Sulp. Sev. H. S. ii. 39. Many independent details.
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by Basil, Eustathius, and Eusebius, who possessed great influence over him. They had formed a
compilation, in one document, of the decrees against Paul of Samosata, and Photinus, bishop of
Sirmium; to which they subjoined a formulary of faith drawn up at Antioch at the consecration of
the church, as if certain persons had, under the pretext of the term “consubstantial,” attempted to
establish a heresy of their own. Liberius, Athanasius, Alexander, Severianus, and Crescens, a priest
of Africa, were induced to assent to this document, as were likewise Ursacius, Germanius, bishop
of Sirmium, Valens, bishop of Mursa, and as many of the Eastern bishops as were present. They
partially approved of a confession of faith drawn up by Liberius, in which he declared that those
who affirm that the Son is not like unto the Father in substance and in all other respects, are
excommunicated. For when Eudoxius and his partisans at Antioch, who favored the heresy of
Aétius, received the letter of Hosius, they circulated the report that Liberius had renounced the term
“consubstantial,” and had admitted that the Son is dissimilar from the Father. After these enactments
AN had been made by the Western bishops, the emperor permitted Liberius to return to Rome. The
310 bishops who were then convened at Sirmium'**' wrote to Felix, who governed the Roman church,
and to the other bishops, desiring them to receive Liberius. They directed that both should share
the apostolical throne and discharge the priestly duties in common, with harmony of mind; and that
whatever illegalities might have occurred in the ordination of Felix, or the banishment of Liberius,
might be buried in oblivion. The people of Rome regarded Liberius as a very excellent man, and
esteemed him highly on account of the courage he had evinced in opposing the emperor, so that
they had even excited seditions on his account, and had gone so far as to shed blood. Felix survived
but a short time; and Liberius found himself in sole possession of the church. This event was, no
doubt, ordained by God, that the seat of Peter might not be dishonored by the occupancy of two
bishops; for such an arrangement is a sign of discord, and is foreign to ecclesiastical law.

Chapter XVI.—The Emperor purposed, on account of the Heresy of Aétius and the Innovations in
Antioch, to convene a Council at Nicomedia; but as an Earthquake took place in that City, and
many other Affairs intervened, the Council was first convened at Niceea, and afterwards at
Ariminum and Seleucia. Account of Arsacius, the Confessor.

Such were the events which transpired at Sirmium. It seemed at this period as if, from the fear
of displeasing the emperor, the Eastern and Western Churches had united in the profession of the
same doctrine. The emperor had determined upon convening a council at Nicea to take into
consideration the innovations introduced at Antioch, and the heresy of Aétius."** As Basil, however,

1321 The fourth Sirmium council, a.d. 358.
132 Philost.iv. 10, 11; Athan.de Synodis,2-7; Soc.ii.37,39; cf. Theodoret,H. E.ii. 18, 26. Soz.’s facts are more voluminous,

and the grouping independent.
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and his party were averse to the council being held in this city, because doctrinal questions had
previously been agitated there, it was determined to hold the council at Nicomedia in Bithynia; and
edicts were issued, summoning the most intelligent and eloquent bishops of every nation to repair
thither punctually on an appointed day, so that it might be the privilege of all the priests of the state
to share in the Synod and to be present at its decisions. The great number of these bishops had
commenced their journey when the calamity that had come upon Nicomedia was reported, and that
God had shaken the entire city to its foundations. Since the story of the destruction of the city
everywhere prevailed and grew, the bishops arrested their journey; for as is usual in such cases, far
more was rumored to those at a distance, than had actually occurred. It was reported that Nicea,
Perinthus, and the neighboring cities, even Constantinople, had been involved in the same
catastrophe. The orthodox bishops were grieved immoderately at this occurrence; for the enemies
of religion took occasion, on the overthrow of a magnificent church, to represent to the emperor
that a multitude of bishops, men, women, and children fled to the church in the hope of their finding
safety, and that they all perished. This report was not true. The earthquake occurred at the second
hour of the day, at which time there was no assembly in the church. The only bishops who were
killed were Cecropius, bishop of Nicomedia, and a bishop from the Bosphorus, and they were
outside of the church when the fatal accident happened. The city was shaken in an instant of time,
so that the people had not the power, even if they had the wish, to seek safety by flight; at the first
experience of danger, they were either preserved, or they perished on the spot where they were
standing."**

It is said that this calamity was predicted by Arsacius."”** He was a Persian, and a soldier who
was employed in tending the emperor’s lions; but during the reign of Licinius he became a noted
confessor, and left the army. He then went to the citadel of Nicomedia, and led the life of a monastic
philosopher within its walls. Here a vision from heaven appeared to him, and he was commanded
to quit the city immediately, that he might be saved from the calamity about to happen. He ran with
the utmost earnestness to the church, and besought the clergy to offer supplications to God that His
anger might be turned away. But, finding that far from being believed by them, he was regarded
with ridicule, and as disclosing unlooked-for sufferings, he returned to his tower, and prostrated
himself on the ground in prayer. Just at this moment the earthquake occurred, and many perished.
Those who were spared fled into the country and the desert. And as happens in a prosperous and
large city, there were fires in the brasiers and extinguishers of every house, and in the ovens of the
baths, and in the furnaces of all who use fire in the arts; and when the framework fell in ruin, the
flame was hemmed in by the stuff, and of course there was dry wood commingled, much of which

133 Cf. Am. Marcell. xvii. 7; Idatius under 358 in Descriptio Consulum.

1324 A story from tradition by Soz.
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was oily,—this served as a contribution to the rapid conflagration, and nourished the fire without
AN stint; the flame creeping everywhere, and attaching to itself all circumjacent material, made the
311 entire city, so to speak, one mass of fire. It being impossible to obtain access to the houses, those
who had been saved from the earthquake rushed to the citadel. Arsacius was found dead in the
unshaken tower, and prostrated on the ground, in the same posture in which he had begun to pray.
It was said that he had supplicated God to permit him to die, because he preferred death to beholding
the destruction of a city in which he had first known Christ, and practiced monastical philosophy.
As I have been led to speak of this good man, it is well to mention that he was endowed by God
with the power of exorcising demons and of purifying those troubled by them. A man possessed
with a demon once ran through the market-place with a naked sword in his hand. The people fled
from him, and the whole city was in confusion. Arsacius went out to meet him, and called upon
the name of Christ, and at that name the demon was expelled, and the man restored to sanity. Besides
the above, Arsacius performed many other actions beyond the power and skill of man. There was
a dragon, or some other species of reptile, which had entrenched itself in a cavity of the roadside,
and which destroyed those who passed by, with its breath. Arsacius went to the spot and engaged
in prayer, and the serpent voluntarily crept forth from its hole, dashed its head against the ground,
and killed itself. All these details I have obtained from persons who heard them stated by those
who had seen Arsacius.

As the bishops were deterred from continuing their journey by the intelligence of the calamity
which had occurred at Nicomedia, some awaited the further commands of the emperor, and others
declared their opinions concerning the faith in letters which they wrote on the subject. The emperor
hesitates as to what measures ought to be adopted, and writes to consult Basil as to whether a council
ought to be convened. In his reply, it appears, Basil commended his piety, and tried to console him
for the destruction of Nicomedia by examples drawn from the Holy Scriptures; he exhorted him,
for the sake of religion, to hasten the Synod; and not to drop such a proof of his zeal for religion,
and not to dismiss the priests who had been gathered together for this purpose, and had already set
forth and were on their way, until some business had been transacted. He also suggested that the
council might be held at Nicza instead of Nicomedia, so that the disputed points might be finally
decided on the very spot where they had been first called in question. Basil, in writing to this effect,
believed that the emperor would be pleased with this proposition, as he had himself originally
suggested the propriety of holding the council at Nicaa. On receiving this epistle from Basil, the
emperor commanded that, at the commencement of summer, the bishops should assemble together
at Nicea, with the exception of those who were laboring under bodily infirmity; and these latter
were to depute presbyters and deacons to make known their sentiments and to consult together on
contested points of doctrine, and arrive at the same decision concerning all points at issue. He
ordained that ten delegates should be selected from the Western churches, and as many from the
Eastern, to take cognizance of the enactments that might be issued, and to decide whether they
were in accordance with the Holy Scriptures, and also to exercise a general superintendence over
the transactions of the council. After further consultation the emperor enacted that the bishops
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should remain where they might be residing, or in their own churches, until it had been decided
where the council was to be held, and until they received notice to repair thither. He then writes to
Basil, and directs him to inquire by letter of the Eastern bishops, where they would advise the
council to be held, so that a public announcement might be made at the commencement of spring;
for the emperor was of opinion that it was not advisable to convene the council at Nic@a, on account
of the earthquake which had recently occurred in the province. Basil wrote to the bishops of every
province, urging them to deliberate together, and to decide quickly upon the locality in which it
would be most expedient to hold the council, and he prefixed a copy of the emperor’s letter to his
epistle. As is frequently the case in similar circumstances, the bishops were divided in opinion on
the subject, and Basil repaired to the emperor, who was then at Sirmium. He found several bishops
at that city who had gone thither on their own private affairs, and among them were Mark, bishop
of Arethusa, and George, who had been appointed to preside over the church of Alexandria. When
at length it was decided that the council should be held in Seleucia, a city of Isauria, by Valens and
his adherents, for Valens was then sojourning in Sirmium; since they favored the heresy of the
Anomians, they urged the bishops who were present at the military court, to subscribe to a formulary
of the faith which had been prepared, and in which there was no mention of the term “substance.”
But while preparations were being zealously made for convening the council, Eudoxius and Acacius,
Ursacius and Valens, with their followers, reflected that, while many of the bishops were attached
to the Nicene faith, and others favored the formulary drawn up at the consecration of the church
AN of Antioch, yet that both parties retained the use of the term “substance,” and maintained that the
312 Son was, in every respect, like unto the Father; and being aware that if both parties assembled
together in one place they would readily condemn the doctrines of Aétius, as being contrary to their
respective creeds, they so contrived matters that the bishops of the West were convened at Ariminum,
and those of the East at Seleucia, a city of Isauria. As it is easier to convince a few than a great
many individuals, they conceived that they might possibly lead both parties to favor their sentiments
by dealing with them separately, or that they might, at any rate, succeed with one, so that their
heresy might not incur universal condemnation. They accomplished this through Eusebius, a eunuch
who was superintendent of the imperial house: he was on terms of friendship with Eudoxius, and
upheld the same doctrines, and many of those in power were seeking to conciliate this very Eusebius.

Chapter XVIL.— Proceedings of the Council of Ariminum.

The emperor'** was persuaded that it would not be desirable for the public, on account of the
expense, nor advantageous to the bishops, on account of the length of the journey, to convene them
all to the same place for the purpose of holding a council. He therefore writes to the bishops who
were then at Ariminum, as well as to those who were then at Seleucia, and directed them to enter

1325 Athan. de Synodis, 8—11; Soc. ii. 37; Ruf. i. 21; Philost. H. E. iv. 10; Theodoret, H. E. ii. 18.
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upon an investigation of contested points concerning the faith, and then to turn their attention to
the complaints of Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem, and of other bishops who had remonstrated against
the injustice of the decrees of deposition and banishment which had been issued against them, and
to examine the legality of various sentences which had been enacted against other bishops. There
were, in fact, several accusations pending against different bishops. George was accused by the
Egyptians of rapine and violence. Finally, the emperor commanded that ten deputies should be sent
to him from each council, to inform him of their respective proceedings.

In accordance with this edict, the bishops assembled at the appointed cities. The Synod at
Ariminum first commenced proceedings;'**® it consisted of about four hundred members. Those
who regarded Athanasius with the greatest enmity, were of opinion that there was nothing further
to be decreed against him. When they had entered upon the investigation of doctrinal questions,
Valens and Ursacius, supported by Germenius, Auxentius, Caius, and Demophilus, advanced into
the middle of the assembly, and demanded that all the formularies of the faith which had been
previously compiled should be suppressed, and that the formulary which they had but a short time
previously set forth in the Latin language at Sirmium should be alone retained. In this formulary
it was taught, according to Scripture, that the Son is like unto the Father; but no mention was made
of the substance of God. They declared that this formulary had been approved by the emperor, and
that it was incumbent upon the council to adopt it, instead of consulting too scrupulously the
individual opinions of every member of the council, so that disputes and divisions might not spring
up, were the terms to be delivered up to debate and accurate proof. They added that it would better
enable those who were more ignorant of the art of discourse to have a right conception of God,
than were they to introduce novelties in terms, so akin to disputatious jugglery. By these
representations, they designed to denounce the use of the term “consubstantial,” because they said
it was not found in the Holy Scriptures, and was obscure to the multitude; and, instead of this term,
they wished to substitute the expression that “the Son is like unto the Father in all things,” which
is borne out by the Holy Scriptures. After they had read their formulary containing the above
representations, many of the bishops told them that no new formulary of the faith ought to be set
forth, that those which had been previously compiled were quite sufficient for all purposes, and
that they were met together for the express purpose of preventing all innovations. These bishops
then urged those who had compiled and read the formulary to declare publicly their condemnation
of the Arian doctrine, as the cause of all the troubles which had agitated the churches of every
region. Ursacius and Valens, Germenius and Auxentius, Demophilus and Caius, having protested
against this protestation, the council commanded that the expositions of the other heresies should
be read, and likewise that set forth at Nicaa; so that those formularies which favored divers heresies
might be condemned, and those which were in accordance with the Nicene doctrines might be
approved; in order that there might be no further ground for dispute, and no future necessity for

136 a.d. 359.
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councils, but that an efficient decision might be formed."”*” They remarked that it was absurd to

compose so many formularies, as if they had but just commenced to become acquainted with the

faith, and as if they wished to slight the ancient traditions of the Church, by which the churches

AN had been governed by themselves, and by their predecessors, many of whom had witnessed a good

313 confession, and had received the crown of martyrdom. Such were the arguments adduced by these

bishops, to prove that no innovations ought to be attempted. As Valens and Ursacius and their

partisans refused to be convinced by these arguments, but persisted in advocating the adoption of

their own formulary, they were deposed, and it was decided that their formulary should be rejected.

It was remarked that the declaration at the commencement of this formulary, of its having been

compiled at Sirmium, in the presence of Constantius, “the eternal Augustus,” and during the

consulate of Eusebius and Hypatius, was an absurdity. Athanasius made the same remark, in a letter

addressed to one of his friends,"*?® and said that it was ridiculous to term Constantius the eternal

emperor, and yet to shrink from acknowledging the Son of God to be eternal; he also ridiculed the

date affixed to the formulary, as though condemnation were meant to be thrown on the faith of
former ages, as well as on those who had, before that period, been initiated into the faith.

After these events had transpired at Ariminum, Valens and Ursacius, together with their

adherents, irritated at their deposition, repaired with all haste to the emperor.

Chapter XVIII.— Letter from the Council at Ariminum to the Emperor Constantius.

The Synod selected twenty bishops,'** and sent them on an embassy to the emperor, with the
following letter, which has been translated from Latin into Greek: — '3

“We believe that it is by the command of God, as well as by the arrangement of your piety, that
we have been led from all the cities of the West, to assemble at Ariminum, for the purpose of
declaring the faith of the Catholic Church, and of detecting those who have set forth heresies in
opposition to it. After a protracted investigation, we have come to the conclusion that it is best to
preserve that faith which has been continuous from antiquity, and which was preached by the
prophets, the evangelists, the apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Guardian of your empire, and
Protector of your strength, by holding on thereto and guarding it to the end. It would have been
absurd, as well as illegal, to have introduced any change in the doctrines which were so rightly and
so justly propounded by the bishops at Nicaa, with the concurrence of the most illustrious
Constantine, the emperor and your father, whose teaching and thought has gone forth and been

1327 This speech is quoted directly in Soc. ii. 37.

138 Athan. de Synodis, 3; quoted by Soc. ii. 37.

139 The emperor had requested ten; cf. also ii. 23.

130 Athan. de Synodis, c. 10; Hil. Fragm. viii., Latin form; Soc. ii. 37; Theod. ii. 19.
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preached in the universal hearing and reflection of men; and it is the antagonist and destroyer of
the Arian heresy; through whose agency not only that deflection from the faith, but all others have
been destroyed. There is great danger in adding to, or in taking away from, these doctrines; nor can
the slightest alteration be made in any one of them, without giving an opportunity to the adversaries
to do what they list. Ursacius and Valens, after having been suspected of participating in and
advising about the Arian doctrine, were cut off from communion with us. In the hope of being
restored to communion, they confessed their error, and obtained forgiveness, as their own writings
testify, through which they were spared and received a pardon from the charges. The occasion on
which the edict of forgiveness was conceded, was at the council of Milan, when the presbyters of
the Roman church were also present.

“Since we know that the formulary of the faith set forth at Nicea was compiled with the greatest
care and accuracy, in the presence of Constantine, of worthy memory, who maintained it throughout
his life, and at his baptism, and when he departed to enjoy the merited peace of heaven, we judge
that it would be absurd to attempt any alteration in it, and to overlook so many holy confessors and
martyrs, and the writers and authors of this dogma, who have bestowed much thought upon it, and
have perpetuated the ancient decree of the Catholic Church. God has transmitted the knowledge of
their faith to the time in which you live, through our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom you reign and
rule the world. Again have these wretched men, who are lamentable, to our way of thinking,
announced themselves as heralds of an impious view with unlawful rashness, and have attempted
to overturn the entire system of truth. For according to your injunction, the Synod was convened,
and these men laid bare the view of their own deceit; for they attempted an innovation which they
introduced with knavery and disturbance, and they found some companions whom they captured
for this nefarious transaction; viz. Germanius, Auxentius, and Caius, who caused contention and
discord. The teaching of these men, although it was uniform, exceeded the entire range of
blasphemies. As they perceived that they were after all not of the same heresy, and that they did
not think alike in any of the points of their evil suggestions, they went over to our symbol, so that
it might appear as some other document. The time was indeed brief, but it was sufficient to refute
their opinions. In order that the affairs of the Church might not be wrecked by them and that the

AN disturbance and tumult which tossed everything to and fro might be restrained, it appeared the safe
314 thing to preserve the ancient and immovable definitions, and to eject the aforesaid persons from
communion with us. We have, for this reason, sent our reinstructed deputies to your Clemency,

and have furnished them with letters, declaratory of the sentiments of the council. These deputies

have been especially charged by us to maintain the truths which were defined rightly by the founders,

and to instruct your Holiness as to the falsity of the assertion of Valens and Ursacius, that a few
changes in righteous truths would produce peace in the Church. For how can peace be reproduced

by those who destroy peace? They would be more likely to introduce contention and disturbance

into the other cities and into the Church of Rome. We therefore entreat your Clemency to consider

our deputies with gentle audience and mild look, and not to allow the dead to be dishonored by any

novel changes. We pray you to permit us to remain in the definitions and decrees which we received
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from our ancestors, who, we would affirm, did their work with ready minds, with prudence, and
with the Holy Spirit. For these innovations not only lead believers to infidelity, but also delude
unbelievers to immaturity. We likewise entreat you to command that the bishops who are now
absent from their churches, and of whom some are laboring under the infirmities of old age, and
others under the privations of poverty, may be furnished with the means of returning to their own
homes, in order that the churches may not be longer deprived of their ministry.

“Again, we beseech you that nothing be taken away from the former decisions, or added to
them; let all remain unchanged, even as it has been preserved from the piety of your father to the
present time; so that we may not in future be fatigued, and be compelled to become strangers to
our own parishes, but that bishops and people may dwell together in peace, and be able to devote
themselves to prayer and supplication for your own personal salvation and empire and peace, which
may the Deity graciously vouchsafe to you uninterruptedly.

“Our deputies will show you the signatures and the names of the bishops, and some of them
will offer instruction to your Holiness out of the Sacred Scriptures.”

Chapter XIX.—Concerning the Deputies of the Council and the Emperor’s Letter; Agreement of
the Adherents of Ursacius and Valens afterwards with the Letter put forth; Exile of the
Archbishops. Concerning the Synod at Niceea, and the Reason why the Synod was held in
Ariminum.

We have now transcribed the letter of the council of Ariminum. Ursacius and Valens, with their
adherents, anticipating the arrival of the deputies of the council, showed to the emperor the document
which they had read, and calumniated the council."*' The emperor was displeased at the rejection
of this formulary, as it had been composed in his presence at Sirmium, and he therefore treated
Ursacius and Valens with honor; while, on the other hand, he manifested great contempt towards
the deputies, and even delayed granting them an audience. At length, however, he wrote to the
Synod, and informed them that an expedition which he was compelled to undertake against the
barbarians prevented him from conferring with the deputies; and that he had, therefore, commanded
them to remain at Adrianople until his return, in order that, when public business had been dismissed,
his mind might be at liberty to hear and test the representations of the deputies; “for it is right,” he
said, “to bring to the investigation of Divine subjects, a mind unfettered by other cares.” Such was
the strain of his letter.'*

131 In addition to the references in 18, Athan. Synodis, 55; Ep. ad. Afros episcopos, 3, 4. Documents reproduced in Soc. ii.
37.
1332 The reply of the bishops to Constantius, also reproduced in Theodoret, H. E. ii. 20, from Athan. de Synodis, 55. Soz.

presents the best general grouping of the facts.
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The bishops replied that they could never depart from the decision they had formed, as they
had before declared in writing, and had charged their deputies to declare; and they besought him
to regard them with favor, and to give audience to their deputies, and to read their letter. They told
him that it must appear grievous to him that so many churches should be deprived of their bishops;
and that, if agreeable to him, they would return to their churches before the winter. After writing
this letter, which was full of supplications and entreaties, the bishops waited for a time for a reply;
but as no answer was granted them, they afterwards returned to their own cities.

What I have above stated clearly proves that the bishops who were convened at Ariminum
confirmed the decrees which had of old been set forth at Nicaa. Let us now consider how it was
that they eventually assented to the formulary of faith compiled by Valens and Ursacius and their
followers. Various accounts have been given me of this transaction. Some say that the emperor
was offended at the bishops having departed from Ariminum without his permission, and allowed
Valens and his partisans to govern the churches of the West according to their own will, to set forth
their own formulary, to eject those who refused to sign it from the churches, and to ordain others

AN in their place. They say that, taking advantage of this power, Valens compelled some of the bishops
315 to sign the formulary, and that he drove many who refused compliance, from their churches, and
first of all Liberius, bishop of Rome. It is further asserted that when Valens and his adherents had
acted in this manner in Italy, they resolved to handle the Eastern churches in the same way. As
these persecutors were passing through Thrace, they stopped, it is said, at Nicaa, a city of that
province. They there convened a council, and read the formulary of Ariminum, which they had
translated into the Greek language, and by representing that it had been approved by a general
council, they obtained its adoption at Nicea; they then cunningly denominated it the Nicaan
formulary of faith, in order, by the resemblance of names, to deceive the simple, and cause it to be
mistaken for the ancient formulary set forth by the Niczan council. Such is the account given by
some parties. Others say that the bishops who were convened at the council of Ariminum were
wearied by their detention in that city, as the emperor neither honored them with a reply to their
letter, nor granted them permission to return to their own churches; and that, at this juncture, those
who had espoused the opposite heresy represented to them that it was not right that divisions should
exist between the priests of the whole world for the sake of one word, and that it was only requisite
to admit that the Son is like unto the Father in order to put an end to all disputes; for that the bishops
of the East would never rest until the term “substance” was rejected. By these representations, it is
said, the members of the council were at length persuaded to assent to the formulary which Ursacius
had so sedulously pressed upon them. Ursacius and his partisans, being apprehensive lest the
deputies sent by the council to the emperor should declare what firmness was in the first place
evinced by the Western bishops, and should expose the true cause of the rejection of the term
“consubstantial,” detained these deputies at Nicea in Thrace throughout the winter, under the
pretext that no public conveyance could be then obtained, and that the roads were in a bad state for
traveling; and they then induced them, it is said, to translate the formulary they had accepted from
Latin into Greek, and to send it to the Eastern bishops. By this means, they anticipated that the
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formulary would produce the impression they intended without the fraud being detected; for there
was no one to testify that the members of the council of Ariminum had not voluntarily rejected the
term “substance” from deference to the Eastern bishops, who were averse to the use of that word.
But this was evidently a false account; for all the members of the council, with the exception of a
few, maintained strenuously that the Son is like unto the Father in substance, and the only differences
of opinion existing between them were that some said that the Son is of the same substance as the
Father, while others asserted that he is of like substance with the Father. Some state this matter in
one form, others in a different one.

Chapter XX.— Events which took place in the Eastern Churches: Marathonius, Eleusius of Cyzicus,
and Macedonius expel those who maintain the Term “Consubstantial.” Concerning the Churches
of the Novatians; how one Church was Transported; the Novatians enter into Communion with
the Orthodox.

While the events I have above related were taking place in Italy, the East, even before the
council of Seleucia had been constituted, was the theatre of great disturbances.'*** The adherents
of Acacius and Patrophilus, having ejected Maximus, turned over the church of Jerusalem to Cyril.
Macedonius harassed Constantinople and the neighboring cities; he was abetted by Eleusius and
Marathonius. This latter was originally a deacon in his own church, and was a zealous superintendent
of the poor of the monastical dwellings inhabited by men and women, and Macedonius raised him
to the bishopric of Nicomedia. Eleusius, who, not without distinction, was formerly attached to the
military service of the palace, had been ordained bishop of Cyzicus. It is said that Eleusius and
Marathonius were both good men in their conduct, but that they were zealous in persecuting those
who maintained that the Son is of the same substance as the Father, although they were not so
distinctly cruel as Macedonius, who not only expelled those who refused to hold communion with
him, but imprisoned some, and dragged others before the tribunals. In many cases he compelled
the unwilling to communion. He seized children and women who had not been initiated and initiated
them, and destroyed many churches in different places, under the pretext that the emperor had
commanded the demolition of all houses of prayer in which the Son was recognized to be of the
same substance as the Father.

Under this pretext the church of the Novatians at Constantinople, situated in that part of the
city called Pelargus, was destroyed. It is related that these heretics performed a courageous action

133 Soc. ii. 38, from which the most of this chapter is derived; a few details in addition are given by Soz. Cf. Theodoret, H.

E.ii. 26.
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with the aid of the members of the Catholic Church, with whom they made common cause. When
AN those who were employed to destroy this church were about to commence the work of demolition,
316 the Novatians assembled themselves together; some tore down the materials, and others conveyed
them to a suburb of the city called Syca. They quickly achieved this task; for men, women, and
children participated in it, and by offering their labor to God they were extraordinarily inspirited.
By the exercise of this zeal the church was soon renewed, and, from this circumstance, received
the name of Anastasia. After the death of Constantius, Julian, his successor, granted to the Novatians
the ground which they had previously possessed, and permitted them to rebuild their church. The
people spiritedly took advantage of this permission, and transported the identical materials of the
former edifice from Syca. But this happened at a later period of time than that which we are now
reviewing. At this period a union was nearly effected between the Novatian and Catholic churches;
for as they held the same opinions concerning the Godhead, and were subjected to a common
persecution, the members of both churches assembled and prayed together. The Catholics then
possessed no houses of prayer, for the Arians had wrested them from them. It appears, too, that
from the frequent intercourse between the members of each church, they reasoned that the differences
between them were vain, and they resolved to commune with one another. A reconciliation would
certainly have been effected, I think, had not the desire of the multitude been frustrated by the
slander of a few individuals, who asserted that there was an ancient law prohibiting the union of

the churches.

Chapter XXI.— Proceedings of Macedonius in Mantinium. His Removal from his See when he
attempted to remove the Coffin of Constantine the Great. Julian was pronounced Ceesar .

About the same time Eleusius wholly demolished the church of the Novatians in Cyzicus."**
The inhabitants of other parts of Paphlagonia, and particularly of Mantinium, were subjected to
similar persecutions. Macedonius, having been apprised that the majority of these people were
followers of Novatus, and that the ecclesiastical power was not of itself sufficiently strong to expel
them, persuaded the emperor to send four cohorts against them. For he imagined that men who are
unaccustomed to arms would, on the first appearance of soldiers, be seized with terror, and conform
to his sentiments. But it happened otherwise, for the people of Mantinium armed themselves with
sickles and axes and whatever other weapons chanced to be at hand, and marched against the
military. A severe conflict ensued, and many of the Paphlagonians fell, but nearly all the soldiers
were slain. Many of the friends of Macedonius blamed him for having occasioned so great a disaster,
and the emperor was displeased, and regarded him with less favor than before. Inimical feelings
were engendered still more strongly by another occurrence. Macedonius contemplated the removal
of the coffin of the Emperor Constantine, as the structure in which it had been concealed was falling

1334 Soc. ii. 38; order and detail from Socrates.
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into ruin. The people were divided in opinion on this subject: some concurred in the design, and
others opposed it, deeming it impious and similar to digging up a grave. Those who maintained the
Nicene doctrines were of the latter sentiment, and insisted that no indignity should be offered to
the body of Constantine, as that emperor had held the same doctrines as themselves. They were
besides, I can readily imagine, eager to oppose the projects of Macedonius. However, without
further delay, Macedonius caused the coffin to be conveyed to the same church in which the tomb
of Acacius the martyr is placed. The people, divided into two factions, the one approving, the other
condemning the deed, rushed upon each other in the same church, and so much carnage ensued
that the house of prayer and the adjoining place were filled with blood and slaughtered bodies. The
emperor, who was then in the West, was deeply incensed on hearing of this occurrence; and he
blamed Macedonius as the cause of the indignity offered to his father, and of the slaughter of the
people.

The emperor had determined to visit the East, and held on his way; he conferred the title of
Casar on his cousin Julian, and sent him to Western Gaul.

Chapter XXII.— Council of Seleucia.

About the same period the Eastern bishops assembled,'** to the number of about one hundred
and sixty, in Seleucia, a city of Isauria. This was during the consulate of Eusebius and Hypatius.
Leonas, who held a brilliant military office at the palace, repaired to this council at the command
of Constantius, so that the doctrinal confession might be conducted in his presence. Lauricius, the
military governor of the province, was present to prepare whatever might be necessary; for the
letter of the emperor had commanded him to render this service. At the first session of this council,

AN several of the bishops were absent, and among others, Patrophilus, bishop of Scythopolis;
317 Macedonius, bishop of Constantinople; and Basil, bishop of Ancyra. They resorted to divers pretexts
in justification of their non-attendance. Patrophilus alleged in excuse a complaint in the eyes, and
Macedonius pleaded indisposition; but it was suspected they had absented themselves from the

fear that various accusations would be brought against them. As the other bishops refused to enter

upon the investigation of disputed points during their absence, Leonas commanded them to proceed

at once to the examination of the questions that had been agitated. Thus some were of the opinion

that it was necessary to commence with the discussion of doctrinal topics, while others maintained

that inquiries ought first to be instituted into the conduct of those among them against whom
accusations had been laid, as had been the case with Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem, Eustathius, bishop

1335 Soz. alludes to the original acts of the Synod at the end, and Soc. ii. 39, to Sabinus’ collection. Sabinus probably reported
the exact originals. Athan. de Synodis, 12, 13; Hil. contra Constantium, 12; Philost. iv. 11; Sulp. Sev. H. §S.1i. 42. Cf. Theodoret,
H. E.ii. 26; Athan. de Synodis, 29.
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of Sebaste, and others. The ambiguity of the emperor’s letters, which sometimes prescribed one
course and sometimes another, gave rise to this dispute. The contention arising from this source
became so fierce, that all union was destroyed between them, and they became divided into two
parties. However, the advice of those who wished to commence with the examination of doctrine,
prevailed. When they proceeded to the investigation of terms, some desired to reject the use of the
term “substance,” and appealed to the authority of the formulary of faith which had not long
previously been compiled by Mark'** at Sirmium, and had been received by the bishops who were
at the court, among whom was Basil,"** bishop of Ancyra. Many others were anxious for the
adoption of the formulary of faith drawn up at the dedication of the church of Antioch. To the first
of these parties belonged Eudoxius, Acacius, Patrophilus, George, bishop of Alexandria, Uranius,
bishop of Tyre, and thirty-two other bishops. The latter party was supported by George, bishop of
Laodicea, in Syria; by Eleusius, bishop of Cyzicus; by Sophronius, bishop of Pompeiopolis, in
Paphlagonia; with these the majority agreed. It was suspected, and with reason, that Acacius and
his partisans absented themselves on account of the difference between their sentiments and those
of the aforesaid bishops, and also because they desired to evade the investigation of certain
accusations which had been brought against them; for, although they had previously acknowledged
in writing to Macedonius, bishop of Constantinople, that the Son is in all respects like unto the
Father, and of the same substance, now they fought entirely shy of their former professions. After
prolonged disputations and contention, Silvanus, bishop of Tarsus, declared, in a loud and peremptory
tone, that no new formulary of faith ought to be introduced but that which had been approved at
Antioch, and this alone ought to prevail. As this proposition was repugnant to the followers of
Acacius, they withdrew, and the other bishops read the formulary of Antioch. The following day
these bishops assembled in the church, closed the doors, and privately confirmed this formulary.
Acacius condemned this proceeding, and laid the formulary which he advocated before Leonas and
Lauricius privately. Three days afterwards the same bishops reassembled, and were joined by
Macedonius and Basil, who had been previously absent. Acacius and his partisans declared that
they would take no part in the proceedings of the council until those who had been deposed and
accused had quitted the assembly. His demand was complied with; for the bishops of the opposite
party were determined that he should have no pretext for dissolving the council, which was evidently
his object, in order to prevent the impending examination of the heresy of Aétius, and of the
accusations which had been brought against himself and his partisans. When all the members were
assembled, Leonas stated that he held a document which had been handed to him by the partisans
of Acacius; it was their formulary of faith, with introductory remarks. None of the other bishops
knew anything about it; for Leonas, who was of the same sentiment as Acacius, had willingly kept

133%6 The author of the first formulary of Sirmium is here given by Soz. Soc. stated it, ii. 30.

1337 See above, 16.
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the whole matter a secret. When this document'** was read, the whole assembly was filled with
tumult; for some of the statements it contained were to the effect that, though the emperor had
prohibited the introduction of any term into the formularies of faith which was not found in the
Sacred Scriptures, yet that bishops who had been deposed, having been brought from various
provinces to the assembly, with others who had been illegally ordained, the council had been thrown
into confusion, and that some of the members had been insulted, and others prevented from speaking.
It was added that Acacius and his partisans did not reject the formulary which had been compiled
at Antioch, although those who had assembled in that city had drawn it up for the express purpose
of meeting the difficulty which had just then arisen; but that, as the terms “consubstantial” and “of
similar substance” had grieved some individuals, and that, as it had been recently asserted that the
Son is dissimilar from the Father, it was necessary, on this account, to reject the terms “consubstan
AN tial” and a “similar substance,” which do not occur in Scripture, to condemn the term “dissimilar,”
318 and to confess clearly that the Son is like unto the Father; for He is, as the Apostle Paul somewhere
says, “the image of the invisible God.” These prefatory observations were followed by a formulary,
which was neither conformable with that of Nicaa, nor with that of Antioch, and which was so
artfully worded that the followers of Arius and of Aé&tius would not appear to be in error if they
should thus state their faith. In this formulary, the words used by those who had convened at Nicza,
in condemnation of the Arian doctrine, were omitted, and the declarations of the council of Antioch,
concerning the immutability of the Deity of the Son, and concerning His being the unchangeable
image of the substance, the counsel, and the power, and the glory of the Father, were passed over
in silence, and belief was simply expressed in the Father, in the Son, and in the Holy Ghost; and
after bestowing some vulgar epithets on a few individuals who had never entered into any doctrinal
contention on one side or the other, all those who entertained any other opinions than those set
forth in this formulary were declared to be aliens to the Catholic Church. Such were the contents
of the document presented by Leonas, and which had been signed by Acacius, and by those who
had adopted his sentiments. After it had been read, Sophronius, a bishop of Paphlagonia, exclaimed,
“If we daily receive the opinions of individuals as a statement of the faith, we shall fail in attaining
precision of the truth.” Acacius having retorted that it was not forbidden to compile new formularies,
as that of Nicaa had been once and frequently altered, Eleusius replied as follows: “But the council
has not now met for the purpose of learning what is already known, or of accepting any other
formulary than that which has been already approved by those who assembled at Antioch; and,
moreover, living and dying, we will adhere to this formulary.” The dispute having taken this turn,
they entered upon another inquiry, and asked the partisans of Acacius, in what they considered the
Son to be like unto the Father. They replied that the Son is similar in will only, but not in substance,
and the others thereupon insisted that He is similar in substance, and convicted Acacius, by a work
which he had formerly written, that he had once been of their opinion. Acacius replied that he ought

1338 Given by Soc. ii. 40.
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not to be judged from his own writings; and the dispute had continued with heat for some time,
when Eleusius, bishop of Cyzicus, spoke as follows: “It matters little to the council whether Mark
or Basil has transgressed in any way, whether they or the adherents of Acacius have any accusation
to bring against each other; neither does the trouble devolve upon the council of examining whether
their formulary be commendable or otherwise; it is enough to maintain the formulary which has
been already confirmed at Antioch by ninety-seven priests; and if any one desire to introduce any
doctrine which is not contained therein, he ought to be held as an alien to religion and the Church.”
Those who were of his sentiments applauded his speech; and the assembly then arose and separated.
The following day, the partisans of Acacius and of George refused to attend the council; and Leonas,
who had now openly declared himself to be of their sentiments, likewise refused, in spite of all
entreaties, to repair thither. Those who were deputed to request his attendance found the partisans
of Acacius in his house; and he declined their invitation, under the plea that too much discord
prevailed in the council, and that he had only been commanded by the emperor to attend the council
in case of unanimity among the members. Much time was consumed in this way; and the partisans
of Acacius were frequently solicited by the other bishops to attend the assemblies; but they sometimes
demanded a special conference in the house of Leonas, and sometimes alleged that they had been
commissioned by the emperor to judge those who had been accused; for they would not receive
the creed adopted by the other bishops, nor clear themselves of the crimes of which they had been
accused; neither would they examine the case of Cyril, whom they had deposed; and there was no
one to compel them to do so. The council, however, eventually deposed George, bishop of
Alexandria; Acacius, bishop of Casarea; Uranius, bishop of Tyre; Patrophilus, bishop of Scythopolis;
and Eudoxius, bishop of Antioch; and several other prelates. Many persons were likewise put out
of communion until they could purge themselves of the crimes imputed to them. The transactions
were conveyed in writing to the parish of each of the clergy. Adrian,"”** a presbyter of Antioch, was
ordained bishop over that church, in room of Eudoxius; but the partisans of Acacius arrested him
and delivered him over to Leonas and Lauricius. They committed him into the custody of the
soldiers, but afterwards sent him into exile.

We have now given a brief account of the termination of the council of Seleucia. Those who
desire more detailed information must seek it in the acts of the council,”” which have been
transcribed by attendant shorthand writers.

1339 Mistake for Annianus, as given in 24.

130 Soc. refers anxious readers to the collection by Sabinus, ii. 39.
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Chapter XXIII.— Acacius and Aétius; and how the Deputies of the Two Councils of Ariminum and
AN of Seleucia were led by the Emperor to accept the Same Doctrines.

319 . . . .
Immediately after the above transactions, the adherents of Acacius repaired to the emperor;'**!

but the other bishops returned to their respective homes. The ten bishops who had been unanimously
chosen as deputies to the emperor, met, on their arrival at the court, the ten deputies*** of the council
of Ariminum, and likewise the partisans of Acacius. These latter had gained over to their cause the
chief men attached to the palace, and, through their influence, had secured the favor of the emperor.
It was reported that some of these proselytes had espoused the sentiments of Acacius at some
previous period; that some were bribed by means of the wealth belonging to the churches; and that
others were seduced by the subtilty of the arguments presented to them, and by the dignity of the
persuader. Acacius was, in fact, no common character; by nature he was gifted with great powers
of intellect and eloquence, and he exhibited no want of skill or of address in the accomplishment
of his schemes. He was the president of an illustrious church, and could boast of Eusebius Pamphilus
as his teacher, whom he succeeded in the episcopate, and was more honorably known than any
other man by the reputation and succession of his books. Endowed with all these advantages, he
succeeded with ease in whatever he undertook.

As there were at this period at Constantinople all together twenty deputies, ten from each council,
besides many other bishops, who, from various motives, had repaired to the city, Honoratus,"**
whom the emperor, before his departure to the West, had constituted chief governor of
Constantinople, received directions to examine, in the presence of the exarchs of the great council,
the reports circulated concerning Aé&tius and his heresy. Constantius, with some of the rulers,
eventually undertook the investigation of this case; and as it was proved that Aétius had introduced
dogmas essentially opposed to the faith, the emperor and the other judges were offended at his
blasphemous statements. It is said that the partisans of Acacius at first feigned ignorance of this
heresy, for the purpose of inducing the emperor and those around him to take cognizance of it; for
they imagined that the eloquence of Aé&tius would be irresistible; that he would infallibly succeed
in convincing his auditory; and that his heresy would conquer the unwilling. When, however, the
result proved the futility of their expectations, they demanded that the formulary of faith accepted
by the council of Ariminum should receive the sanction of the deputies from the council of Seleucia.
As these latter protested that they would never renounce the use of the term “substance,” the
Acacians declared to them upon oath that they did not hold the Son to be, in substance, dissimilar
from the Father; but that, on the contrary, they were ready to denounce this opinion as heresy. They
added that they esteemed the formulary compiled by the Western bishops at Ariminum the more

1341 A few hints in Philost. iv. 12; Soc. ii. 41. Cf. Sulp. Sev. H. S. ii. 43-45; Theodoret, H. E. ii. 27. But the main part is
independent.

132 Cf. iv. 18; twenty. Philost. tells us that Acacius prepared the minutes of this Synod.

133 Concerning this Honoratus see the Descriptio Consulum of Idatius.
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highly, because the word “substance” had been unexpectedly expunged from it; because, they said,
if this formulary were to be received, there would be no further mention, either of the word
“substance” or of the term “consubstantial,” to which many of the Western priests were, from their
reverence for the Nicaan council, peculiarly attached.

It was for these reasons that the emperor approved of the formulary; and when he recalled to
mind the great number of bishops who had been convened at Ariminum, and reflected that there
is no error in saying either that “the Son is like unto the Father” or “of the same substance as the
Father”; and when he further considered that no difference in signification would ensue, if, for
terms which do not occur in Scripture, other equivalent and uncontrovertible expressions were to
be substituted (such, for instance, as the word ““similar”), he determined upon giving his sanction
to the formulary. Such being his own sentiments, he commanded the bishops to accept the formulary.
The next day preparations were made for the pompous ceremony of proclaiming him consul, which,
according to the Roman custom, took place in the beginning of the month of January, and the whole
of that day and part of the ensuing night the emperor spent with the bishops, and at length succeeded
in persuading the deputies of the council of Seleucia to receive the formulary transmitted from
Ariminum.

Chapter XXIV.—Formulary of the Council of Ariminum approved by the Acacians. List of the
Deposed Chief-Priests, and the Causes of their Condemnation.

The partisans of Acacius"* remained some time at Constantinople, and invited thither several
bishops of Bithynia, among whom were Maris, bishop of Chalcedon, and Ulfilas, bishop of the
Goths. These prelates having assembled together, in number about fifty, they confirmed the formulary
read at the council of Ariminum, adding this provision, that the terms “substance ”and “hypostasis”

AN should never again be used in reference to God. They also declared that all other formularies set
320 forth in times past, as likewise those that might be compiled at any future period, should be
condemned. They then deposed A&tius from his office of deacon, because he had written works

full of contention and of a species of vain knowledge opposed to the ecclesiastical vocation; because

he had used in writing and in disputation several impious expressions; and because he had been

the occasion of troubles and seditions in the Church. It was alleged by many that they did not depose

him willingly, but merely because they wished to remove all suspicion from the mind of the emperor

which he had with regard to them, for they had been accused of holding Aétian views. Those who

held these sentiments took advantage of the resentment with which, for reasons above mentioned,

the emperor regarded Macedonius, and they accordingly deposed him, and likewise Eleusius, bishop

134 The acts of this Synod of Constantinople were written by Acacius. Cf. Philost. iv. 12. Further, cf. Philost. iv. 12, v. 1;
Athan. de Synodis, 30, the formulary; Soc. ii. 41 (with the revised formulary), 42, 43; Theodoret, H. E. ii. 27, 28. Soz. enlarges

on the depositions, giving us much new material; Theodoret gives a letter against Aetius (from Sabinus?).
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of Cyzicus; Basil, bishop of Ancyra; Heortasius, bishop of Sardis; and Dracontius, bishop of
Pergamus. Although they differed about doctrine from those bishops, yet in deposing them, no
blame was thrown upon their faith, but charges were alleged against them in common with all, that
they had disturbed the peace and violated the laws of the Church. They specified, in particular, that
when the presbyter Diogenes was traveling from Alexandria to Ancyra, Basil seized his papers,
and struck him; they also deposed that Basil had, without trial, delivered over many of the clergy
from Antioch, from the banks of the Euphrates, and from Cilicia, Galatia, and Asia, to the rulers
of the provinces, to be exiled and subjected to cruel punishments, so that many had been loaded
with chains, and had been compelled to bribe the soldiers, who were conducting them away, not
to ill-use them. They added that, on one occasion, when the emperor had commanded A&tius and
some of his followers to be led before Cecropius, that they might answer to him for various
accusations laid to their charge, Basil recommended the person who was intrusted with the execution
of this edict, to act according to the dictates of his own judgment. They said that he wrote directions
to Hermogenes,** the prefect and governor of Syria, stating who were to be banished, and whither
they were to be sent; and that, when the exiles were recalled by the emperor, he would not consent
to their return, but opposed himself to the wishes of the rulers and of the priests. They further
deposed that Basil had excited the clergy of Sirimium against Germanius; and that, although he
stated in writing that he had admitted Germanius, Valens, and Ursacius into communion, he had
placed them as criminals before the tribunal of the African bishops; and that, when taxed with this
deed, he had denied it, and perjured himself; and that, when he was afterwards convicted, he strove
to justify his perjury by sophistical reasoning. They added, that he had been the cause of contention
and of sedition in Illyria, Italy, Africa, and in the Roman church; that he had thrown a servant into
prison to compel her to bear false witness against her mistress; that he had baptized a man of loose
life, who lived in illicit intercourse with a woman, and had promoted him to be a deacon; that he
had neglected to excommunicate a quack-doctor who had occasioned the death of several persons;
and that he and some of the clergy had bound themselves by oath before the holy table, not to bring
accusations against each other. This, they said, was an artifice adopted by the president of the clergy
to shield himself from the accusations of his plaintiffs. In short, such were the reasons they specified
for the deposition of Basil. Eustathius, they said, was deposed because, when a presbyter, he had
been condemned, and put away from the communion of prayers by Eulalius, his own father, who
was bishop of the church of Casarea, in Cappadocia; and also because he had been excommunicated
by a council held at Neocasarea, a city of Pontus, and deposed by Eusebius, bishop of
Constantinople, for unfaithfulness in the discharge of certain duties that had devolved upon him.
He had also been deprived of his bishopric by those who were convened in Gangree, on account of
his having taught, acted, and thought contrary to sound doctrine. He had been convicted of perjury
by the council of Antioch. He had likewise endeavored to reverse the decrees of those convened

1345 Further mention is made of this Hermogenes by Am. Marcell. xix. 12, 6; xxi. 6, 9.
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at Melitina; and, although he was guilty of many crimes, he had the assurance to aspire to be judge
over the others, and to stigmatize them as heretics. They deposed Eleusius because he had raised
inconsiderately one Heraclius, a native of Tyre, to be a deacon; this man had been a priest of
Hercules at Tyre, had been accused of and tried for sorcery, and, therefore, had retired to Cyzicus
and feigned conversion to Christianity; and moreover, Eleusius, after having been apprised of these
circumstances, had not driven him from the Church. He had also, without inquiry, ordained certain
individuals, who had come to Cyzicus, after they had been condemned by Maris, bishop of
Chalcedonia, who participated in this council. Heortasius was deposed because he had been ordained
bishop of Sardis without the sanction of the bishops of Lydia. They deposed Dracontius, bishop of
Pergamus, because he had previously held another bishopric in Galatia, and because, they stated,
he had on both occasions been unlawfully ordained. After these transactions, a second assembly
AN of the council was held, and Silvanus, bishop of Tarsus, Sophronius, bishop of Pompeiopolis in
321 Paphlagonia, Elpidius, bishop of Satala, and Neonas, bishop of Seleucia in Isauria, were deposed.
The reason they assigned for the deposition of Silvanus was, that he had constituted himself the
leader of a foolish party in Seleucia and Constantinople; he had, besides, constituted Theophilus
as president of the church of Castabala, who had been previously ordained bishop of Eleutheropolis
by the bishops of Palestine, and who had promised upon oath that he would never accept any other
bishopric without their permission. Sophronius was deposed on account of his avarice, and on
account of his having sold some of the offerings presented to the church, for his own profit; besides,
after he had received a first and second summons to appear before the council, he could, at last, be
scarcely induced to make his appearance, and then, instead of replying to the accusations brought
against him, he appealed to other judges. Neonas was deposed for having resorted to violence in
his endeavors to procure the ordination in his own church, of Annianus, who had been appointed
bishop of Antioch,** and for having ordained as bishops certain individuals who had previously
been engaged in politics, and who were utterly ignorant of the Holy Scriptures and of ecclesiastical
canons, and who, after their ordination, preferred the enjoyment of their property to that of the
priestly dignity, and declared in writing that they would rather take charge of their own possessions
than to discharge the episcopal functions without them. Elpidius was deposed because he had
participated in the malpractices of Basil, and had occasioned great disorders; and because he had,
contrary to the decrees of the council of Melitina, restored to his former rank in the presbytery a
man named Eusebius, who had been deposed for having created Nectaria a deaconess, after she
had been excommunicated on account of violating agreements and oaths; and to confer this honor
upon her was clearly contrary to the laws of the Church.

1346 Cf.iv.22.

525


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf202/Page_321.html

NPNF (V2-02) Socrates Scholasticus

Chapter XXV.—Causes of the Deposition of Cyril, Bishop of Jerusalem. Mutual Dissensions among
the Bishops. Melitius is ordained by the Arians, and supplants Eustathius in the Bishopric of
Sebaste.

Besides the prelates above mentioned, Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem, was deposed'**’ because he
had admitted Eustathius and Elpidius into communion, after they had opposed the decrees enacted
by those convened at Melitina, among whom was Cyril himself; and because he had also received
Basil and George, bishop of Laodicea, into communion after their deposition in Palestine. When
Cyril was first installed in the bishopric of Jerusalem, he had a dispute with Acacius, bishop of
Casarea, concerning his rights as a Metropolitan, which he claimed on the ground of his bishopric
being an apostolic see. This dispute excited feelings of enmity between the two bishops, and they
mutually accused each other of unsoundness of doctrine concerning the Godhead. In fact, they had
both been suspected previously; the one, that is, Acacius, of favoring the heresy of Arius; and the
other, of siding with those who maintain that the Son is in substance like unto the Father. Acacius
being thus inimically disposed towards Cyril, and finding himself supported by the bishops of the
province, who were of the same sentiments as himself, contrived to depose Cyril under the following
pretext. Jerusalem and the neighboring country was at one time visited with a famine, and the poor
appealed in great multitudes to Cyril, as their bishop, for necessary food. As he had no money to
purchase the requisite provisions, he sold for this purpose the veil and sacred ornaments of the
church. It is said that a man, having recognized an offering which he had presented at the altar as
forming part of the costume of an actress, made it his business to inquire whence it was procured;
and ascertained that a merchant had sold it to the actress, and that the bishop had sold it to the
merchant. It was under this pretext that Acacius deposed Cyril.

And on inquiry I find these to be the facts. It is said that the Acacians then expelled from
Constantinople all the bishops above mentioned who had been deposed. Ten bishops of their own
party who had refused to subscribe to these edicts of deposition, were separated from the others,
and were interdicted from performing the functions of the ministry or ruling their churches until
they consented to give their signatures. It was enacted that unless they complied within six months}**
and yielded their assent to all the decrees of the council, they should be deposed, and that the bishops
of every province should be summoned to elect other bishops in their stead. After these
determinations and deeds, letters were then sent to all the bishops and clergy, to observe and fulfill
its decrees.

As a consequence, not long after, some of the Eudoxian party were substituted here and there.
Eudoxius himself took possession of the bishopric of Macedonius; Athanasius was placed over the

1347 See references to previous chapter.

1348 See the abrogation of the time-limit through a Synod convened by Eudoxius. Philost. vii. 6.
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church of Basil; and Eunomius, who was subsequently the leader of a heresy bearing his name,
AN took the see of Eleusius; and Meletius was appointed to the church of Sebaste, instead of Eustathius.

322

Chapter XXVI.—Death of Macedonius, Bishop of Constantinople. What Eudoxius said in his
Teaching. Eudoxius and Acacius strenuously sought the Abolition of the Formularies of Faith
set forth at Niceea and at Ariminum; Troubles which thence arose in the Churches.

Macedonius,"** on his expulsion from the church of Constantinople, retired to one of the suburbs
of the city, where he died. Eudoxius took possession of his church in the tenth year of the consulate
of Constantius, and the third of Julian, surnamed Ceasar. It is related that, at the dedication of the
great church called “Sophia,” when he rose to teach the people, he commenced his discourse with
the following proposition: “The Father is impious, the Son is pious”; and that, as these words excited
a great commotion among the people, he added, “Be calm; the Father is impious, because he
worships no one; the Son is pious, because he worships the Father.” On this explanation, he threw
his audience into laughter. Eudoxius and Acacius jointly exerted themselves to the utmost in
endeavoring to cause the edicts of the Nicene Council to fall into oblivion. They sent the formulary
read at Ariminum with various explanatory additions of their own, to every province of the empire,
and procured from the emperor an edict for the banishment of all who should refuse to subscribe
to it. But this undertaking, which appeared to them so easy of execution, was the beginning of the
greatest calamities, for it excited commotions throughout the empire, and entailed upon the Church
in every region a persecution more grievous than those which it had suffered under the pagan
emperors."* For if this persecution did not occasion such tortures to the body as the preceding
ones, it appeared more grievous to all who reflected aright, on account of its disgraceful nature;
for both the persecutors and the persecuted belonged to the Church; and the one was all the more
disgraceful in that men of the same religion treated their fellows with a degree of cruelty which the
ecclesiastical laws prohibit to be manifested towards enemies and strangers.

Chapter XXVII.—Macedonius, after his Rejection from his See, blasphemes against the Holy Spirit;
Propagation of his Heresy through the Instrumentality of Marathonius and Others.

The spirit of innovation is self-laudatory,**! and hence it advanced further and further, and crept

along to greater novelties with increasing self-conceit, and in scorn of the fathers it enacted laws

1349 Soc.ii. 43; Ruf. H. E.i.21. Soz. has independent details.
1350 Cf. with Ruf. H. E.i.21.
1351 Soc. ii. 45; Ruf. H. E. ii. 25; Theodoret, H. E. ii. 6. Soz. independent.
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of its own, nor does it honor the doctrines of the ancients concerning God, but is always thinking
out strange dogmas and restlessly adds novelty to novelty as the events now show. For after
Macedonius had been deposed from the church of Constantinople, he renounced the tenets of
Acacius and Eudoxius.'*> He began to teach that the Son is God, and that He is in all respects and
in substance like unto the Father. But he affirmed that the Holy Ghost is not a participant of the
same dignities, and designated Him a minister and a servant, and applied to Him whatever could,
without error, be said of the holy angels. This doctrine was embraced by Eleusius, Eustathius, and
by all the other bishops who had been deposed at Constantinople, by the partisans of the opposite
heresy. Their example was quickly followed by no small part of the people of Constantinople,
Bithynia, Thrace, the Hellespont, and of the neighboring provinces. For their mode of life had no
little influence, and to this do the people give special attention. They assumed great gravity of
demeanor, and their discipline was like that of the monks; their conversation was plain and of a
style fitted to persuade. It is said that all these qualifications were united in Marathonius. He
originally held a public appointment in the army, under the command of the prefect. After amassing
some money in this employment, he quit military science, and undertook the superintendence of
the establishments for the relief of the sick and the destitute. Afterwards, at the suggestion of
Eustathius, bishop of Sebaste, he embraced an ascetic mode of life, and founded a monastical
institution in Constantinople which exists to the present day. He brought so much zeal, and so much
of his own wealth to the support of the aforesaid heresy, that the Macedonians were by many termed
Marathonians, and it seems to me not without reason; for it appears that he alone, together with his
institutions, was the cause that it was not altogether extinguished in Constantinople. In fact, after
the deposition of Macedonius, the Macedonians possessed neither churches nor bishops until the
reign of Arcadius."*
The Arians, who drove out of the churches and rigorously persecuted all who held different
AN sentiments from themselves, deprived them of all these privileges. It would be no easy task to
323 enumerate the names of the priests who were at this period ejected from their own cities; for |
believe that no province of the empire was exempted from such a calamity.

Chapter XX VIII.—The Arians, under the Impression that the divine Meletius upheld their Sentiments,
translate him from Sebaste to Antioch. On his Bold Confession of the Orthodox Doctrines, they
were confounded, and after they had deposed him they placed Euzoius in the See. Meletius
formed his own Church: but those who held to Consubstantiality turned away from him because
he had been ordained by Arians.

1352 Cf. Philost. iv. 9.
133 After a.d. 395. Yet according to vii. 2, the Macedonians took advantage of the Gratian law and repossessed the churches

from which Valens had ejected them.
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At the period that Eudoxius obtained the government of the church of Constantinople,”*>* there
were many aspirants to the see of Antioch; and as is frequently the case under such circumstances,
contentions and seditions divided the clergy and the people of that church.

Each party was anxious to commit the government of the church to a bishop of its own
persuasion; for interminable disputes concerning doctrine were rampant among them, and they
could not agree as to the mode of singing psalms; and, as has been before stated, psalms were sung
by each individual, in conformity with his own peculiar creed. Such being the state of the church
at Antioch, the partisans of Eudoxius thought it would be well to intrust the bishopric of that city
to Meletius, then bishop of Sebaste, he being possessed of great and persuasive eloquence, of
excellent life, and all, as they imagined, being of like opinions with themselves. They believed that
his reputation would attract the inhabitants of Antioch and of the neighboring cities to conform to
their heresy, particularly those called Eustathians, who had adhered invariably to the Nicene
doctrines. But their expectations were utterly frustrated. It is said that on his first arrival in Antioch,
an immense multitude, composed of Arians, and of those who were in communion with Paulinus,
flocked around him. Some wished to see the man because his fame was great, even before his
coming; others were anxious to hear what he had to say, and to ascertain the nature of his opinions;
for a report had been spread abroad which was afterwards proved to be true, that he maintained the
doctrines of those convened at Nicaa. In his first discourses he confined himself to instructing the
people in what we call ethics; afterwards, however, he openly declared that the Son is of the same
substance as the Father. It is said that at these words, the arch deacon of the church, who was then
one of the clergy there, stretched out his hand, and covered the mouth of the preacher; but that he
continued to explain his sentiments more clearly by means of his fingers than he could by language.
He extended three fingers only towards the people, closed them, and then allowed only one finger
to remain extended, and thus expressed by signs what he was prevented from uttering. As the
archdeacon, in his embarrassment, seized the hand, he released the mouth; the tongue was free,
and Meletius declared his opinion still more clearly and with a loud voice, and exhorted his auditors
to adhere to the tenets of the council of Nicaa, and he testified to his hearers that those who held
other views deviated from the truth. As he persisted in the enunciation of the same sentiments,
either by word of mouth or by means of signs, when the archdeacon closed his mouth, a contention
between both sides occurred, not unlike that of the pancratium; the followers of Eustathius shouted
aloud and rejoiced and leaped, while the Arians were cast down. Eudoxius and his partisans were
transported with indignation at this discourse, and contrived by their machinations to expel Meletius
from Antioch. Soon afterwards, however, they recalled him, for they fancied he had renounced his
former sentiments and had espoused theirs. As, however, it soon became apparent that his devotion
to the Nicene doctrines was firm and unalterable, he was ejected from the church, and banished by

1354 Soc. ii. 44. The order is the same in Soz., but with many new details. Philost. v. 1, 5; Ruf. H. E. i. 24. Cf. Theodoret, H.
E.ii.31.
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order of the emperor; and the see of Antioch was conferred on Euzoius, who had formerly been
banished with Arius. The followers of Meletius separated themselves from the Arians, and held
their assemblies apart, for those who had from the beginning maintained that the Son is consubstantial
with the Father refused to admit them into communion, because Meletius had been ordained by
Arian bishops, and because his followers had been baptized by Arian priests. For this reason they
were separated, although holding the same views.

The emperor having been informed that an Insurrection was about to arise in Persia, repaired
to Antioch.

Chapter XXIX.—The Partisans of Acacius again do not remain Quiet, but strive to abolish the
Term “Consubstantial,” and to confirm the Heresy of Arius.

The partisans of Acacius'*

were not able to remain in tranquillity; and they therefore assembled
AN together with a few others in Antioch, and condemned the decrees which they had themselves
324 enacted. They decided to erase the term “similar” from the formulary which had been read at
Ariminum and at Constantinople, and affirmed that in all respects, in substance and in will, the Son
is dissimilar from the Father, and that He proceeded from what had no previous existence, even as
Arius had taught from the commencement. They were joined by the partisans of Aétius, who had
been the first after Arius to venture openly upon the profession of these opinions; hence Aé&tius was

called atheist, and his approvers, Anomians and Exucontians.

When those who maintained the Nicene doctrines demanded of the Acacians how they could
say that the Son is dissimilar from the Father, and that He proceeded out of nothing, when it was
affirmed in their own formulary that He is “God of God,” they replied that the Apostle Paul had
declared that “All things are of God,”'*® and that the Son is included in the term “all things”; and
that it was in this sense, and in accordance with the Sacred Scriptures, that the expressions in their
formulary were to be understood. Such were the equivocations and sophistry to which they had
recourse. At length, finding that they could advance no efficient argument to justify themselves in
the opinion of those who pressed them on this point, they withdrew from the assembly, after the
formulary of Constantinople had been read a second time, and returned to their own cities.

Chapter XXX.—George, Bishop of Antioch, and the Chief-Priests of Jerusalem. Three Chief-Priests
successively succeed Cyril; Restoration of Cyril to the See of Jerusalem.

1355 Soc. ii. 45. Soz. and he are much alike, but yet each has independent statements; both evidently draw from the same
source. Athan. de Synodis, 31; Ruf. H. E. 1. 25.
13% 1 Cor. xi. 12.
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During this period,'*’” Athanasius was obliged to remain in concealment, and George returned
to Alexandria, and commenced a cruel persecution against the pagans, and against the Christians
who differed from him in opinion. He compelled both parties to offer worship in the mode he
indicated, and where opposition was made, he enforced obedience by compulsion. He was hated
by the rulers because he scorned them and was giving orders to the officers; and the multitude
detested him on account of his tyranny, for his power was greater than all the rest. The pagans
regarded him with even greater aversion than the Christians, because he prohibited them from
offering sacrifices, and from celebrating their ancestral festivals; and because he had on one occasion,
introduced the governor of Egypt'**® and armed soldiery into the city, and despoiled their images,
votives and temple ornaments. This was, in fact, the cause of his death, on which I will dwell.

On the deposition of Cyril, Erennius obtained the church of Jerusalem;*** he was succeeded
by Heraclius, and to Heraclius succeeded Hilarius; for we have gathered from tradition that in that
period these persons administered the church there, until the reign of Theodosius, when Cyril was
once more restored to his own see.

A Book V.

325
Chapter I.— Apostasy of Julian, the Traitor. Death of the Emperor Constantius.

Such were the transactions which took"*® place in the Eastern Church. In the meantime, however,
Julian, the Casar, attacked and conquered the barbarians who dwelt on the banks of the Rhine;
many he killed, and others he took prisoners. As the victory added greatly to his fame, and as his
moderation and gentleness had endeared him to the troops, they proclaimed him Augustus. Far
from making an excuse to Constantius for this act, he exchanged the officers who had been elected
by Constantius, and industriously circulated letters wherein Constantius had solicited the barbarians
to enter the Roman territories, and aid him against Magnentius. He then suddenly changed his
religion, and although he had previously confessed Christianity, he declared himself high-priest,

1357 Soc. ii. 45. Soz. has some order, but varying points.

138 Namely, Artemius, who was afterwards martyred under Julian. Am. Marcel. xxii. 11. 3-8.

139 Soc. iv. 25. Epiphanius (adv. Heeres, ii. 3, 10; Heeres, 1xvi.), places another Cyril after Herennius. Soc. calls Erennius,
Arrenius.

1360 Soc.ii.47,and iii. 1; Ruf. H. E.1i. 26; Orosius, vii. 29, 30; Philost. vi. 5, 6. Soz. has much that is independent. Cf. Eunapius,

Zos., and Am. Marcel. under the reigns of Constantius and Julian. Eutrop. Brev. Hist. Rom.x. 14, 15.
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frequented the pagan temples, offered sacrifices, and invited his subjects to adopt that form of
worship.

As an invasion of Roman territory by the Persians was expected, and as Constantius had on
this account repaired to Syria, Julian conceived that he might without battle render himself master
of Illyricum; he therefore set out on his journey to this province, under pretense that he intended
to present an apology to Constantius for having, without his sanction, received the symbols of
imperial power. It is said, that when he arrived on the borders of Illyria, the vines appeared full of
green grapes, although the time of the vintage was past, and the Pleiades had set; and that there fell
upon his followers a dashing of the dew from the atmosphere, of which each drop was stamped
with the sign of the cross. He and many of those with him regarded the grapes appearing out of
season as a favorable omen; while the dew had made that figure by chance on the garments upon
which it happened to fall.

Others thought that of the two symbols, the one of the green grapes signified that the emperor
would die prematurely, and his reign would be very short; while the second sign, that of the crosses
formed by the drops of dew, indicated that the Christian religion is from heaven, and that all persons
ought to receive the sign of the cross. I am, for my own part, convinced that those who regarded
these two phenomena as unfavorable omens for Julian, were not mistaken; and the progress of time
proved the accuracy of their opinion.

When Constantius heard that Julian was marching against him at the head of an army, he
abandoned his intended expedition against the Persians, and departed for Constantinople; but he
died on the journey, when he had arrived as far as Mopsucrena, which lies near the Taurus, between
Cilicia and Cappadocia.

He died in the forty-fifth year of his age, after reigning thirteen years conjointly with his father
Constantine, and twenty-five years after the death of that emperor.

A little while after the decease of Constantius, Julian, who had already made himself master of
Thrace, entered Constantinople and was proclaimed emperor. Pagans assert that diviners and demons
had predicted the death of Constantius, and the change in affairs, before his departure for Galatia,
and had advised him to undertake the expedition. This might have been regarded as a true prediction,
had not the life of Julian been terminated so shortly afterwards, and when he had only tasted the
imperial power as in a dream. But it appears to me absurd to believe that, after he had heard the
death of Constantius predicted, and had been warned that it would be his own fate to fall in battle
by the hands of the Persians, he should have leaped into manifest death,—offering him no other
fame in the world than that of lack of counsel, and poor generalship,—and who, had he lived, would
probably have suffered the greater part of the Roman territories to fall under the Persian yoke. This
observation, however, is only inserted lest I should be blamed for omitting it. I leave every one to
form his own opinion.
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Chapter II.—The Life, Education, and Training of Julian, and his Accession to the Empire.

Immediately after the death of Constantius,"**' the dread of a persecution arose in the Church,
AN and Christians suffered more anguish from the anticipation of this calamity than they would have
326 experienced from its actual occurrence. This state of feeling proceeded from the fact that a long
interval had made them unaccustomed to such dangers, and from the remembrance of the tortures
which had been exercised by the tyrants upon their fathers, and from their knowledge of the hatred
with which the emperor regarded their doctrines. It is said that he openly renounced the faith of
Christ so entirely, that he by sacrifices and expiations, which the pagans call renunciatory, and by
the blood of animals, purged himself of our baptism. From that period he employed himself in
auguries and in the celebration of the pagan rites, both publicly and privately. It is related'*** that
one day, as he was inspecting the entrails of a victim, he beheld among them a cross encompassed
with a crown. This appearance terrified those who were assisting in the ceremony, for they judged
that it indicated the strength of religion, and the eternal duration of the Christian doctrines; inasmuch
as the crown by which it was encircled is the symbol of victory, and because of its continuity, for
the circle beginning everywhere and ending in itself, has no limits in any direction. The chief augur
commanded Julian to be of good cheer, because in his judgment the victims were propitious, and
since they surrounded the symbol of the Christian doctrine, and was indeed pushing into it, so that
it would not spread and expand itself where it wished, since it was limited by the circumference of

the circle.

I have also heard that one day Julian descended into a most noted and terrific adytum,”* either
for the purpose of participating in some initiation, or of consulting an oracle; and that, by means
of machinery which is devised for this end, or of enchantments, such frightful specters were projected
suddenly before him, that through perturbation and fear, he became forgetful of those who were
present, for he had turned to his new religion when already a man, and so unconsciously fell into
his earlier habit, and signed himself with the symbol of Christ, just as the Christian encompassed
with untried dangers is wont to do. Immediately the specters disappeared and their designs were
frustrated. The initiator was at first surprised at this, but when apprised of the cause of the flight
of the demons, he declared that the act was a profanation; and after exhorting the emperor to be
courageous and to have no recourse in deed or thought to anything connected with the Christian
religion, he again conducted him to the initiation. The zeal of the king for such matters saddened
the Christians not a little and made them extremely anxious, more especially as he had been himself
formerly a Christian. He was born of pious parents, had been initiated in infancy according to the

1361 Soc. iii. 1. Much the same order is followed by Soz., but with the addition of many details. Greg. Naz. adv. Julianum, i.
and ii. Invectiva; Eunapius, Excerpt, i. 1, 2; Excerpt, ii. 1-24; Zos. ii. 45; iii. 2-29, 34. Am. Marcel. xv.—xxiv. Theodoret, H. E.
iii. 2, 3, follows Soz. succinctly.

132 Greg. Naz. Or. cont. Julianum, i. 54.

1363 Greg. Naz. cont. Julianum, 1 inv. 55.
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custom of the Church, and had been brought up in the knowledge of the Holy Scriptures, and was
nurtured by bishops and men of the Church. He and Gallus were the sons of Constantius, the brother
by the same father of Constantine the emperor, and of Dalmatius. Dalmatius had a son of the same
name, who was declared Casar, and was slain by the soldiery after the death of Constantine. His
fate would have been shared by Gallus and Julian, who were then orphans, had not Gallus been
spared on account of a disease under which he was laboring, and from which, it was supposed, that
he would soon naturally die; and Julian, on account of his extreme youth, for he was but eight years
of age. After this wonderful preservation, a residence was assigned to the two brothers in a palace
called Macellum, situated in Cappadocia; this imperial post was near Mount Argeus, and not far
from Cesarea; it contained a magnificent palace and was adorned with baths, gardens, and perennial
fountains. Here they were cultured and educated in a manner corresponding to the dignity of their
birth; they were taught the sciences and bodily exercises befitting their age, by masters of languages
and interpreters of the Holy Scriptures, so that they were enrolled among the clergy, and read the
ecclesiastical books to the people. Their habits and actions indicated no dereliction from piety.
They respected the clergy and other good people and persons zealous for doctrine; they repaired
regularly to church and rendered due homage to the tombs of the martyrs.

It is said that they undertook to deposit the tomb of St. Mammas'*** the martyr in a large edifice,
and to divide the labor between themselves, and that while they were trying to excel one another
in a rivalry of honor, an event occurred which was so astonishing that it would indeed be utterly
incredible were it not for the testimony of many who are still among us, who heard it from those
who were eyewitnesses of the transaction.

The part of the edifice upon which Gallus labored advanced rapidly and according to wish, but
of the section upon which Julian labored, a part fell into ruin; another was projected upward from
the earth; a third immediately on its touching the foundation could not be held upright, but was

AN hurled backward as if some resistant and strong force from beneath were pushing against it.

327 This was universally regarded as a prodigy. The people, however, drew no conclusion from it
till subsequent events manifested its import. There were a few who from that moment doubted the
reality of Julian’s religion, and suspected that he only made an outward profession of piety for fear
of displeasing the emperor, who was then a Christian, and that he concealed his own sentiments
because it was not safe to divulge them. It is asserted that he was first secretly led to renounce the
religion of his fathers by his intercourse with diviners; for when the resentment of Constantius
against the two brothers was abated, Gallus went to Asia, and took up his residence in Ephesus,
where the greater part of his property was situated; and Julian repaired to Constantinople, and
frequented the schools, where his fine natural abilities and ready attainments in the sciences did
not remain concealed. He appeared in public in the garb of a private individual, and had much

1364 Under Aurelian, a.d. 274. The Greeks celebrate him Sept. 2; Latins, Aug. 17. He is said by Greg. Naz. (Orat. 44, 12), and
by Basil (Hom. 23, on St. Mammas) to have been a shepherd and also a martyr. The miraculous story here related is given also

by Greg. Naz. in his First Oration against Julian, 25, though he does not mention the martyr’s name.
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company; but because he was related to the emperor and was capable of conducting affairs and
was expected to become emperor, considerable talk about him to this effect was prevalent, as is
wont to be the case in a populous and imperial city, he was commanded to retire to Nicomedia.

Here he became acquainted with Maximus, an Ephesian philosopher,”* who instructed him in
philosophy, and inspired him with hatred towards the Christian religion, and moreover assured him
that the much talked of prophecy about him was true. Julian, as happens in many cases, while
suffering in anticipation of severe circumstances, was softened by these favorable hopes and held
Maximus as his friend. As these occurrences reached the ears of Constantius, Julian became
apprehensive, and accordingly shaved himself, and adopted externally the monkish mode of life,
while he secretly held to the other religion.

When he arrived at the age of manhood, he was more readily infatuated, and yet was anxious
about these tendencies; and admiring the art (if there be such an art) of predicting the future, he
thought the knowledge of it necessary; he advanced to such experiments as are not lawful for
Christians. From this period he had as his friends those who followed this art. In this opinion, he
came into Asia from Nicomedia, and there consorting with men of such practices, he became more
ardent in the pursuit of divination.

When Gallus, his brother, who had been established as Casar, was put to death on being accused
of revolution, Constantius also suspected Julian of cherishing the love of empire, and therefore put
him under the custody of guards.

Eusebia, the wife of Constantius, obtained for him permission to retire to Athens; and he
accordingly settled there, under pretext of attending the pagan exercises and schools; but as rumor
says, he communed with diviners concerning his future prospects. Constantius recalled him, and
proclaimed him Casar, promised him his sister Constantia'**® in marriage, and sent him to Gaul;
for the barbarians whose aid had been hired by Constantius previously against Magnentius, finding
that their services were not required, had portioned out that country. As Julian was very young,
generals, to whom the prudential affairs were turned over, were sent with him; but as these generals
abandoned themselves to pleasure, he was present as Casar, and provided for the war. He confirmed
his soldiers in their spirit for battle, and urged them in other ways to incur danger; he also ordered
that a fixed reward should be given to each one who should slay a barbarian. After he had thus
secured the affections of the soldiery, he wrote to Constantius, acquainting him with the levity of
the generals; and when another general had been sent, he attacked the barbarians, and obtained the
victory. They sent embassies to beg for peace, and showed the letter in which Constantius had
requested them to enter the Roman dominions. He purposely delayed to send the ambassador back;
he attacked a number of the enemy unexpectedly and conquered them.

1365 See Eunap. V. S. vita Maximi; Julian wrote four letters to him, Op. Ep. 15, 16, 38, 39; to be distinguished from another
teacher of Julian, Maximus of Epirus.
1366 Sozomen is mistaken here, as Constantia was married to Gallus Casar, the brother of Julian. Soc. iii. 1, and Am. Marcel.

xv. 8, 18, give Helena as the name of Julian’s wife.
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Some have said that Constantius, with designed enmity, committed this campaign to him;"%
but this does not appear probable to me. For, as it rested with Constantius alone to nominate him
Casar, why did he confer that title upon him? Why did he give him his sister in marriage, or hear
his complaints against the inefficient generals, and send a competent one in their stead in order to
complete the war, if he were not friendly to Julian?

But as I conjecture, he conferred on him the title of Casar because he was well disposed to
Julian; but that after Julian had, without his sanction, been proclaimed emperor, he plotted against
him through the barbarians on the Rhine; and this, I think, resulted either from the dread that Julian
would seek revenge for the ill-treatment he and his brother Gallus had experienced during their
youth, or as would be natural, from jealousy of his attaining similar honor. But a great variety of
opinions are entertained on this subject.

AN Chapter III.—Julian, on his Settlement in the Empire, began quietly to stir up Opposition to
328 Christianity, and to introduce Paganism artfully.

When Julian found himself sole possessor of the empire,*®® he commanded that all the pagan
temples should be reopened throughout the East; that those which had been neglected should be
repaired; that those which had fallen into ruins should be rebuilt, and that the altars should be
restored. He assigned considerable money for this purpose; he restored the customs of antiquity
and the ancestral ceremonies in the cities, and the practice of offering sacrifice.

He himself offered libations openly and publicly sacrificed; bestowed honors on those who
were zealous in the performance of these ceremonies; restored the initiators and the priests, the
hierophants and the servants of the images, to their old privileges; and confirmed the legislation of
former emperors in their behalf; he conceded exemption from duties and from other burdens as
was their previous right; he restored the provisions, which had been abolished, to the temple
guardians, and commanded them to be pure from meats, and to abstain from whatever according
to pagan saying was befitting him who had announced his purpose of leading a pure life.

He also ordered that the nilometer and the symbols and the former ancestral tablets should be
cared for in the temple of Serapis, instead of being deposited, according to the regulation, established
by Constantine, in the church. He wrote frequently to the inhabitants of those cities in which he
knew paganism was nourished, and urged them to ask what gifts they might desire. Towards the
Christians, on the contrary, he openly manifested his aversion, refusing to honor them with his
presence, or to receive their deputies who were delegated to report about grievances.

When the inhabitants of Nisibis sent to implore his aid against the Persians, who were on the
point of invading the Roman territories, he refused to assist them because they were wholly

1367 As Eunapius, Exc. ii. 3.

1368 An independent chapter; cf. Theodoret, H. E. iii. 6, 7.
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Christianized, and would neither reopen their temples nor resort to the sacred places; he threatened
that he would not help them, nor receive their embassy, nor approach to enter their city before he
should hear that they had returned to paganism.

He likewise accused the inhabitants of Constantia in Palestine, of attachment to Christianity,
and rendered their city tributary to that of Gaza. Constantia, as we stated before, was formerly
called Majuma, and was used as a harbor for the vessels of Gaza; but on hearing that the majority
of its inhabitants were Christians, Constantine elevated it to the dignity of a city, and conferred
upon it the name of his own son, and a separate form of government; for he considered that it ought
not to be dependent on Gaza, a city addicted to pagan rites. On the accession of Julian, the citizens
of Gaza went to law against those of Constantia. The emperor himself sat as judge, and decided in
favor of Gaza, and commanded that Constantia should be an appendage to that city, although it
was situated at a distance of twenty stadia.

Its former name having been abolished by him, it has since been denominated the maritime
region of Gaza. They have now the same city magistrates, military officers, and public regulations.
With respect to ecclesiastical concerns, however, they may still be regarded as two cities. They
have each their own bishop and their own clergy; they celebrate festivals in honor of their respective
martyrs, and in memory of the priests who successively ruled them; and the boundaries of the
adjacent fields by which the altars belonging to the bishops are divided, are still preserved.

It happened within our own remembrance that an attempt was made by the bishop of Gaza, on
the death of the president of the church at Majuma, to unite the clergy of that town with those under
his own jurisdiction; and the plea he advanced was, that it was not lawful for two bishops to preside
over one city. The inhabitants of Majuma opposed this scheme, and the council of the province
took cognizance of the dispute, and ordained another bishop. The council decided that it was
altogether right for those who had been deemed worthy of the honors of a city on account of their
piety, not to be deprived of the privilege conferred upon the priesthood and rank of their churches,
through the decision of a pagan emperor, who had taken a different ground of action.

But these events occurred at a later period than that now under review.

Chapter IV.—Julian inflicted Evils upon the Inhabitants of Ceesarea. Bold Fidelity of Maris, Bishop
of Chalcedon.

About the same time, the emperor erased Casarea,"”® the large and wealthy metropolis of

Cappadocia, situated near Mount Argeus, from the catalogue of cities, and even deprived it of the
name of Casarea, which had been conferred upon it during the reign of Claudius Casar, its former

139 The record is unique with Soz. Cf. the allusion in Greg. Naz. Or. cont. Julianum, 1. 92; and Am. Marcel. xx.9. 1,2

(Mazaca).
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name having been Mazaca.”’” He had long regarded the inhabitants of this city with extreme
AN aversion, because they were zealously attached to Christianity, and had formerly destroyed the
329 temple of the ancestral Apollo and that of Jupiter, the tutelar deity of the city. The temple dedicated
to Fortune,"”! the only one remaining in the city, was overturned by the Christians after his accession;
and on hearing of the deed, he hated the entire city intensely and could scarce endure it. He also
blamed the pagans, who were few in number, but who ought, he said, to have hastened to the temple,
and, if necessary, to have suffered cheerfully for Fortune. He caused all possessions and money
belonging to the churches of the city and suburbs of Casarea to be rigorously sought out and carried
away; about three hundred pounds of gold, obtained from this source, were conveyed to the public
treasury. He also commanded that all the clergy should be enrolled among the troops under the
governor of the province, which is accounted the most arduous and least honorable service among

the Romans.

He ordered the Christian populace to be numbered, women and children inclusive, and imposed
taxes upon them as onerous as those to which villages are subjected.

He further threatened that, unless their temples were speedily re-erected, his wrath would not
be appeased, but would be visited on the city, until none of the Galileans remained in existence;
for this was the name which, in derision, he was wont to give to the Christians. There is no doubt
but that his menaces would have been fully executed had not death quickly intervened.

It was not from any feeling of compassion towards the Christians that he treated them at first
with greater humanity than had been evinced by former persecutors, but because he had discovered
that paganism had derived no advantage from their tortures, while Christianity had been especially
increased, and had become more honored by the fortitude of those who died in defense of the faith.

It was simply from envy of their glory, that instead of employing fire and the sword against
them, and maltreating their bodies like former persecutors, and instead of casting them into the sea,
or burying them alive in order to compel them to a change of sentiment, he had recourse to argument
and persuasion, and sought by these means to reduce them to paganism; he expected to gain his
ends more easily by abandoning all violent measures, and by the manifestation of unexpected
benevolence. It is said that on one occasion, when he was sacrificing in the temple of Fortune at
Constantinople, Maris,"*”> bishop of Chalcedon, presented himself before him, and publicly rebuked
him as an irreligous man, an atheist, and an apostate. Julian had nothing in return to reproach him
with except his blindness, for his sight was impaired by old age, and he was led by a child. According
to his usual custom of uttering blasphemies against Christ, Julian afterward added in derision, “The

130 Am. Marcel. in quotation above; and Philost. ix. 12, who says that the original name of Cesarea was Mazaca, from
Mosoch, afterwards changed into Mazaca by inflection.

1371 To Tuxeiov was the Byzantine term for the temple of the city genius. This one is mentioned by Greg. Naz. Or. cont.
Julianum, i. 92, as TOxn; similarly in Or. xviii. 34.

1372 Concerning this Maris, see Soc. iii. 12.
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Galilean, thy God, will not cure thee.” Maris replied, ‘I thank God for my blindness, since it prevents
me from beholding one who has fallen away from our religion.” Julian passed on without giving a
reply, for he considered that paganism would be more advanced by a personal and unexpected
exhibition of patience and mildness towards Christians.

Chapter V.—Julian restores Liberty to the Christians, in order to execute Further Troubles in the
Church. The Evil Treatment of Christians he devised.

It was from these motives that Julian recalled from exile'*”* all Christians who, during the reign
of Constantius, had been banished on account of their religious sentiments, and restored to them
their property that had been confiscated by law. He charged the people not to commit any act of
injustice against the Christians, not to insult them, and not to constrain them to offer sacrifice
unwillingly. He commanded that if they should of their own accord desire to draw near the altars,
they were first to appease the wrath of the demons, whom the pagans regard as capable of averting
evil, and to purify themselves by the customary course of expiations. He deprived the clergy,
however, of the immunities, honors, and provisions which Constantine had conferred;"* repealed
the laws which had been enacted in their favor, and reinforced their statute liabilities. He even
compelled the virgins and widows, who, on account of their poverty, were reckoned among the
clergy, to refund the provision which had been assigned them from public sources. For when
Constantine adjusted the temporal concerns of the Church, he devoted a sufficient portion of the
taxes raised upon every city, to the support of the clergy everywhere; and to ensure the stability of
this arrangement he enacted a law which has continued in force from the death of Julian to the
present day. They say these transactions were very cruel and rigorous, as appears by the receipts
given by the receivers of the money to those from whom it had been extorted, and which were

AN designed to show that the property received in accordance with the law of Constantine had been
330 refunded.

Nothing, however, could diminish the enmity of the ruler against religion. In the intensity of
his hatred against the faith, he seized every opportunity to ruin the Church. He deprived it of its
property, votives, and sacred vessels, and condemned those who had demolished temples during
the reign of Constantine and Constantius, to rebuild them, or to defray the expenses of their
re-erection. On this ground, since they were unable to pay the sums and also on account of the
inquisition for sacred money, many of the priests, clergy, and the other Christians were cruelly
tortured and cast into prison.

It may be concluded from what has been said, that if Julian shed less blood than preceding
persecutors of the Church, and that if he devised fewer punishments for the torture of the body, yet

1373 Soc. iii. 11; Philost. vi. 7, vii. 4.

1374 Eus. V. C.ii. 30-42.
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that he was severer in other respects; for he appears as inflicting evil upon it in every way, except
that he recalled the priests who had been condemned to banishment by the Emperor Constantius;
but it is said he issued this order in their behalf, not out of mercy, but that through contention among
themselves, the churches might be involved in fraternal strife, and might fail of her own rights, or
because he wanted to asperse Constantius; for he supposed that he could render the dead monarch
odious to almost all his subjects, by favoring the pagans who were of the same sentiments as himself,
and by showing compassion to those who had suffered for Christ, as having been treated unjustly.
He expelled the eunuchs from the palaces, because the late emperor had been well affected towards
them. He condemned Eusebius, the governor of the imperial court, to death, from a suspicion he
entertained that it was at his suggestion that Gallus his brother had been slain. He recalled Aétius,
the leader of the Eunomian heresy,"*” from the region whither Constantius had banished him, who
had been otherwise suspected on account of his intimacy with Gallus; and to him Julian sent letters
full of benignity, and furnished him with public conveyances. For a similar reason he condemned
Eleusius, bishop of Cyzicus, under the heaviest penalty, to rebuild, within two months, and at his
own expense, a church belonging to the Novatians which he had destroyed under Constantius.
Many other things might be found which he did from hatred to his predecessor, either himself
effecting these or permitting others to accomplish them.

Chapter VI.— Athanasius, after having been Seven Years concealed in the House of a Wise and
Beautiful Virgin, reappears at that time in Public, and enters the Church of Alexandria.

At this period, Athanasius, who had long remained in concealment, having heard of the death
of Constantius, appeared by night in the church at Alexandria.*’® His unexpected appearance excited
the greatest astonishment. He had escaped falling into the hands of the governor of Egypt, who, at
the command of the emperor, and at the request of the friends of George, had formed plans to arrest
him, as before stated, and had concealed himself in the house of a holy virgin in Alexandria. It is
said that she was endowed with such extraordinary beauty, that those who beheld her regarded her
as a phenomenon of nature; and that men who possessed continence and prudence, kept aloof from
her in order that no blame might be attached to them by the suspicious. She was in the very flower
of youth and was exceedingly modest and prudent, qualities which are wont alone to adorn the
body even to a refinement of beauty when nature may not be helpful with the gift. For it is not true,
as some assert, that “as is the body, so is the soul.” On the contrary, the habit of the body is imaged
forth by the operation of the soul, and any one who is active in any way whatever will appear to
be of that nature as long as he may be thus actively engaged.

1375 Juliani Op. Ep. 31, a letter from him to Aetius.

1376 Pallad. H. 1. 136; cf. Soc. iii. 4; cf. Chronicon preevium to Festal letters, under a.d. 360.
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This is a truth I think admitted by all who have accurately investigated the subject. It is related
that Athanasius sought refuge in the house of this holy virgin by the revelation of God, who designed
to save him in this manner.

When I reflect on the result which ensued, I cannot doubt but that all the events were directed
by God; so that the relatives of Athanasius might not have distress if any one had attempted to
trouble them about him, and had they been compelled to swear. There was nothing to excite suspicion
of a priest being concealed in the house of so lovely a virgin. However, she had the courage to
receive him, and through her prudence preserved his life. She was his most faithful keeper and
assiduous servant; for she washed his feet and brought him food, and she alone served in every
other necessity, which nature demands in her exacting uses; the books he stood in need of she cared
for through the help of others; during the long time in which these services were rendered, none of
the inhabitants of Alexandria knew anything about it.

Chapter VII.— Violent Death and Triumph of George, Bishop of Alexandria. The Result of Certain
AN Occurrences in the Temple of Mithra. Letter of Julian on this Aggravated Circumstance.

= After Athanasius had been preserved in this wise and appeared suddenly in the church, no one

knew whence he came."””” The people of Alexandria, however, rejoiced at his return, and restored
his churches to him.

The Arians, being thus expelled from the churches, were compelled to hold their assemblies in
private houses, and constituted Lucius, in the place of George, as the bishop of their heresy. George
had been already slain; for when the magistrates had announced to the public the decease of
Constantius, and that Julian was sole ruler, the pagans of Alexandria rose up in sedition. They
attacked George with shouts and reproaches as if they would kill him at once. The repellants of
this precipitate attack, then put him in prison; a little while after they rushed, early in the morning,
to the prison, killed him, flung the corpse upon a camel, and after exposing it to every insult during
the day, burnt it at nightfall. I am not ignorant that the Arian heretics assert that George received
this cruel treatment from the followers of Athanasius; but it seems to me more probable that the
perpetrators of these deeds were the pagans; for they had more cause than any other body of men
to hate him, especially on account of the insults be offered their images and their temples; and
having, moreover, prohibited them from sacrificing, or performing the ancestral rites. Besides, the
influence he had acquired in the palaces intensified the hatred towards him; and as the people are
wont to feel towards those in power, they regarded him as unendurable.

1377 Soc. iii. 2—4. Cf. Philost. vii. 2; Am. Marcel. xxii. 11.3-11; Athan. Ep. ad. Episc.7; Hist. Arian. 51,72,75, etc.; Juliani
Op.Epp.8,9,10,36,45,55.
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A calamity had also taken place at a spot called Mithrium; it was originally a desert, and
Constantius had bestowed it on the church of Alexandria. While George was clearing the ground,
in order to erect a house of prayer, an adytum was discovered. In it were found idols and certain
instruments for initiation or perfection which seemed ludicrous and strange to the beholders. The
Christians caused them to be publicly exhibited, and made a procession in order to nettle the pagans;
but the pagans gathered a multitude together, and rushed upon and attacked the Christians, after
arming themselves with swords, stones, and whatever weapon came first to hand. They slew many
of the Christians, and, in derision of their religion, crucified others, and they left many wounded.

This led to the abandonment of the work that had been commenced by the Christians, while
the pagans murdered George as soon as they had heard of the accession of Julian to the empire.
This fact is admitted by that emperor himself, which he would not have confessed unless he had
been forced by the truth; for he would rather, I think, have had the Christians, whoever they were,
than the pagans to be the murderers of George; but it could not be concealed. It is apparent in the
letter which he wrote on the subject to the inhabitants of Alexandria,*’® wherein he expresses severe
opinions. In this epistle he only censures and passes over the punishment; for he said that he feared
Serapis, their tutelary divinity, and Alexander their founder, and Julian, his own uncle, who formerly
was governor of Egypt and of Alexandria. This latter was so favorable to paganism and hated
Christianity so exceedingly, that contrary to the wishes of the emperor, he persecuted the Christians
unto death.

Chapter VIII.— Concerning Theodore, the Keeper of the Sacred Vessels of Antioch. How Julian,
the Uncle of the Traitor, on Account of these Vessels, falls a Prey to Worms.

It is said that when Julian, the uncle of the emperor,*”” was intent upon removing the votive
gifts of the church of Antioch, which were many and costly, and placing them in the imperial
treasury, and also closing the places of prayer, all the clergy fled. One presbyter, by name
Theodoritus, alone did not leave the city; Julian seized him, as the keeper of the treasures, and as
capable of giving information concerning them, and maltreated him terribly; finally he ordered him
to be slain with the sword, after he had responded bravely under every torture and had been well
approved by his doctrinal confessions. When Julian had made a booty of the sacred vessels, he
flung them upon the ground and began to mock; after blaspheming Christ as much as he wished,
he sat upon the vessels and augmented his insulting acts. Immediately his genitals and rectum were
corrupted; their flesh became putrescent, and was changed into worms. The disease was beyond
the skill of the physicians. However, from reverence and fear for the emperor, they resorted to
experiments with all manner of drugs, and the most costly and the fattest birds were slain, and their

138 Text given by Soc. iii. 3; cf. Juliani Op. Ep. 10.

139 Philost. vii. 10, variations; Theodoret, iii. 12, 13. Cf. Am. Marcel. xxiii. 1. 4-6.
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fat was applied to the corrupted parts, in the hope that the worms might be thereby attracted to the
surface, but this was of no effect; for being deep buried, they crept into the living flesh, and did

AN not cease their gnawing until they put an end to his life. It seemed that this calamity was an infliction
232 of Divine wrath, because the keeper of the imperial treasures, and other of the chief officers of the
court who had made sport of the Church, died in an extraordinary and dreadful manner,"”* as if

condemned by Divine wrath.

Chapter IX.—Martyrdom of the Saints Eusebius, Nestabus, and Zeno in the City of Gaza.

As I have advanced thus far in my history, and have given an account of the death of George
and of Theodoritus, I deem it right to relate some particulars concerning the death of the three
brethren, Eusebius, Nestabus, and Zeno."*®' The inhabitants of Gaza, being inflamed with rage
against them, dragged them from their house, in which they had concealed themselves and cast
them into prison, and beat them. They then assembled in the theater, and cried out loudly against
them, declaring that they had committed sacrilege in their temple, and had used the past opportunity
for the injury and insult of paganism. By these shouts and by instigating one another to the murder
of the brethren, they were filled with fury; and when they had been mutually incited, as a crowd in
revolt is wont to do, they rushed to the prison. They handled the men very cruelly; sometimes with
the face and sometimes with the back upon the ground, the victims were dragged along, and were
dashed to pieces by the pavement. I have been told that even women quitted their distaffs and
pierced them with the weaving-spindles, and that the cooks in the markets snatched from their
stands the boiling pots foaming with hot water and poured it over the victims, or perforated them
with spits. When they had torn the flesh from them and crushed in their skulls, so that the brain ran
out on the ground, their bodies were dragged out of the city and flung on the spot generally used
as a receptacle for the carcasses of beasts; then a large fire was lighted, and they burned the bodies;
the remnant of the bones not consumed by the fire was mixed with those of camels and asses, that
they might not be found easily. But they were not long concealed; for a Christian woman, who was
an inhabitant, though not a native of Gaza, collected the bones at night by the direction of God.
She put them in an earthen pot and gave them to Zeno, their cousin, to keep, for thus God had
informed her in a dream, and also had indicated to the woman where the man lived: and before she
saw him, he was shown to her, for she was previously unacquainted with Zeno; and when the
persecution had been agitated recently he remained concealed. He was within a little of being seized
by the people of Gaza and being put to death; but he had effected his escape while the people were
occupied in the murder of his cousins, and had fled to Anthedon, a maritime city, about twenty

130 Felix and Elpidius, officials whom Philost. and Theodoret assert to have been punished.

1331 Soz. alone reports this, probably from local martyrology or from Bishop Zeno.
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stadia from Gaza and similarly favorable to paganism and devoted to idolatry. When the inhabitants
of this city discovered that he was a Christian, they beat him terribly on the back with rods and
drove him out of the city. He then fled to the harbor of Gaza and concealed himself; and here the
woman found him and gave him the remains. He kept them carefully in his house until the reign
of Theodosius, when he was ordained bishop; and he erected a house of prayer beyond the walls
of the city, placed an altar there, and deposited the bones of the martyrs near those of Nestor, the
Confessor. Nestor had been on terms of intimacy with his cousins, and was seized with them by
the people of Gaza, imprisoned, and scourged. But those who dragged him through the city were
affected by his personal beauty; and, struck with compassion, they cast him, before he was quite
dead, out of the city. Some persons found him, and carried him to the house of Zeno, where he
expired during the dressing of his cuts and wounds. When the inhabitants of Gaza began to reflect
on the enormity of their crime, they trembled lest the emperor should take vengeance on them.

It was reported that the emperor was filled with indignation, and had determined upon punishing
the decuria; but this report was false, and had no foundation save in the fears and self-accusations
of the criminals. Julian, far from evincing as much anger against them as he had manifested against
the Alexandrians on the murder of George, did not even write to rebuke the people of Gaza. On
the contrary, he deposed the governor of the province, and held him as a suspect, and represented
that clemency alone prevented his being put to death. The crime imputed to him was, that of having
arrested some of the inhabitants of Gaza, who were reported to have begun the sedition and murders,
and of having imprisoned them until judgment could be passed upon them in accordance with the
laws. “For what right had he,” asked the emperor, “to arrest the citizens merely for retaliating on
a few Galileans the injuries that had been inflicted on them and their gods?” This, it is said, was
the fact in the case.

AN Chapter X.— Concerning St. Hilarion and the Virgins in Heliopolis who were destroyed by Swine.
333 Strange Martyrdom of Mark, Bishop of Arethusa.

At the same period the inhabitants of Gaza sought for the monk Hilarion; but he had fled to
Sicily."** Here he employed himself in collecting wood in the deserts and on the mountains, which
he carried on his shoulders for sale in the cities, and, by these means, obtained sufficient food for
the support of the body. But as he was at length recognized by a man of quality whom he had
dispossessed of a demon, he retired to Dalmatia, where, by the power of God, he performed numerous
miracles, and through prayer, repressed an inundation of the sea and restored the waves to their
proper bounds, and again departed, for it was no joy to him to live among those who praised him;
but when he changed his place of abode, he was desirous of being unobserved and by frequent

132 Hieron. Vita Hilarionis (divergent on some points).
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migrations to be rid of the fame which prevailed about him. Eventually he sailed for the island of
Cyprus, but touched at Paphos, and, at the entreaty of the bishop of Cyprus, he loved the life there
and practiced philosophy at a place called Charburis.

Here he only escaped martyrdom by flight; for he fled in compliance with the Divine precept
which commands us not to expose ourselves to persecution; but that if we fall into the hands of
persecutors, to overcome by our own fortitude the violence of our oppressors.

The inhabitants of Gaza and of Alexandria were not the only citizens who exercised such
atrocities against the Christians as those I have described. The inhabitants of Heliopolis, near Mount
Libanus, and of Arethusa in Syria, seem to have surpassed them in excess of cruelty.”® The former
were guilty of an act of barbarity which could scarcely be credited, had it not been corroborated
by the testimony of those who witnessed it. They stripped the holy virgins, who had never been
looked upon by the multitude, of their garments, and exposed them in a state of nudity as a public
spectacle and objects of insult. After numerous other inflictions they at last shaved them, ripped
them open, and concealed in their viscera the food usually given to pigs; and since the swine could
not distinguish, but were impelled by the need of their customary food, they also tore in pieces the
human flesh.

I am convinced that the citizens of Heliopolis perpetrated this barbarity against the holy virgins
on account of the prohibition of the ancient custom of yielding up virgins to prostitution with any
chance comer before being united in marriage to their betrothed. This custom was prohibited by a
law enacted by Constantine, after he had destroyed the temple of Venus at Heliopolis, and erected
a church upon its ruins."*

Mark, bishop of Arethusa,'”® an old man and venerable for his gray hairs and life, was put to
a very cruel death by the inhabitants of that city, who had long entertained inimical feelings against
him, because, during the reign of Constantine, he had more spiritedly than persuasively elevated
the pagans to Christianity, and had demolished a most sacred and magnificent temple. On the
accession of Julian he saw that the people were excited against the bishop; an edict was issued
commanding the bishop either to defray the expenses of its re-erection, or to rebuild the temple.
Reflecting that the one was impossible and the other unlawful for a Christian and still less for a
priest, he at first fled from the city. On hearing, however, that many were suffering on his account,
that some were dragged before the tribunals and others tortured, he returned, and offered to suffer
whatever the multitude might choose to inflict upon him. The entire people, instead of admiring
him the more as having manifested a deed befitting a philosopher, conceived that he was actuated
by contempt towards them, and rushed upon him, dragged him through the streets, pressing and
plucking and beating whatever member each one happened upon. People of each sex and of all

133 Greg. Naz. Or. cont. Julianum, i. 86, 87.
1384 Eus. V. C.iii. 58.
1385 Greg. Naz. Or. cont. Julianum, i. 88-90.
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ages joined with alacrity and fury in this atrocious proceeding. His ears were severed by fine ropes;
the boys who frequented the schools made game of him by tossing him aloft and rolling him over
and over, sending him forward, catching him up, and unsparingly piercing him with their styles.
When his whole body was covered with wounds, and he nevertheless was still breathing, they
anointed him with honey and a certain mixture, and placing him in a fish-basket made of woven
rushes, raised him up on an eminence. It is said that while he was in this position, and the wasps
and bees lit upon him and consumed his flesh, he told the inhabitants of Arethusa that he was raised
up above them, and could look down upon them below him, and that this reminded him of the
difference that would exist between them in the life to come. It is also related that the prefect'**
who, although a pagan, was of such noble conduct that his memory is still honored in that country,
admired the self-control of Mark, and boldly uttered reproaches against the emperor for allowing
himself to be vanquished by an old man, who was exposed to innumerable tortures; and he added
AN that such proceedings reflected ridicule on the emperor, while the names of the persecuted were at
334 the same time rendered illustrious. Thus did the blessed one'**” endure all the torments inflicted
upon him by the inhabitants of Arethusa with such unshaken fortitude that even the pagans praised

him.

Chapter XI.—Concerning Macedonius, Theodulus, Gratian, Busiris, Basil, and Eupsychius, who
suffered Martyrdom in those Times.

About the same period, Macedonius, Theodulus, and Tatian, who were Phrygians by birth,
courageously endured martyrdom."*® A temple of Misos, a city of Phrygia, having been reopened
by the governor of the province, after it had been closed many years, these martyrs entered therein
by night, and destroyed the images. As other individuals were arrested, and were on the point of
being punished for the deed, they avowed themselves the actors in the transaction. They might have
escaped all further punishment by offering sacrifices to idols; but the governor could not persuade
them to accept acquittal on these terms. His persuasions being ineffectual, he maltreated them in
a variety of forms, and finally extended them on a gridiron, beneath which a fire had been lighted.
While they were being consumed, they said to the governor, “Amachus (for that was his name),
“if you desire cooked flesh, give orders that our bodies may be turned with the other side to the
fire, in order that we may not seem, to your taste, half cooked.” Thus did these men nobly endure
and lay down their life amid the punishments.

13% He means Sallustius, who was at this time prafectus pratorio Orientis, to be distinguished from another Sallustius, who
was prefectus pratorio Galliz.
1387 Most likely this was the same Mark, bishop of Arethusa, mentioned in iii. 10; iv. 6, 12, 16, 22.

138 For the Phrygians, Soc. iii. 15.
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It is said that Busiris also obtained renown at Ancyra, a city of Galatia, by his brilliant and most
manly confession of religion. He belonged to the heresy denominated Eucratites; the governor of
the province apprehended and designed to maltreat him for ridiculing the pagans. He led him forth
publicly to the torture chamber and commanded that he should be elevated. Busiris raised both
hands to his head so as to leave his sides exposed, and told the governor that it would be useless
for the executioners to lift him up to the instrument of torture and afterwards to lower him, as he
was ready without this to yield to the tortures as much as might be desired. The governor was
surprised at this proposition; but his astonishment was increased by what followed, for Busiris
remained firm, holding up both hands and receiving the blows while his sides were being torn with
hooks, according to the governor’s direction. Immediately afterwards, Busiris was consigned to
prison, but was released not long subsequently, on the announcement of the death of Julian. He
lived till the reign of Theodosius, renounced his former heresy, and joined the Catholic Church.

It is said that about this period, Basil,"* presbyter of the church of Ancyra, and Eupsychius,'*°
a noble of Casarea in Cappadocia, who had but just taken to himself a wife and was still a
bridegroom, terminated their lives by martyrdom. I believe that Eupsychius was condemned in
consequence of the demolition of the temple of Fortune, which, as I have already stated, excited
the anger of the emperor against all the inhabitants of Casarea. Indeed, all the actors in this
transaction were condemned, some to death, and others to banishment. Basil had long manifested
great zeal in defense of the faith, and had opposed the Arians during the reign of Constantius; hence
the partisans of Eudoxius had prohibited him from holding public assemblies. On the accession of
Julian, however, he traveled hither and thither, publicly and openly exhorting the Christians to
cleave to their own doctrines, and to refrain from defiling themselves with pagan sacrifices and
libations. He urged them to account as nothing the honors which the emperor might bestow upon
them, such honors being but of short duration, and leading to eternal infamy. His zeal had already
rendered him an object of suspicion and of hatred to the pagans, when one day he chanced to pass
by and see them offering sacrifice. He sighed deeply, and uttered a prayer to the effect that no
Christian might be suffered to fall into similar delusion. He was seized on the spot, and conveyed
to the governor of the province. Many tortures were inflicted on him; and in the manly endurance
of this anguish he received the crown of martyrdom.

Even if these cruelties were perpetrated contrary to the will of the emperor, yet they serve to
prove that his reign was signalized by martyrs neither ignoble nor few.

For the sake of clearness, I have related all these occurrences collectively, although the
martyrdoms really occurred at different periods.

139 Independent with Soz.

130 Basil, M. Ep. c.; Greg. Naz. Ep. lviii.
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Chapter XII.—Concerning Lucifer and Eusebius, Bishops of the West. Eusebius with Athanasius
the Great and Other Bishops collect a Council at Alexandria, and confirm the Nicene Faith by
defining the Consubstantiality of the Spirit with the Father and the Son. Their Decree concerning

AN Substance and Hypostasis.

= After the return of Athanasius, Lucifer, bishop of Cagliari in Sardinia, and Eusebius, bishop of

Verecelli, a city of Liguria in Italy, returned from the upper Thebais."**' They had been condemned
by Constantius to perpetual exile in that country. For the regulation and general systematizing of
ecclesiastical affairs, Eusebius came to Alexandria, and there, in concert with Athanasius, to hold
a council for the purpose of confirming the Nicene doctrines.

Lucifer sent a deacon with Eusebius to take his place in the council, and went himself to Antioch,
to visit the church there in its disturbances.

A schism had been excited by the Arians then under the guidance of Euzoius, and by the
followers of Meletius, who, as I have above stated, were at variance even with those who held the
same opinions as themselves. As Meletius had not then returned from exile, Lucifer ordained
Paulinus bishop.'**

In the meantime, the bishops of many cities had assembled in Alexandria with Athanasius and
Eusebius, and had confirmed the Nicene doctrines. They confessed that the Holy Ghost is of the
same substance as the Father and the Son, and they made use of the term “Trinity.”

They declared that the human nature assumed by God the Word is to be regarded as consisting
of not a perfect body only, but also of a perfect soul, even as was taught by the ancient Church
philosophers. As the Church had been agitated by questions concerning the terms “substance” and
“hypostasis,” and the contentions and disputes about these words had been frequent, they decreed,
and, as I think, wisely, that these terms should not henceforth at the beginning be used in reference
to God, except in refutation of the Sabellian tenet; lest from the paucity of terms, one and the same
thing might appear to be called by three names; but that one might understand each by its peculiar
term in a threefold way.

These were the decrees passed by the bishops convened at Alexandria. Athanasius read in the
council the document about his flight which he had written in order to justify himself.'**?

Chapter XIII.— Concerning Paulinus and Meletius, Chief-Priests of Antioch; how Eusebius and
Lucifer antagonized One Another,; Eusebius and Hilarius defend the Nicene Faith.

191 Athan. Hist. Arian. 33; Apol. de fuga sua, 4. The whole of the Tomus ad Antioch.; Soc. iii. 5-8; Ruf. H. E.i. 27-30;
Theodoret, H. E. iii. 4, 5.

32 Soc. iii. 6.

1393 Soc. gives a considerable extract, iii. 8, from Athan. Apol. de fuga sua.
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On the termination of the council, Eusebius repaired to Antioch and found dissension prevailing
among the people."** Those who were attached to Meletius would not join Paulinus, but held their
assemblies apart. Eusebius was much grieved at the state of affairs; for the ordination ought not to
have taken place without the unanimous consent of the people; yet, from respect towards Lucifer,
he did not openly express his dissatisfaction.

He refused to hold communion with either party, but promised to redress their respective
grievances by means of a council. While he was thus striving to restore concord and unanimity,
Meletius returned from exile, and, finding that those who held his sentiments had seceded from the
other party, he held meetings with them beyond the walls of the city. Paulinus, in the meantime,
assembled his own party within the city; for his mildness, his virtuous life, and his advanced age
had so far won the respect of Euzoius, the Arian president, that, instead of being expelled from the
city, a church had been assigned him for his own use. Eusebius, on finding all his endeavors for
the restoration of concord frustrated, quitted Antioch. Lucifer fancied himself injured by him,
because he had refused to approve the ordination of Paulinus; and, in displeasure, seceded from
communion with him. As if purely from the desire of contention, Lucifer then began to cast
aspersions on the enactments of the council of Alexandria; and in this way he seems to have
originated the heresy which has been called after him, Luciferian.

Those who espoused his cause seceded from the church; but, although he was deeply chagrined
at the aspect affairs had taken, yet, because he had deputed a deacon to accompany Eusebius in
lieu of himself, he yielded to the decrees of the council of Alexandria, and conformed to the doctrines
of the Catholic Church. About this period he repaired to Sardinia.

In the meantime Eusebius traversed the Eastern provinces, restored those who had declined
from the faith, and taught them what it was necessary to believe. After passing through Illyria, he
went to Italy, and there he met with Hilarius, bishop of Poictiers”® in Aquitania. Hilarius had
returned from exile before Eusebius, and had taught the Italians and the Gauls what doctrines they
had to receive, and what to reject; he expressed himself with great eloquence in the Latin tongue,
and wrote many admirable works, it is said, in refutation of the Arian dogmas. Thus did Hilarius

AN and Eusebius maintain the doctrines of the Nicaan council in the regions of the West.

336

Chapter XIV.—The Partisans of Macedonius disputed with the Arians concerning Acacius.

At this period the adherents of Macedonius, among whom were Eleusius, Eustathius, and
Sophronius, who now began openly to be called Macedonians, as constituting a distinct sect, adopted
the bold measure on the death of Constantius, of calling together those of their own sentiments who

3% Ruf. H. E.i. 30, 31; Soc. iii. 9, 10. Cf. Theodoret, H. E. iii. 4, 5; Sulp. Sev. H. S.ii. 45.

13%5 Soc. iii. 10, who says his source is Sabinus, £v Tfj suvaywyfj TO®V cLVOSIKGV.
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had been convened at Seleucia, and of holding several councils. They condemned the partisans of
Acacius and the faith which had been established at Ariminum, and confirmed the doctrines which
had been set forth at Antioch, and afterwards approved at Seleucia.

When interrogated as to the cause of their dispute with the partisans of Acacius, with whom,
as being of the same sentiments as themselves they had formerly held communion, they replied by
the mouth of Sophronius,"** a bishop of Paphlagonia, that while the Christians in the West maintained
the use of the term “consubstantial,” the followers of Aé&tius in the East upheld the dogma of
dissimilarity as to substance; and that the former party irregularly wove together into a unity the
distinct persons of the Father and of the Son, by their use of the term “consubstantial,” and that the
latter party represented too great a difference as existing in the relationship between the nature of
the Father and of the Son; but that they themselves preserved the mean between the two extremes,
and avoided both errors, by religiously maintaining that in hypostasis, the Son is like unto the
Father. It was by such representations as these that the Macedonians vindicated themselves from
blame.

Chapter XV.—Athanasius is again Banished; concerning Eleusius, Bishop of Cyzicus, and Titus,
Bishop of Bostra; Mention of the Ancestors of the Author.

The emperor,"*” on being informed that Athanasius held meetings in the church of Alexandria,
and taught the people boldly, and converted many pagans to Christianity, commanded him, under
the severest penalties, to depart from Alexandria.””® The pretext made use of for enforcing this
edict, was that Athanasius, after having been banished by Constantius, had reassumed his episcopal
see without the sanction of the reigning emperor; for Julian declared that he had never contemplated
restoring the bishops who had been exiled by Constantius to their ecclesiastical functions, but only
to their native land. On the announcement of the command enjoining his immediate departure,
Athanasius said to the Christian multitudes who stood weeping around him, “Be of good courage;
it is but a cloud which will speedily be dispersed.” After these words he bade farewell; he then
committed the care of the church to the most zealous of his friends and quitted Alexandria.

About the same period, the inhabitants of Cyzicus sent an embassy to the emperor to lay before
him some of their private affairs, and particularly to entreat the restoration of the pagan temples.
He applauded their forethought, and promised to grant all their requests. He expelled Eleusius, the
bishop of their city, because he had destroyed some temples, and desecrated the sacred areas with

13% Soc. iii. 10, gives a direct extract; Soz. leaves out some words purposely.
1397 Soc.iii. 13, 14; Ruf. H. E. i. 32-34; all remotely; much new material in this chapter. Cf. Theodoret, H. E. iii. 9; Athan.
Ep. Heort.,under 363.

1398 The edict of Julian, in Juliani Op. Ep. xxvi.
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contumely, provided houses for the support of widows, erected buildings for holy virgins, and
induced pagans to abandon their ancestral rites.

The emperor prohibited some foreign Christians, who had accompanied him, from entering the
city of Cyzicus, from the apprehension, it appears, that they would, in conjunction with the Christians
within the city, excite a sedition on account of religion. There were many persons gathered with
them who also held like religious views with the Christians of the city, and who were engaged in
woolen manufactures for the state, and were coiners of money. They were numerous, and were
divided into two populous classes; they had received permission from preceding emperors to dwell,
with their wives and possessions, in Cyzicus, provided that they annually handed over to the public
treasury a supply of clothes for the soldiery and of newly coined money.

Although Julian was anxious to advance paganism by every means, yet he deemed it the height
of imprudence to employ force or vengeance against those who refused to sacrifice. Besides, there
were so many Christians in every city that it would have been no easy task for the rulers even to
number them. He did not even forbid them to assemble together for worship, as he was aware that
when freedom of the will is called into question, constraint is utterly useless. He expelled the clergy
and presidents of the churches from all the cities, in order to put an end to these assemblies, saying
truly that by their absence the gatherings of the people would be effectually dissolved, if indeed

TN there were none to convene the churches, and none to teach or to dispense the mysteries, religion

337 itself would, in the course of time, fall into oblivion. The pretext which he advanced for these

proceedings was, that the clergy were the leaders of sedition among the people. Under this plea,
he expelled Eleusius and his friends from Cyzicus, although there was not even a symptom nor
expectation of sedition in that city. He also publicly called upon the citizens of Bostra'*” to expel
Titus, their bishop. It appears that the emperor had threatened to impeach Titus and the other clergy
as the authors of any sedition that might arise among the people, and that Titus had thereupon
written stating to him that although the Christians were near the pagans in number, yet that, in
accordance with his exhortations, they were disposed to remain quiet, and were not likely to rise
up in sedition. Julian, with the view of not exciting the enmity of the inhabitants of Bostra against
Titus, represented, in a letter which he addressed to them, that their bishop had advanced a calumny
against them, by stating that it was in accordance with his exhortations rather than with their own
inclination that they refrained from sedition; and Julian exhorted them to expel him from their city
as a public enemy.

It appears that the Christians were subjected to similar injustice in other places; sometimes by
the command of the emperor, and sometimes by the wrath and impetuosity of the populace. The
blame of these transactions may be justly imputed to the ruler; for he did not bring under the force
of law the transgressors of law, but out of his hatred to the Christian religion, he only visited the
perpetrators of such deeds with verbal rebukes, while, by his actions, he urged them on in the same
course. Hence although not absolutely persecuted by the emperor, the Christians were obliged to

139 Juliani Op. Ep. lii. Julianus Bostrenis.
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flee from city to city and village to village. My grandfather and many of my ancestors were
compelled to flee in this manner. My grandfather was of pagan parentage; and, with his own family
and that of Alaphion, had been the first to embrace Christianity in Bethelia, a populous town near
Gaza, in which there are temples highly reverenced by the people of the country, on account of
their antiquity and structural excellence. The most celebrated of these temples is the Pantheon, built
on an artificial eminence commanding a view of the whole town. The conjecture is that the place
received its name from the temple, that the original name given to this temple was in the Syriac
language, and that this name was afterwards rendered into Greek and expressed by a word which
signifies that the temple is the residence of all the gods.

It is said that the above-mentioned families were converted through the instrumentality of the
monk Hilarion. Alaphion, it appears, was possessed of a devil; and neither the pagans nor the Jews
could, by any incantations and enchantments, deliver him from this affliction; but Hilarion, by
simply calling on the name of Christ, expelled the demon, and Alaphion, with his whole family,
immediately embraced Christianity.

My grandfather was endowed with great natural ability, which he applied with success to the
explanation of the Sacred Scriptures; he had made some attainments in general knowledge, and
was not ignorant of arithmetic. He was much beloved by the Christians of Ascalon, of Gaza, and
of the surrounding country; and was regarded as necessary to religion, on account of his gift in
expounding the doubtful points of Scripture. No one can speak in adequate terms of the virtues of
the other'*® family. The first churches and monasteries erected in that country were founded by
members of this family and supported by their power and beneficence towards strangers and the
needy. Some good men belonging to this family have flourished even in our own days; and in my
youth I saw some of them, but they were then very aged. I shall have occasion to say more concerning
them in the course of my history.'*"!

Chapter XVI.—Efforts of Julian to establish Paganism and to abolish our Usages. The Epistle
which he sent to the Pagan High-Priests.

The emperor'*

was deeply grieved at finding that all his efforts to secure the predominance of
paganism were utterly ineffectual, and at seeing Christianity excelling in repute; for although the
gates of the temples were kept open, although sacrifices were offered, and the observance of ancient
festivals restored in all the cities, yet he was far from being satisfied; for he could plainly foresee

that, on the withdrawal of his influence, a change in the whole aspect of affairs would speedily take

140 He probably means that of Alaphion.
1401 He means Salamines, Phuscon, Malachion, and Crispion, whom he mentions below, vi. 32.
142 Independent with Soz.
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place. He was particularly chagrined on discovering that the wives, children, and servants of many

of the pagan priests had been converted to Christianity. On reflecting that one main support of the
Christian religion was the life and behavior of its professors, he determined to introduce into the
pagan temples the order and discipline of Christianity, to institute various orders and degrees of

AN ministry, to appoint teachers and readers to give instruction in pagan doctrines and exhortations,
338 and to command that prayers should be offered on certain days at stated hours. He moreover resolved
to found monasteries for the accommodation of men and women who desired to live in philosophical
retirement, as likewise hospitals for the relief of strangers and of the poor and for other
philanthropical purposes. He wished to introduce among the pagans the Christian system of penance

for voluntary and involuntary transgressions; but the point of ecclesiastical discipline which he
chiefly admired, and desired to establish among the pagans, was the custom among the bishops to

give letters of recommendation to those who traveled to foreign lands, wherein they commended

them to the hospitality and kindness of other bishops, in all places, and under all contingencies. In

this way did Julian strive to ingraft the customs of Christianity upon paganism. But if what I have
stated appears to be incredible, I need not go far in search of proofs to corroborate my assertions;

for I can produce a letter written by the emperor himself on the subject. He writes as follows: 4%

“To Arsacius, High-Priest of Galatia. Paganism has not yet reached the degree of prosperity
that might be desired, owing to the conduct of its votaries. The worship of the gods, however, is
conducted on the grandest and most magnificent scale, so far exceeding our very prayer and hope;
let our Adrastea be propitious to these words, for no one could have dared to look for so extensive
and so surprising a change as that which we have witnessed within a very short space of time. But
are we to rest satisfied with what has been already effected? Ought we not rather to consider that
the progress of Atheism has been principally owing to the humanity evinced by Christians towards
strangers, to the reverence they have manifested towards the dead, and to the delusive gravity which
they have assumed in their life? It is requisite that each of us should be diligent in the discharge of
duty: I do not refer to you alone, as that would not suffice, but to all the priests of Galatia.

“You must either put them to shame, or try the power of persuasion, or else deprive them of
their sacerdotal offices, if they do not with their wives, their children, and their servants join in the
service of the gods, or if they support the servants, sons, or wives of the Galileans in treating the
gods impiously and in preferring Atheism to piety. Then exhort the priests not to frequent theaters,
not to drink at taverns, and not to engage in any trade, or practice any nefarious art.

“Honor those who yield to your remonstrances, and expel those who disregard them. Establish
hostelries in every city, so that strangers from neighboring and foreign countries may reap the
benefit of our philanthropy, according to their respective need.

1403 Juliani Op. Ep. xlix.
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“I have provided means to meet the necessary expenditure, and have issued directions throughout
the whole of Galatia, that you should be furnished annually with thirty thousand bushels of corn
and sixty thousand measures of wine, of which the fifth part is to be devoted to the support of the
poor who attend upon the priests; and the rest to be distributed among strangers and our own poor.
For, while there are no persons in need among the Jews, and while even the impious Galileans
provide not only for those of their own party who are in want, but also for those who hold with us,
it would indeed be disgraceful if we were to allow our own people to suffer from poverty.

“Teach the pagans to co-operate in this work of benevolence, and let the first-fruits of the pagan
towns be offered to the gods.

“Habituate the pagans to the exercise of this liberality, by showing them how such conduct is

1404

sanctioned by the practice of remote antiquity; for Homer'* represents Eumaus as saying,—

‘My guest! I should offend, treating with scorn
The stranger, though a poorer should arrive
Than even thyself; for all the poor that are,
And all the strangers are the care of Jove.”

“Let us not permit others to excel us in good deeds; let us not dishonor ourselves by violence,
but rather let us be foremost in piety towards the gods. If I hear that you act according to my
directions, I shall be full of joy. Do not often visit the governors at their own houses, but write to
them frequently. When they enter the city, let no priest go to meet them; and let not the priest
accompany them further than the vestibule when they repair to the temple of the gods; neither let
any soldiers march before them on such occasions; but let those follow them who will. For as soon
as they have entered within the sacred bounds, they are but private individuals; for there it is your
duty, as you well know, to preside, according to the divine decree. Those who humbly conform to
this law manifest that they possess true religion; whereas those who contemn it are proud and
vainglorious.

“I am ready to render assistance to the inhabitants of Pessinus, provided that they will propitiate
the mother of the gods; but if they neglect this duty, they will incur my utmost displeasure.

AN ‘I should myself transgress,
339 Receiving here, and giving conduct hence
To one detested by the gods as these.”'*"

“Convince them, therefore, that if they desire my assistance, they must offer up supplications
to the mother of the gods.”

144 Odyss xiv. 56.
1405 Odyss x.74.
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Chapter XVII.—In Order that he might not be thought Tyrannical, Julian proceeds artfully against
the Christians. Abolition of the Sign of the Cross. He makes the Soldiery sacrifice, although
they were Unwilling.

When Julian acted and wrote in the manner aforesaid, he expected that he would by these means
easily induce his subjects to change their religious opinions.'** Although he earnestly desired to
abolish the Christian religion, yet he plainly was ashamed to employ violent measures, lest he
should be accounted tyrannical. He used every means, however, that could possibly be devised to
lead his subjects back to paganism; and he was more especially urgent with the soldiery, whom he
sometimes addressed individually and sometimes through the medium of their officers. To habituate
them in all things to the worship of the gods, he restored the ancient form of the standard of the
Roman armies,'*”” which, as we have already stated, Constantine had, at the command of God,
converted into the sign of the cross. Julian also'**® caused to be painted, in juxtaposition with his
own figure, on the public pictures, a representation either of Jupiter coming out of heaven and
presenting to him the symbols of imperial power, a crown or a purple robe, or else of Mars, or of
Mercury, with their eyes intently fixed upon him, as if to express their admiration of his eloquence
and military skill. He placed the pictures of the gods in juxtaposition with his own, in order that
the people might secretly be led to worship them under the pretext of rendering due honor to him;
he abused ancient usages, and endeavored to conceal his purpose from his subjects. He considered
that if they would yield obedience on this point, they would be the more ready to obey him on every
other occasion; but that if they ventured to refuse obedience, he would have reason to punish them,
as infringers of the Roman customs and offenders against the emperor and the state. There were
but very few (and the law had its course against them) who, seeing through his designs, refused to
render the customary homage to his pictures; but the multitude, through ignorance or simplicity,
conformed as usual to the ancient regulation, and thoughtlessly paid homage to his image. The
emperor derived but little advantage from this artifice; yet he did not cease from his efforts to effect
a change in religion.

The next machination to which he had recourse was less subtle and more violent than the former
one; and the fortitude of many soldiers attached to the court was thereby tested. When the stated
day came round for giving money to the troops,'*” which day generally fell upon the anniversary
of some festival among the Romans, such as that of the birth of the emperor, or the foundation of
some royal city, Julian reflected that soldiers are naturally thoughtless and simple, and disposed to
be covetous of money, and therefore concluded that it would be a favorable opportunity to seduce
them to the worship of the gods. Accordingly, as each soldier approached to receive the money, he

1406 Soc. iii. 13; Ruf. H. E. i. 32; Greg. Naz. cont. Jul. i. 66, 80, 84; Theodoret, H. E. iii. 16, 17.
1407 Greg. Naz. Or. cont. Jul. i. 66.

148 1d .80, 81.

1409 Greg. Naz. Or. cont. Jul. i. 82-84; Theodoret, H. E. iii. 17; the variations.
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was commanded to offer sacrifice, fire and incense having been previously placed for this purpose
near the emperor, according to an ancient Roman custom. Some of the soldiers had the courage to
refuse to offer sacrifice and receive the gold; others were so habituated to the observance of the
law and custom that they conformed to it, without imagining that they were committing sin. Others,
again, deluded by the luster of the gold, or compelled by fear and consideration on account of the
test which was immediately in sight, complied with the pagan rite, and suffered themselves to fall
into the temptation from which they ought to have fled.

It is related that, as some of them who had ignorantly fallen into this sin were seated at table,
and drinking to each other, one among them happened to mention the name of Christ over the cups.
Another of the guests immediately exclaimed: “It is extraordinary that you should call upon Christ,
when, but a short time ago, you denied him for the sake of the emperor’s gift, by throwing incense
into the fire.” On hearing this observation, they all became suddenly conscious of the sin they had
committed; they rose from table and rushed into the public streets, where they screamed and wept
and called upon all men to witness that they were and would remain Christians, and that they had
offered incense unawares, and with the hand alone, and not with the assent of the judgment. They
then presented themselves before the emperor, threw back his gold, and courageously asked him
to take back his own gift, and besought him to put them to death, protesting that they would never
renounce their sentiments, whatever torments might, in consequence of the sin committed by their

AN hand, be inflicted on the other parts of their body for the sake of Christ.
340 Whatever displeasure the emperor might have felt against them, he refrained from slaying them,
lest they should enjoy the honor of martyrdom; he therefore merely deprived them of their military
commission and dismissed them from the palace.

Chapter XVIIL.— He prohibited the Christians from the Markets and from the Judicial Seats and
from Sharing in Greek Education. Resistance of Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian, and
Apolinarius to this Decree. They rapidly translate the Scripture into Greek Modes of Expression.
Apolinarius and Gregory Nazianzen do this more than Basil, the one in a Rhetorical Vein, the
other in Epic Style and in Imitation of every Poet.

Julian entertained the same sentiments as those above described towards all Christians, as he
manifested whenever an opportunity was offered. Those who refused to sacrifice to the gods,
although perfectly blameless in other respects, were deprived of the rights of citizenship,'*'° and of
the privilege of participating in assemblies, and in the forum; and he would not allow them to be
judges or magistrates, or to share in offices.

1410 Juliani Op. Ep. xlii.; Soc. iii. 13.
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He forbade the children of Christians from frequenting the public schools, and from being
instructed in the writings of the Greek poets and authors."*!' He entertained great resentment against
Apolinarius the Syrian, a man of manifold knowledge and philological attainments, against Basil
and Gregory, natives of Cappadocia, the most celebrated orators of the time, and against other
learned and eloquent men, of whom some were attached to the Nicene doctrines, and others to the
dogmas of Arius. His sole motive for excluding the children of Christian parents from instruction
in the learning of the Greeks, was because he considered such studies conducive to the acquisition
of argumentative and persuasive power. Apolinarius, therefore, employed his great learning and
ingenuity in the production of a heroic epic on the antiquities of the Hebrews to the reign of Saul,
as a substitute for the poem of Homer. He divided this work into twenty-four parts, to each of which
he appended the name of one of the letters of the Greek alphabet, according to their number and
order. He also wrote comedies in imitation of Menander, tragedies resembling those of Euripides,
and odes on the model of Pindar. In short, taking themes of the entire circle of knowledge from the
Scriptures, he produced within a very brief space of time, a set of works which in manner, expression,
character, and arrangement are well approved as similar to the Greek literatures and which were
equal in number and in force. Were it not for the extreme partiality with which the productions of
antiquity are regarded, I doubt not but that the writings of Apolinarius would be held in as much
estimation as those of the ancients.'*'

The comprehensiveness of his intellect is more especially to be admired; for he excelled in
every branch of literature, whereas ancient writers were proficient only in one. He wrote a very
remarkable work entitled “The Truth’'*"* against the emperor and the pagan philosophers, in which
he clearly proved, without any appeal to the authority of Scripture, that they were far from having
attained right opinions of God. The emperor, for the purpose of casting ridicule on works of this
nature, wrote to the bishops in the following words: “I have read, I have understood, and I have
condemned.”'*'* To this they sent the following reply, “You have read, but you have not understood;
for, had you understood, you would not have condemned.”

Some have attributed this letter to Basil, the president of the church in Cappadocia, and perhaps
not without reason; but whether dictated by him or by another, it fully displays the magnanimity
and learning of the writer.

1411 Greg. Naz. Or. cont. Jul.i. 101-124; Ruf. H. E. i. 32; Theodoret. H. E. iii. 8.

1412 The question about the nature of Christian culture has Socrates on the side of the humanities, iii. 16, where there is an
extended argument in defense of a return to the study of Greek literature. Sozomen is somewhat on the fence, but inclining
towards the opposite view.

1413 Apolinarius (Apollinaris), bishop of Hierapolis, also wrote a treatise with the same name. See Euseb. H. E. iv. 27, and
Phot. Bibl., Cod. 145.

1414 Ep.77., formerly falsely ascribed to Julian.
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Chapter XIX.— Work written by Julian entitled “Aversion to Beards.” Daphne in Antioch, a Full
Description of it. Translation of the Remains of Babylas, the Holy Martyr.

Julian,'*" having determined upon undertaking a war against Persia, repaired to Antioch in
Syria. The people loudly complained, that, although provisions were very abundant the price affixed
to them was very high. Accordingly, the emperor, from liberality, as I believe, towards the people,
reduced the price of provisions to so low a scale that the vendors fled the city.

A scarcity in consequence ensued, for which the people blamed the emperor; and their resentment
found vent in ridiculing the length of his beard, and the bulls which he had had stamped upon his
coins; and they satirically remarked, that he upset the world in the same way that his priests, when

AN offering sacrifice, threw down the victims.

341 At first his displeasure was excited, and he threatened to punish them and prepared to depart
for Tarsus. Afterwards, however, he suppressed his feelings of indignation, and repaid their ridicule
by words alone; he composed a very elegant work under the title of “Aversion to Beards,” which
he sent to them. He treated the Christians of the city precisely in the same manner as at other places,
and endeavored, as far as possible, to promote the extension of paganism.

I shall here recount some of the details connected with the tomb of Babylas, the martyr, and
certain occurrences which took place about this period in the temple of Apollo at Daphne.

Daphne is a suburb of Antioch, and is planted with cypresses and other trees, beneath which
all kinds of flowers flourish in their season. The branches of these trees are so thick and interlaced
that they may be said to form a roof rather than merely to afford shade, and the rays of the sun can
never pierce through them to the soil beneath. It is made delicious and exceedingly lovely by the
richness and beauty of the waters, the temperateness of the air, and the breath of friendly winds.
The Greeks invent the myth that Daphne, the daughter of the river Ladon, was here changed into
a tree which bears her name, while she was fleeing from Arcadia, to evade the love of Apollo. The
passion of Apollo was not diminished, they say, by this transformation; he made a crown of the
leaves of his beloved and embraced the tree. He afterwards often fixed his residence on this spot,
as being dearer to him than any other place.

Men of grave temperament, however, considered it disgraceful to approach this suburb; for the
position and nature of the place seemed to excite voluptuous feelings; and the substance of the fable
itself being erotic, afforded a measurable impulse and redoubled the passions among corrupt youths.
They, who furnished this myth as an excuse, were greatly inflamed and gave way without constraint
to profligate deeds, incapable of being continent themselves, or of enduring the presence of those
who were continent. Any one who dwelt at Daphne without a mistress was regarded as callous and
ungracious, and was shunned as an abominable and abhorrent thing. The pagans likewise manifested
great reverence for this place on account of a very beautiful statue of the Daphnic Apollo which
stood here, as also a magnificent and costly temple, supposed to have been built by Seleucus, the

1415 Soc.iii. 17, 18; Ruf. H. E. i. 35; Philost. vii. 8; Theodoret, iii. 10; Am. Marcel. xxii. 14. 1-3.
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father of Antiochus, who gave his name to the city of Antioch. Those who attach credit to fables
of this kind believe that a stream flows from the fountain Castalia which confers the power of
predicting the future, and which is similar in its name and powers to the fountain of Delphi. It is
related that Adrian here received intimation of his future greatness, when he was but a private
individual; and that he dipped a leaf of the laurel into the water and found written thereon an account
of his destiny. When he became emperor, it is said, he commanded the fountain to be closed, in
order that no one might be enabled to pry into the knowledge of the future. But I leave this subject
to those who are more accurately acquainted with mythology than I am.

When Gallus, the brother of Julian, had been declared Casar by Constantius, and had fixed his
residence at Antioch, his zeal for the Christian religion and his veneration for the memory of the
martyrs determined him to purge the place of the pagan superstition and the outrages of profligates.
He considered that the readiest method of effecting this object would be to erect a house of prayer
in the temple and to transfer thither the tomb of Babylas, the martyr, who had, with great reputation
to himself, presided over the church of Antioch, and suffered martyrdom. It is said that from the
time of this translation, the demon ceased to utter oracles. This silence was at first attributed to the
neglect into which his service was allowed to fall and to the omission of the former cult; but results
proved that it was occasioned solely by the presence of the holy martyr. The silence continued
unbroken even when Julian was the sole ruler of the Roman Empire, although libations, incense,
and victims were offered in abundance to the demon; for when eventually the oracle itself spoke
and indicated the cause of its previous silence, the emperor himself entered the temple for the
purpose of consulting the oracle, and offering up gifts and sacrifices with entreaties to grant a reply.
The demon did not openly admit that the hindrance was occasioned by the tomb of Babylas, the
martyr, but he stated that the place was filled with dead bodies, and that this prevented the oracle
from speaking.

Although many interments had taken place at Daphne, the emperor perceived that it was the
presence of Babylas, the martyr, alone which had silenced the oracle, and he commanded his tomb
to be removed. The Christians, therefore, assembled together and conveyed the coffin to the city,
about forty stadia distant, and deposited it in the place where it is still preserved, and to which the
name of the martyr has been given. It is said that men and women, young men and maidens, old
men and children drew the casket, and encouraged one another by singing psalms as they went
along the road, apparently for the purpose of lightening their labor, but in truth because they were

AN transported by zeal and spirit for their kindred religious belief, which the emperor had opposed.
342 The best singers sang first, and the multitude replied in chorus, and the following was the burden
of their song: “Confounded are all they who worship graven images, who boast themselves in

idols.”

Chapter XX.—1In Consequence of the Translation, Many of the Christians are Ill-Treated. Theodore
the Confessor. Temple of Apollo at Daphne destroyed by Fire falling from Heaven.
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The transaction above related'*'® excited the indignation of the emperor as much as if an insult
had been offered him, and he determined upon punishing the Christians; but Sallust, a pratorian
prefect, although a pagan, tried to dissuade him from this measure. The emperor, however, could
not be appeased, and Sallust was compelled to execute his mandate, and arrest and imprison many
Christians. One of the first whom he arrested was a young man named Theodore, who was
immediately stretched upon the rack; but although his flesh was lacerated by the application of the
nails, he addressed no supplication to Sallust, nor did he implore a diminution of his torments; on
the contrary, he seemed as insensible to pain as if he had been merely a spectator of the sufferings
of another, and bravely received the wounds; and he sang the same psalm which he had joined in
singing the day before, to show that he did not repent of the act for which he had been condemned.
The prefect, struck with admiration at the fortitude of the young man, went to the emperor and told
him that, unless he would desist speedily from the measure he had undertaken, he and his party
would be exposed to ridicule while the Christians would acquire more glory. This representation
produced its effect, and the Christians who had been arrested were set at liberty. It is said'*!” that
Theodore was afterwards asked whether he had been sensible of any pain while on the rack; and
that he replied that he had not been entirely free from suffering, but had his pains assuaged by the
attentions of a young man who had stood by him, and who had wiped off the perspiration with the
finest linen cloth, and supplied him with coolest water by which he eased the inflammation and
refreshed his labors. I am convinced that no man, whatever magnanimity he may possess, is capable,
without the special assistance of Divine Power, of manifesting such entire indifference about the
body.

The body of the martyr Babylas was, for the reasons aforesaid, removed to Daphne, and was
subsequently conveyed elsewhere. Soon after it had been taken away, fire suddenly fell upon the
temple of the Daphnic Apollo, the roof and the very statue of the god were burned, and the naked
walls, with the columns on which the portico and the back part of the edifice had rested, alone
escaped the conflagration.'*”® The Christians believed that the prayers of the martyr had drawn
down fire from heaven upon the demon; but the pagans reported the Christians as having set fire
to the place. This suspicion gained ground; and the priest of Apollo was brought before the tribunal
of justice to render up the names of those who had dared the incendiary act; but though bound and
subjected to the most cruel tortures, he did not name any one.

Hence the Christians were more fully convinced than before, that it was not by the deed of man,
but by the wrath of God, that fire was poured down from heaven upon the temple. Such were the
occurrences which then took place. The emperor, as I conjecture, on hearing that the calamity at

1416 Ruf. H. E.i.36; Soc. iii. 19; Theodoret, H. E. iii. 11; Am. Marcel. xxii. 13.
417 Rufinus saw Theodore at Antioch, and asked him this question, Ruf. i. 36; and Soc. shows the source from which he
borrowed the story by affirming that Rufinus, author of an ecclesiastical history in Latin, had this interview with Theodore.

1418 Am. Marcel. xxii. 13. 1-3.
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Daphne had been occasioned by the martyr Babylas, and on being further informed that the honored
remains of the martyrs were preserved in several houses of prayer near the temple of the Apollo
Didymus, which is situated close to the city of Miletus, wrote to the governor of Caria, commanding
him to destroy with fire all such edifices as were furnished with a roof and an altar, and to throw
down from their very foundations the houses of prayer which were incomplete in these respects.

Chapter XXI.— Of the Statue of Christ in Paneas which Julian overthrew and made Valueless; he
erected his own Statue; this was overthrown by a Thunder-Bolt and destroyed. Fountain of
Emmaus in which Christ washed his Feet. Concerning the Tree Persis, which worshiped Christ
in Egypt, and the Wonders wrought through it.

Among so many remarkable events which occurred during the reign of Julian, I must not omit
to mention one which affords a sign of the power of Christ, and proof of the Divine wrath against
the emperor.'*"”

Having heard that at Cesarea Philippi, otherwise called Paneas, a city of Pheenicia, there was
a celebrated statue of Christ which had been erected by a woman whom the Lord had cured of a

AN flow of blood,"*** Julian commanded it to be taken down and a statue of himself erected in its place;
343 but a violent fire from heaven fell upon it and broke off the parts contiguous to the breast; the head
and neck were thrown prostrate, and it was transfixed to the ground with the face downwards at
the point where the fracture of the bust was; and it has stood in that fashion from that day until
now, full of the rust of the lightning. The statue of Christ was dragged around the city and mutilated
by the pagans; but the Christians recovered the fragments, and deposited the statue in the church
in which it is still preserved. Eusebius relates, that at the base of this statue grew an herb which
was unknown to the physicians and empirics, but was efficacious in the cure of all disorders. It
does not appear a matter of astonishment to me, that, after God had vouchsafed to dwell with men,
he should condescend to bestow benefits upon them.

It appears that innumerable other miracles were wrought in different cities and villages; accounts
have been accurately preserved by the inhabitants of these places only, because they learned them
from ancestral tradition; and how true this is, I will at once show. There is a city now called
Nicopolis, in Palestine, which was formerly only a village, and which was mentioned by the divine
book of the Gospel under the name of Emmaus.'**' The name of Nicopolis was given to this place
by the Romans after the conquest of Jerusalem and the victory over the Jews. Just beyond the city
where three roads meet, is the spot where Christ, after His resurrection, said farewell to Cleopas

1419 Philost. vii. 3, who was eyewitness.
140 Eus. H. E. vii. 18.
121 Luke xxiv. 13.
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and his companion, as if he were going to another village; and here is a healing fountain in which
men and other living creatures afflicted with different diseases wash away their sufferings; for it
is said that when Christ together with His disciples came from a journey to this fountain, they bathed
their feet therein, and, from that time the water became a cure for disorders.

At Hermopolis, in the Thebalis, is a tree called Persis, of which the branches, the leaves, and
the least portion of the bark, are said to heal diseases, when touched by the sick; for it is related by
the Egyptians that when Joseph fled with Christ and Mary, the holy mother of God, from the wrath
of Herod, they went to Hermopolis; when entering at the gate, this largest tree, as if not enduring
the advent of Christ, inclined to the ground and worshiped Him. I relate precisely what I have heard
from many sources concerning this tree. I think that this phenomenon was a sign of the presence
of God in the city; or perhaps, as seems most probable, the tree, which had been worshiped by the
inhabitants, after the pagan custom, was shaken, because the demon, who had been an object of
worship, started up at sight of Him who was manifested for purification from such agencies. It was
moved of its own accord; for at the presence of Christ the idols of Egypt were shaken, even as
Isaiah'**? the prophet had foretold. On the expulsion of the demon, the tree was permitted to remain
as a monument of what had occurred, and was endued with the property of healing those who
believed.

The inhabitants of Egypt and of Palestine testify to the truth of these events, which took place
among themselves.

Chapter XXII.— From Aversion to the Christians, Julian granted Permission to the Jews to rebuild
the Temple at Jerusalem; in every Endeavor to put their Hands to the Work, Fire sprang upward
and killed Many. About the Sign of the Cross which appeared on the Clothing of those who had
exerted themselves in this Work.

Though the emperor'** hated and oppressed the Christians, he manifested benevolence and
humanity towards the Jews. He wrote'*** to the Jewish patriarchs and leaders, as well as to the
people, requesting them to pray for him, and for the prosperity of the empire. In taking this step he
was not actuated, I am convinced, by any respect for their religion; for he was aware that it is, so
to speak, the mother of the Christian religion, and he knew that both religions rest upon the authority
of the patriarchs and the prophets; but he thought to grieve the Christians by favoring the Jews,
who are their most inveterate enemies. But perhaps he also calculated upon persuading the Jews

42 Ch. xix. 1.

43 Ruf. H. E.1i.37-39; Philost. vii. 14; Soc. iii. 20; Theodoret, H. E. iii. 20; Greg. Naz. Or. cont. Jul.ii. 3, 4; and particularly
Am. Marcel. xxiii. 1. 1-3.

144 Juliani Op. Ep. xxv., ad Judeorum nationem.
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to embrace paganism and sacrifices; for they were only acquainted with the mere letter of Scripture,
and could not, like the Christians and a few of the wisest among the Hebrews, discern the hidden
meaning.

Events proved that this was his real motive; for he sent for some of the chiefs of the race and
exhorted them to return to the observance of the laws of Moses and the customs of their fathers.
On their replying that because the temple in Jerusalem was overturned, it was neither lawful nor
ancestral to do this in another place than the metropolis out of which they had been cast, he gave
them public money, commanded them to rebuild the temple, and to practice the cult similar to that
of their ancestors, by sacrificing after the ancient way. The Jews entered upon the undertaking,

AN without reflecting that, according to the prediction of the holy prophets, it could not be accomplished.
344 They sought for the most skillful artisans, collected materials, cleared the ground, and entered so
earnestly upon the task, that even the women carried heaps of earth, and brought their necklaces
and other female ornaments towards defraying the expense. The emperor, the other pagans, and all
the Jews, regarded every other undertaking as secondary in importance to this. Although the pagans
were not well-disposed towards the Jews, yet they assisted them in this enterprise, because they
reckoned upon its ultimate success, and hoped by this means to falsify the prophecies of Christ.
Besides this motive, the Jews themselves were impelled by the consideration that the time had
arrived for rebuilding their temple. When they had removed the ruins of the former building, they
dug up the ground and cleared away its foundation; it is said that on the following day when they
were about to lay the first foundation, a great earthquake occurred, and by the violent agitation of
the earth, stones were thrown up from the depths, by which those of the Jews who were engaged
in the work were wounded, as likewise those who were merely looking on. The houses and public
porticos, near the site of the temple, in which they had diverted themselves, were suddenly thrown
down; many were caught thereby, some perished immediately, others were found half dead and
mutilated of hands or legs, others were injured in other parts of the body. When God caused the
earthquake to cease, the workmen who survived again returned to their task, partly because such
was the edict of the emperor, and partly because they were themselves interested in the undertaking.
Men often, in endeavoring to gratify their own passions, seek what is injurious to them, reject what
would be truly advantageous, and are deluded by the idea that nothing is really useful except what
is agreeable to them. When once led astray by this error, they are no longer able to act in a manner
conducive to their own interests, or to take warning by the calamities which are visited upon them.

The Jews, I believe, were just in this state; for, instead of regarding this unexpected earthquake
as a manifest indication that God was opposed to the re-erection of their temple, they proceeded
to recommence the work. But all parties relate, that they had scarcely returned to the undertaking,
when fire burst suddenly from the foundations of the temple, and consumed several of the workmen.

This fact is fearlessly stated, and believed by all; the only discrepancy in the narrative is that
some maintain that flame burst from the interior of the temple, as the workmen were striving to
force an entrance, while others say that the fire proceeded directly from the earth. In whichever
way the phenomenon might have occurred, it is equally wonderful. A more tangible and still more
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extraordinary prodigy ensued; suddenly the sign of the cross appeared spontaneously on the garments
of the persons engaged in the undertaking. These crosses were disposed like stars, and appeared
the work of art. Many were hence led to confess that Christ is God, and that the rebuilding of the
temple was not pleasing to Him; others presented themselves in the church, were initiated, and
besought Christ, with hymns and supplications, to pardon their transgression. If any one does not
feel disposed to believe my narrative, let him go and be convinced by those who heard the facts I
have related from the eyewitnesses of them, for they are still alive. Let him inquire, also, of the
Jews and pagans who left the work in an incomplete state, or who, to speak more accurately, were
able to commence it.

A Book VI.

345
Chapter 1.— Expedition of Julian into Persia; he was worsted and broke off his Life Miserably.

Letter written by Libanius, describing his Death.

I have narrated in the preceding book the occurrences which took place in the Church, during
the reign of Julian.'** This emperor, having determined to carry on the war with Persia, made a
rapid transit across the Euphrates in the beginning of spring, and, passing by Edessa from hatred
to the inhabitants, who had long professed Christianity, he went on to Carra, where there was a
temple of Jupiter, in which he offered up sacrifice and prayer. He then selected twenty thousand
armed men from among his troops, and sent them towards the Tigris, in order that they might guard
those regions, and also be ready to join him, in case he should require their assistance. He then
wrote to Arsacius, king of Armenia, one of the Roman allies, to bespeak his aid in the war. In this
letter Julian manifested the most unbounded arrogance; he boasted of the high qualities which had,
he said, rendered him worthy of the empire, and acceptable to the gods for whom he cared; he
reviled Constantius, his predecessor, as an effeminate and impious emperor, and threatened Arsacius
in a grossly insulting way; and since he understood that he was a Christian, he intensified his insults,
or eagerly and largely uttered unlawful blasphemies against Christ, for he was wont to dare this in
every case. He told Arsacius that unless he acted according to his directions, the God in whom he
trusted would not be able to defend him from his vengeance. When he considered that all his
arrangements had been duly made, he led his army through Assyria.

He took a great many towns and fortresses, either through treachery or by battle, and
thoughtlessly proceeded onwards, without reflecting that he would have to return by the same route.

1425 Philost. vii. 15; Eutrop. Brev. hist. rom. x. 16; Eunap. Fr. ii. 15-19; Am. Marcel. xxiii. and xxiv.; Ruf. i. 36; Soc. iii. 21;
Greg. Naz. Or. cont. Jul. ii. 8-15; Zos. iii. 12-30; Orosius, vii. 30.
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He pillaged every place he approached, and pulled down or burnt the granaries and storehouses.
As he was journeying up the Euphrates, he arrived at Ctesiphon, a very large city, whither the
Persian monarchs have now transferred their residence from Babylon. The Tigris flows near this
spot. As he was prevented from reaching the city with his ships, by a part of the land which separated
it from the river, he judged that either he must pursue his journey by water, or quit his ships and
go to Ctesiphon by land; and he interrogated the prisoners on the subject. Having ascertained from
them that there was a canal which had been blocked up in the course of time, he caused it to be
cleared out, and, having thus effected a communication between the Euphrates and the Tigris, he
proceeded towards the city, his ships floating along by the side of his army. But the Persians appeared
on the banks of the Tigris with a formidable display of horse and many armed troops, of elephants,
and of horses; and Julian became conscious that his army was besieged between two great rivers,
and was in danger of perishing, either by remaining in its present position, or by retreating through
the cities and villages which he had so utterly devastated that no provisions were attainable; therefore
he summoned the soldiers to see horse-races, and proposed rewards to the fleetest racers. In the
meantime he commanded the officers of the ships to throw over the provisions and baggage of the
army, so that the soldiers, seeing themselves in danger by the want of necessaries, might turn about
boldly and fight their enemies more desperately. After supper he sent for the generals and tribunes
and commanded the embarkation of the troops. They sailed along the Tigris during the night and
came at once to the opposite banks and disembarked; but their departure was perceived by some
of the Persians, who exhorted one another to oppose them, but those still asleep the Romans readily
overcame.

At daybreak, the two armies engaged in battle; and after much bloodshed on both sides, the
Romans returned by the river, and encamped near Ctesiphon. The emperor, being no longer desirous
of proceeding further, burnt his vessels, as he considered that they required too many soldiers to
guard them; and he then commenced his retreat along the Tigris, which was to his left. The prisoners,
who acted as guides to the Romans, led them to a fertile country where they found abundance of

[N provisions. Soon after, an old man who had resolved to die for the liberty of Persia, allowed himself

346 to be taken prisoner, and was brought before the emperor. On being questioned as to the route, and

seeming to speak the truth, he persuaded them to follow him as capable of transporting the army
very speedily to the Roman frontiers. He observed that for the space of three or four days’ journey
this road would be difficult, and that it would be necessary to carry provisions during that time, as
the surrounding country was sterile. The emperor was deceived by the discourse of this wise old
man, and approved the march by this route. On advancing further, after the lapse of three days,
they were cast upon an uncultivated region. The old prisoner was put to torture. He confessed that
he had exposed himself voluntarily to death for the sake of his country, and was therefore prepared
to endure any sufferings that could be inflicted on him.

The Roman troops were now worn out by the length of the journey and the scarcity of provisions,
and the Persians chose this moment to attack them.
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In the heat of the conflict which ensued, a violent wind arose; and the sky and the sun were
totally concealed by the clouds, while the air was at the same time mixed with dust. During the
darkness which was thus produced, a horseman, riding at full gallop, directed his lance against the
emperor, and wounded him mortally. After throwing Julian from his horse, the unknown assailant
secretly went away. Some conjectured that he was a Persian; others, that he was a Saracen. There
are those who insist that he who struck the blow was a Roman soldier, who was indignant at the
imprudence and temerity which the emperor had manifested in exposing his army to such peril.
Libanius,'*? the sophist, a native of Syria, the most intimate friend of Julian, expressed himself in
the following terms concerning the person who had committed the deed: “You desire to know by
whom the emperor was slain. I know not his name. We have a proof, however, that the murderer
was not one of the enemies; for no one came forward to claim the reward, although the king of
Persia caused proclamation to be made, by a herald, of the honors to be awarded to him who had
performed the deed. We are surely beholden to the enemy for not arrogating to themselves the glory
of the action, but for leaving it to us to seek the slayer among ourselves.

“Those who sought his death were those who lived in habitual transgression of the laws, and
who had formerly conspired against him, and who therefore perpetrated the deed as soon as they
could find an opportunity. They were impelled by the desire of obtaining a greater degree of freedom
from all control than they could enjoy under his government; and they were, perhaps, mainly
stimulated by their indignation at the attachment of the emperor to the service of the gods, to which
they were averse.”

Chapter II.—He perished under Divine Wrath. Visions of the Emperor’s Death seen by Various
Individuals. Reply of the Carpenter’s Son; Julian tossed his Blood aloft to Christ. Calamities
which Julian entailed upon the Romans.

In the document above quoted, Libanius clearly states that the emperor fell by the hand of a
Christian; and this, probably, was the truth.'**” It is not unlikely that some of the soldiers who then
served in the Roman army might have conceived the idea, since Greeks and all men until this day
have praised tyrannicides for exposing themselves to death in the cause of liberty, and spiritedly
standing by their country, their families, and their friends. Still less is he deserving of blame, who,
for the sake of God and of religion, performed so bold a deed. Beyond this I know nothing accurately
concerning the men who committed this murder besides what I have narrated. All men, however,
concur in receiving the account which has been handed down to us, and which evidences his death
to have been the result of Divine wrath. A proof of this is the Divine vision which one of his friends
had, which I will now proceed to describe. He had, it is related, traveled into Persia, with the

1426 Libanii Op. vol.ii. p. 614, ed. Reisk. Cf. Soc. iii. 22, 23; a summary and refutation of Libanius.

1427 Independent chapter. Cf. Ephr. Syr. Carmina adv. Julianum, ed. Overbeck.
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intention of joining the emperor. While on the road, he found himself so far from any habitation
that he was obliged, on one night, to sleep in a church. He saw, during that night, either in a dream
or a vision, all the apostles and prophets assembled together, and complaining of the injuries which
the emperor had inflicted on the Church, and consulting concerning the best measures to be adopted.
After much deliberation and embarrassment two individuals arose in the midst of the assembly,
desired the others to be of good cheer, and left the company hastily, as if to deprive Julian of the
imperial power. He who was the spectator of this marvel did not attempt to pursue his journey, but
awaited, in horrible suspense, the conclusion of this revelation. He laid himself down to sleep again,
in the same place, and again, he saw the same assembly; the two individuals who had appeared to
depart the preceding night to effect their purpose against Julian, suddenly returned and announced
N his death to the others.

347 On the same day a vision was sent to Didymus, an ecclesiastical philosopher, who dwelt at
Alexandria; and, who, being deeply grieved at the errors of Julian and his persecution of the churches,
fasted and offered up supplications to God continually on this account. From the effects of anxiety
and want of food during the previous night, he fell asleep while sitting in his chair. Then being, as
it were, in an ecstasy, he beheld white horses traversing the air, and heard a voice saying to those
who were riding thereon, “Go and tell Didymus that Julian has been slain just at this hour; let him
communicate this intelligence to Athanasius, the bishop, and let him arise and eat.” I have been
credibly informed that the friend of Julian and the philosopher beheld those things. Results proved
that neither of them were far from having witnessed the truth. But if these instances do not suffice
to prove that the death of Julian was the effect of Divine wrath on account of his persecution of the
Church, let the prediction of one of the ecclesiastics be called to mind!**® When Julian was preparing
to enter upon the war against the Persians, he threatened that on the termination of the war he would
treat the Christians with severity, and boasted that the Son of the Carpenter would be unable to aid
them; the ecclesiastic above mentioned thereupon rejoined, that the Son of the Carpenter was then
preparing him a wooden coffin in view of his death.

Julian himself was well aware whence the mortal stroke proceeded, and what was the cause of
its infliction; for, it is said, when he was wounded, he took some of the blood that flowed from the
wound, and threw it up into the air, as if he had seen Jesus Christ appearing, and intended to throw
it at him, in order to reproach him with his slaughter. Others say that he was angry with the sun
because it had favored the Persians, and had not rescued him, although, according to the doctrine
of the astronomers, it had presided at his birth; and that it was to express his indignation against
this luminary that he took blood in his hand and flung it upwards in the air.'**

I know not whether, on the approach of death, as is wont to be the case when the soul is in the
act of being separated from the body and when it is enabled to behold diviner spectacles than are

1428 Theodoret, H. E. iii. 23 (a pedagogue).

149 Cf. version by Philost. vii. 15.
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allotted to men, and so Julian might have beheld Christ. Few allusions have been made to this
subject, and yet I dare not reject this hypothesis as absolutely false; for God often suffers still more
improbable and astonishing events to take place in order to prove that the religion named after
Christ is not sustained by human energy. It is, however, very obvious that, throughout the reign of
this emperor, God gave manifest tokens of His displeasure, and permitted many calamities to befall
several of the provinces of the Roman Empire. He visited the earth with such fearful earthquakes,
that the buildings were shaken, and no more safety could be found within the houses than in the
open air. From what I have heard, I conjecture that it was during the reign of this emperor, or, at
least, when he occupied the second place in the government, that a great calamity occurred near
Alexandria in Egypt,'*® when the sea receded and again passed beyond its boundaries from the
reflux waves, and deluged a great deal of the land, so that on the retreat of the waters, the sea-skiffs
were found lodged on the roofs of the houses. The anniversary of this inundation, which they call
the birthday of an earthquake, is still commemorated at Alexandria by a yearly festival; a general
illumination is made throughout the city; they offer thankful prayers to God, and celebrate the day
very brilliantly and piously. An excessive drought also occurred during this reign; the plants perished
and the air was corrupted; and for want of proper sustenance, men were obliged to have recourse
to the food usually eaten by other animals.

The famine introduced peculiar diseases, by which many lives were lost. Such was the state of
the empire during the administration of Julian.

Chapter III.—The Reign of Jovian; he introduced Many Laws which he carried out in his
Government.

After the decease of Julian, the government of the empire was, by the unanimous consent of
the troops, tendered to Jovian.'*! When the army was about to proclaim him emperor, he announced
himself to be a Christian and refused the sovereignty, nor would he receive the symbols of empire;
but when the soldiers discovered the cause of his refusal, they loudly proclaimed that they were
themselves Christians.

The dangerous and disturbed condition in which affairs had been left by Julian’s strategy, and
the sufferings of the army from famine in an enemy’s country, compelled Jovian to conclude a
peace with the Persians, and to cede to them some territories which had been formerly tributary to

1430 A mistake; it occurred under Valentian and Valens. Am. Marcel. xxvi. 10. 15-19. Idatius: Descr. Consulum, under a.d.
385 (July 21).
1431 Soc.iii. 22; Ruf. H. E.ii. 1; Philost. viii. 1, 5. Cf. Theodoret, iv. 1, 2, 4; Eutrop. Brev. hist. rom.x. 17, 18; Zos. iii. 30-35;

Am. Marcel. xxv. 5. 4-10.
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the Romans. Having learned from experience that the impiety of his predecessor had excited the

AN wrath of God, and given rise to public calamities, he wrote without delay to the governors of the
348 provinces, directing that the people should assemble together without fear in the churches, that they
should serve God with reverence, and that they should receive the Christian faith as the only true
religion. He restored to the churches and the clergy, to the widows and the virgins, the same
immunities and every former dotation for the advantage and honor of religion, which had been
granted by Constantine and his sons, and afterwards withdrawn by Julian. He commanded

Secundus, ¥

who was then a pratorian prefect, to constitute it a capital crime to marry any of the
holy virgins, or even to regard them with unchaste desires and to carry them off.

He enacted this law'** on account of the wickedness which had prevailed during the reign of
Julian; for many had taken wives from among the holy virgins, and, either by force or guile, had
completely corrupted them; and thence had proceeded that indulgence of disgraceful lusts with

impunity, which always occur when religion is abused.

Chapter IV.—Troubles again arise in the Churches; Synod of Antioch, in which the Nicene Faith
is confirmed; the Points which this Important Synod wrote about to Jovian.

The presidents of the churches now resumed the agitation of doctrinal questions and
discussions.'*** They had remained quiet during the reign of Julian when Christianity itself was
endangered, and had unanimously offered up their supplications for the mercy of God. It is thus
that men, when attacked by foreign enemies, remain in accord among themselves; but, when external
troubles are removed, then internal dissensions creep in; this, however, is not a proper place for
the citation of the numerous examples in governments and nations which history affords of this
fact.

At this period Basil, bishop of Ancyra, Silvanus, bishop of Tarsus, Sophronius, bishop of
Pompeiopolis, and others of their party who regarded the heresy of the Anomians, so-called, with
the utmost aversion, and received the term “similar as to substance,” instead of the term
“consubstantial,” wrote a treatise to the emperor; and after expressing their thankfulness to God
for his accession to the empire, besought him to confirm the decrees issued at Ariminum and
Seleucia, and to annul what had been established merely by the zeal and power of certain individuals.

They also entreated that, if division, which existed on account of the Synods, should still prevail
in the churches, the bishops from every region might be convened alone in some place indicated

143 This is Sallustius, the prefectus pratorio of the Oriens, who bore the name Secundus.

1433 This constitution of Jovian is extant in Cod. Theod. ix. 25; de raptu, vel matrimonio sanctimonialium virginum vel
viduarum, 2.

1434 Soc. iii. 24, 25; Philost. viii. 5; Theodoret, H. E. iv. 2, 4.
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by the emperor, and not be permitted to assemble elsewhere and issue decrees at variance with each
other, as had been done during the reign of Constantius. They added that they had not gone to visit
him at his camp, because they were fearful of being burdensome to him; but that if he desired to
see them, they would gladly repair to him, and defray all the expenses attendant on the journey
themselves. Such was the document written to the Emperor Jovian.

At this juncture a council was convened at Antioch in Syria; the form of belief established by
the council of Nicea was confirmed; and it was decided that the Son is incontrovertibly of the same
substance as the Father. Meletius, who then governed the church of Antioch; Eusebius, bishop of
Samosata; Pelagius, bishop of Laodicea in Syria; Acacius, bishop of Cesarea in Palestine; Irenius,
bishop of Gaza; and Athanasius, bishop of Ancyra, took part in this council.

On the termination of the council they acquainted the emperor with the transactions that had
taken place, by dispatching the following letter:'**> —

“To the most religious and God-beloved Augustus, our Sovereign Jovian, the Conqueror, from
the bishops assembled from divers regions, at Antioch.

“We know, O emperor, well-beloved of God, that your piety is fully intent upon maintaining
peace and concord in the Church; neither are we ignorant that you have well received the impress
of the chief point of such unity, viz., the true and orthodox faith.

“Lest, therefore, we should be reckoned among those who assail these doctrines of truth, we
attest to your piety that we receive and maintain the form of belief which was anciently set forth
by the holy council of Niceza. Now, although the term ‘consubstantial’ appears strange to some
persons, yet it was safely interpreted by the Fathers, and signifies that the Son was begotten of the
substance of the Father. This term does not convey the idea of unbroken generation; neither does
it coincide with the use which the Greeks make of the word ‘substance,” but it is calculated to
withstand the impious and rash allegation of Arius, that the Son proceeded from what had had no
previous existence. The Anomians who have just sprungup have the shameless boldness to maintain

AN this word to the grief of the concord of the Church. We subjoin to this letter a copy of the formulary
349 of faith adopted by the bishops assembled at Nicaa, which we also cherish.”

Such were the decisions formed by the priests convened at Antioch; and they appended to their

letter a copy of the Nicene formulary of faith.

Chapter V.— Athanasius the Great is Very Highly Esteemed by the Emperor, and rules over the
Churches of Egypt. Vision of Antony the Great.

1435 From Sabinus, according to Soc. iv. 25, who also gives the text.
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At this period,'*** Athanasius, who governed the see of Alexandria, and some of his friends,
deemed it requisite, as the emperor was a Christian, to repair to his court!*’ Accordingly Athanasius
went to Antioch, and laid such matters before the emperor as he deemed expedient. Others, however,
say that the emperor sent for him in order to consult him concerning the affairs relative to religion
and the right tenet. When the business of the Church had as far as possible been transacted,
Athanasius began to think of returning.

Euzoius, bishop of the Arian heresy in Antioch, endeavored to install Probatius, a eunuch who
held the same sentiments as himself, in Alexandria. The whole party of Euzoius conspired with
him to effect this design; and Lucius, a citizen of Alexandria, who had been ordained presbyter by
George, endeavored to prejudice the emperor against Athanasius, by representing'**®* that he had
been accused of divers crimes and had been condemned to perpetual banishment by preceding
emperors, as the author of the dissensions and troubles of the Church concerning the Divine Being.
Lucius likewise besought Jovian to appoint another bishop over the church of Alexandria. The
emperor, since he knew the plots which had happened against Athanasius, attached no credit to the
calumny, and with threatening, commanded Lucius to retire quietly; he also ordered Probatius and
the other eunuchs belonging to his palace, whom he regarded as the originators of these troubles,
to act more advisedly. From that period Jovian manifested the greatest friendship towards Athanasius,
and sent him back to Egypt, with directions to govern the churches and people of that country as
he might think fit. It is also said that he passed commendations on the virtue of the bishop, on his
life, his intellectual endowments, and his eloquence.

Thus, after having been exposed to opposition for a long while, as has been narrated in the
former books, was the Nicene faith fully reestablished under the present government; but further
embarrassment awaited it within a very short period. For, as it appeared afterwards, the whole of
the prediction of Antony the Monk was not fulfilled by the occurrences which befell the Church
during the reign of Constantius; part thereof was not accomplished until the reign of Valens. It is
said that before the Arians got control of the churches during the reign of Constantius, Antony had
a dream in which he saw mules kicking the altar with their hoofs and overturning the holy table.
On awakening, he immediately predicted that the Church would be troubled by the introduction of
spurious and mixed doctrines, and by the rebellion of the heterodox. The truth of this prediction
was evidenced by the events which occurred before and after the period now under review.

1436 A largely independent chapter. Cf. Soc. iii. 24; Philost. viii. 6.
1437 This may have a connection with Theodoret, iv. 2, 3; Athanas. Ep. ad Jovianum imp., where several petitions and
interlocutions of the Arians with Jovian against Athanasius are given.

1438 The accusations made by the Arians, Lucius and Bernicianus. See preceding reference to Ep. ad Jovianum, 4.
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Chapter VI.—Death of Jovian; The Life of Valentinian, and his Confidence in God; how he was
advanced to the Throne and selected his Brother Valens to reign with him; the Differences of
Both.

After Jovian had reigned about eight months, he died suddenly at Dadastana, a town of Bithynia,
while on his road to Constantinople.'** Some say that his death was occasioned by eating too
plentiful a supper; others attribute it to the dampness of the chamber in which he slept; for it had
been recently plastered with unslaked lime, and quantities of coals had been burnt in it during the
winter for a preventive; the walls had become damp and were exceedingly moist.

On the arrival of the troops at Nic@a in Bithynia, they proclaimed Valentinian emperor. He
was a good man and capable of holding the reins of the empire. He had not long returned from
banishment; for it is said that Julian, immediately on his accession to the empire, erased the name
of Valentinian from the Jovian legions, as they were called, and condemned him to perpetual
banishment, under the pretext that he had failed in his duty of leading out the soldiers under his
command against the enemy. The true reason of his condemnation, however, was the following:

When Julian was in Gaul, he went one day to a temple to offer incense. Valentinian'*

accompanied
him, according to an ancient Roman law, which still prevails, and which enacted that the leader of

the Jovians and the Herculeans (that is to say, the legions of soldiers who have received this

AN appellation in honor of Jupiter and of Hercules) should always attend the emperor as his body-guard.
350 When they were about to enter the temple, the priest, in accordance with the pagan custom, sprinkled
water upon them with the branch of a tree. A drop fell upon the robe of Valentinian; he scarcely

could restrain himself, for he was a Christian, and he rebuked his asperser; it is even said that he

cut off, in view of the emperor, the portion of the garment on which the water had fallen, and flung

it from him. From that moment Julian entertained inimical feelings against him, and soon after
banished him to Melitine in Armenia, under the plea of misconduct in military affairs; for he would

not have religion regarded as the cause of the decree, lest Valentinian should be accounted a martyr

or a confessor. Julian treated other Christians, as we have already stated, in the same manner; for,

as was said before, he perceived that to subject them to hazards only added to their reputation, and

tended to the consolidation of their religion. As soon as Jovian succeeded to the throne, Valentinian

was recalled from banishment to Nic@a; but the death of the emperor in the meantime took place,

and Valentinian, by the unanimous consent of the troops and those who held the chief positions in

the government, was appointed his successor. When he was invested with the symbols of imperial

power, the soldiers cried out that it was necessary to elect some one to share the burden of
government. To this proposition, Valentinian made the following reply: “It depended on you alone,

O soldiers, to proclaim me emperor; but now that you have elected me, it depends not upon you,

1439 Philost. viii. 8; Soc. iii. 26; iv. 1; Ruf.ii. 1, 2. Cf. Theodoret, H. E. iv. 5, 6; Eudox. Brev. hist. rom. x. 18; Zos. iii. 35, 36;
Am. Marcel. xxv. 10, 12-17; Jovian, xxvi. 1-4, accession of Valentinian and choice of Valens.

1440 Philost. vii. 7; Theodoret, H. E. iii. 16.
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but upon me, to perform what you demand. Remain quiet, as subjects ought to do, and leave me to
act as an emperor in attending to the public affairs.”

Not long after this refusal to comply with the demand of the soldiery, he repaired to
Constantinople, and proclaimed his brother emperor. He gave him the East as his share of the
empire, and reserved to himself the regions along the Western Ocean, from Illyria to the furthest
coasts of Libya. Both the brothers were Christians, but they differed in opinion and disposition.
For Valens, when he was baptized, employed Eudoxius as his initiator, and was zealously attached
to the doctrines of Arius, and would readily have compelled all mankind by force to yield to them.
Valentinian, on the other hand, maintained the faith of the council of Nic&a, and favored those who
upheld the same sentiments, without molesting those who entertained other opinions.

Chapter VII.—Troubles again arise in the Churches, and the Synod of Lampsacus is held. The
Arians who supported Eudoxius prevail and eject the Orthodox from the Churches. Among the
Ejected is Meletius of Antioch.

When Valentinian was journeying from Constantinople to Rome,'**' he had to pass through
Thrace; and the bishops of Hellespontus and of Bithynia, with others, who maintained that the Son
is consubstantial with the Father, dispatched Hypatian, bishop of Heraclea in Perinthus, to meet
him, and to request permission to assemble themselves together for deliberation on questions of
doctrine.

When Hypatian had delivered the message with which he was intrusted, Valentinian made the
following reply: “I am but one of the laity, and have therefore no right to interfere in these
transactions; let the priests, to whom such matters appertain, assemble where they please.” On
receiving this answer through Hypatian, their deputy, the bishops assembled at Lampsacus.

After having conferred together for the space of two months, they annulled all that had been
decreed at Constantinople, through the machinations of the partisans of Eudoxius and Acacius.
They likewise declared null and void the formulary of faith which had been circulated under the
false assertion that it was the compilation of the Western bishops, and to which the signatures of
many bishops had been obtained, by the promise that the dogma of dissimilarity as to substance
should be condemned,—a promise which had never been performed.

They decreed that the doctrine of the Son being in substance like unto the Father, should have
the ascendancy; for they said that it was necessary to resort to the use of the term “like” as indicative
of the hypostases of the Godhead. They agreed that the form of belief which had been confessed
at Seleucia, and set forth at the dedication of the church of Antioch, should be maintained by all
the churches.

1441 Soc. iv. 2, 4. Soz. is much fuller; probably from Sabinus.
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They directed that all the bishops who had been deposed by those who hold that the Son is
dissimilar from the Father, should forthwith be reinstated in their sees, as having been unjustly
ejected from their churches. They declared that if any wished to bring accusations against them,
they would be permitted to do so, but under the penalty of incurring the same punishment as that
due to the alleged crime, should the accusation prove to be false. The orthodox bishops of the
province and of the neighboring countries were to preside as judges, and to assemble in the church,
with the witnesses who were to make the depositions.

After making these decisions, the bishops summoned the partisans of Eudoxius, and exhorted

TN them to repentance; but as they would give no heed to these remonstrances, the decrees enacted by
351 the council were sent to all the churches. Judging that Eudoxius would be likely to endeavor to

persuade the emperor to side with him, and would calumniate them, they determined to be beforehand
with him, and to send an account of their proceedings in Lampsacus to the court.

Their deputies met the Emperor Valens as he was returning from Heraclea to Thrace, where he
had been traveling in company with his brother, who had gone on to Old Rome.

Eudoxius, however, had previously gained over the emperor and his courtiers to his own
sentiments; so that when the deputies of the council of Lampsacus presented themselves before
Valens, he merely exhorted them not to be at variance with Eudoxius. The deputies replied by
reminding him of the artifices to which Eudoxius had resorted at Constantinople, and of his
machinations to annul the decrees of the council of Seleucia; and these representations kindled the
wrath of Valens to such a pitch, that he condemned the deputies to banishment, and made over the
churches to the partisans of Eudoxius. He then passed over into Syria, for he feared lest the Persians
should break the truce which they had concluded with Jovian for thirty years. On finding, however,
that the Persians were not disposed to insurrection, he fixed his residence at Antioch. He sent
Meletius, the bishop, into banishment, but spared Paul, because he admired the sanctity of his life.
Those who were not in communion with Euzoius were either ejected from the churches, or maltreated
and harassed in some other form.

Chapter VIII.—Revolt and Extraordinary Death of Procopius. Eleusius, Bishop of Cyzicus, and
Eunomius, the Heretic. Eunomius succeeds Eleusius.

It is probable that a severe persecution might have ensued at this juncture, had not Procopius
commenced a civil war."** As he began to play the tyrant at Constantinople, he soon collected a
large army, and marched against Valens.

The latter quitted Syria, and met Procopius near Nacolia, a city of Phrygia, and captured him
alive through the treachery of Agelon and Gomarius, two of his generals.

142 Soc. iv. 5-7; Philost. ix. 5; Eunap. Fr.1i. 5; ii. 28; Am. Marcel. xxvi. 5-10; Zos. iv. 4-8.
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Valens put him and his betrayers to a cruel death; and although it is said that he had sworn to
show favor to the two generals, he caused them to be sawn asunder.

He commanded Procopius to be fastened by the legs to two trees which had been bent to the
ground, and he allowed these to spring up; when the trees were left to resume their natural position,
the victim was torn in twain.

On the termination of this war, Valens retired to Nic@a, and finding himself in possession of
profound tranquillity, he again began to molest those who differed from him in opinion concerning
the Divine nature.

His anger was unbounded against the bishops of the council of Lampsacus, because they had
condemned the Arian bishops and the formulary of faith set forth at Ariminum.

While under the influence of these resentful feelings, he summoned Eleusius from Syria, and
having called together a Synod of bishops who held his own sentiments, he endeavored to compel
him to assent to their doctrines. Eleusius at first manfully refused compliance. But afterwards, from
the dread of exile and deprivation of his property, as was threatened by the emperor, he yielded to
the mandate. He soon repented of his weakness, and on his return to Cyzicus he made a public
confession of his fault in the church, and urged the people to choose another bishop, for he said
that he could not discharge the duties of a priesthood after having been a traitor to his own doctrine.
The citizens respected his conduct and were especially well-disposed to him, so that they did not
choose to have another bishop. Eudoxius, president of the Arians in Constantinople, however,
ordained Eunomius as bishop of Cyzicus; for he expected that by his great powers of eloquence
Eunomius would easily draw the people of Cyzicus over to his own sentiments. On his arrival at
that city he expelled Eleusius, for he was furnished with an imperial edict to that effect, and took
possession of the churches himself.

The followers of Eleusius built a house of prayer without the walls of the city, and here they
held their assemblies. I shall soon again have occasion to revert to Eunomius and the heresy which
bears his name.

Chapter IX.—Sufferings of those who maintained the Nicene Faith. Agelius, the Ruler of the
Novatians.

The Christians who represented the Nicene doctrines and the followers of the Novatian views'**

were treated with equal severity in the city of Constantinople.

1443 Soc. iv. 9, the source.
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They were all ultimately expelled from the city; and the churches of the Novatians were closed
by order of the emperor. The other party had no churches to be closed, having been deprived of
AN them all during the reign of Constantius.

a52 At this period, Agelius who, from the time of Constantius, had governed the church of the
Novatians at Constantinople, was condemned to banishment. It is said that he was especially
remarkable for his course of life according to the ecclesiastical laws. With respect to his mode of

life, he had attained to the highest degree of philosophy, namely, freedom from worldly possessions;

this was evidenced by his daily conduct; he had but one tunic, and always walked barefooted. Not

long after his banishment, he was recalled, received the churches under him, and boldly convened
churches through the influence of Marcian, a man of extraordinary virtue and eloquence, who had
formerly been enrolled among the troops of the palace, but at this period was a presbyter of the
Novatian heresy, and the teacher of grammar to Anastasia and Carosa,'** the daughters of the
emperor. There are still baths at Constantinople which bear the names of these princesses. It was

for the sake of Marcian alone that the privilege above-mentioned was conceded to the Novatians.

Chapter X.—Concerning Valentinian the Younger and Gratian. Persecution under Valens. The

Homoousians, being oppressed by the Arians and Macedonians, send an Embassy to Rome."**

About this period, a son was born to Valentinian in the West, to whom the emperor gave his
own name. Not long after, he proclaimed his son Gratian emperor; this prince was born before his
father held the government.

In the meantime, although hailstones of extraordinary magnitude fell in various places, and
although many cities, particularly Nic®a in Bithynia, were shaken by earthquakes, yet Valens, the
emperor, and Eudoxius, the bishop, paused not in their career, but continued to persecute all
Christians who differed from them in opinion. They succeeded to the utmost of their expectations
in their machinations against those who adhered to the Nicene doctrines; for throughout the greater
time of Valens’ rule, particularly in Thrace, Bithynia, and the Hellespont, and still further beyond,
these Christians had neither churches nor priests. Valens and Eudoxius then directed their resentment
against the Macedonians, who were more in number than the Christians above mentioned in that
region, and persecuted them without measure.

144 According to Am. Marcel. xxvi. 6, 14, the Anastasian baths were so called after a sister of Constantine. But Soz. supposes
that there were baths in his day named after the sisters, not the one, but both. Soc. says only Anastasia. Cf. Idatius, Desc. Coss.
s.a.d. 375. His cons. therma Carosian@ dedicata sunt agente praefecto V. C. Vendalonis Magno.

45 Valesius remarks that the title of this chapter is incorrect, and that it was the Macedonians, and not the orthodox Christians,

who sent the embassy to Rome.
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The Macedonians, in apprehension of further sufferings, sent deputies to various cities, and
finally agreed to have recourse to Valentinian and to the bishop of Rome rather than share in the
faith of Eudoxius and Valens and their followers; and when this seemed favorable for execution,
they selected three of their own number,— Eustathius, bishop of Sebaste; Silvanus, bishop of Tarsus;
and Theophilus, bishop of Castabalis,—and sent them to the Emperor Valentinian; they likewise
intrusted them with a letter, addressed to Liberius, bishop of Rome, and to the other priests of the
West, in which they entreated them as prelates who had adhered to the faith approved and confirmed
by the apostles, and who before others ought to watch over religion, to receive their deputies with
all confirmation, and to confer with them about what should be done in the interval until the affairs
of the Church could be approvedly set in order.

When the deputies arrived in Italy, they found that the emperor was in Gaul, engaged in war
against the barbarians. As they considered that it would be perilous to visit the seat of war in Gaul,
they delivered their letter to Liberius.'**® After having conferred with him concerning the objects
of their embassy, they condemned Arius and those who held and taught his doctrines; they renounced
all heresies opposed to the faith established at Nicaa; and received the term “consubstantial,” as
being a word that conveys the same signification as the expression “like in substance.” When they
had presented a confession of faith, analogous to the above, to Liberius, he received them into
communion with himself, and wrote to the bishops of the East, commending the orthodoxy of their
faith, and detailing what had passed in the conference he had held with them. The confession of
faith made by Eustathius and his companions was as follows: —

Chapter XI.—The Confession of Eustathius, Silvanus, and Theophilus, the Deputies of the
Macedonians, to Liberius, Bishop of Rome.

“To Liberius, our Lord and Brother, and Fellow-minister — Eustathius, Silvanus, and Theophilus
send greeting in the Lord."**
“On account of the mad opinions of the heretics who do not cease to keep on sowing scandals
for the Catholic churches, we who nullify their every attack confess the Synod which was held at
AN Lampsacus, the one at Smyrna and the councils held in other places, by the orthodox bishops. We
353 have furnished letters and sent on an embassy to your Goodness, as likewise to all the other bishops
of Italy and of the West, to confirm and preserve the Catholic faith, which was established at the
holy council of Nicaa, by the blessed Constantine and three hundred and eighteen God-fearing
fathers.
“This remains, by an unmixed and immovable settlement, until now, and will remain perpetually;
in which the term ‘consubstantial’ is fixed in all holiness and piety in testimony against the

1446 Soc.iv. 10, 11, 12, from whom Soz. seems to have compressed.

1447 Soc. iv. 12. Soz. has only half of the document with a number of variations.
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perverseness of Arius. We confess, each with his own hand, that we with the aforesaid have always
held this same faith, that we still hold it, and that we shall adhere to it to the last. We condemn
Arius, his impious dogmas, and his disciples. We also condemn the heresies of Patropasianus,'**®
of Photinus, of Marcellus, of Paul of Samosata, and all who maintain such doctrines themselves.
We anathematize all heresies opposed to the aforesaid faith established by the saintly fathers at
Nicea. We anathematize Arius especially, and condemn all such decrees as were enacted at
Ariminum, in opposition to the aforesaid faith established by the holy council of Nicea. We were
formerly deluded by the guile and perjury of certain parties, and subscribed to these decrees when
they were transmitted to Constantinople from Nicaa, a city of Thrace.”

After this confession they subjoined a copy of the entire formulary of Nicaa to their own creed,
and, having received from Liberius a written account of all that they had transacted, they sailed to
Sicily.

Chapter XII.— Councils of Sicily and of Tyana. The Synod which was expected to be held in Cilicia
is dissolved by Valens. The Persecution at that Time. Athanasius the Great flees again, and is
in Concealment, by the Letter of Valens he reappears, and governs the Churches in Egypt.

A council was convened at Sicily;'** and after the same doctrines had been confirmed as those
set forth in the confession of the deputies, the assembly was dissolved.

At the same time, a council was held at Tyana; and Eusebius, bishop of Casarea in Cappadocia,
Athanasius, bishop of Ancyra, Pelagius, bishop of Laodicea, Zeno, bishop of Tyre, Paul, bishop of
Emesa, Otreus, bishop of Melitene, and Gregory, bishop of Nazianzen, were present with many
others, who, during the reign of Jovian, had assembled at Antioch, and determined to maintain the
doctrine of the Son being consubstantial with the Father. The letters of Liberius and the Western
bishops were read at this council. These letters afforded high satisfaction to the members of the
council; and they wrote to all the churches, desiring them to peruse the decrees of the bishops in
Asia,"* and the documents written by Liberius and the bishops of Italy, of Africa, of Gaul, and of
Sicily, which had been intrusted to the deputies of the council of Lampsacus. They urged them to
reflect on the great number of persons by whom these documents had been drawn up, and who
were far more in number than the members of the council of Ariminum, and exhorted them to be
of one mind, and to enter into communion with them, to signify the same by writing, and finally
to assemble together at Tarsus in Cilicia before the end of the spring. On a fixed date which they

1448 A curious blunder.

1449 Soc.iv.12,13,20. Soz. has much more acts and details. Sabinus is probably a chief source, though not the only one. Soc.
iv. 12, at end.

1450 Text reads &vd trv "Aciav; it is wrong to substitute d0o1v.
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prescribed, they urged one another to convene. On the approach of the appointed day, when the
Synod was on the point of assembling at Tarsus, about thirty-four of the Asiatic bishops came
together in Caria, in the province of Asia, commended the design of establishing uniformity of
belief in the Church, but objected to the term “consubstantial,” and insisted that the formularies of
faith set forth by the councils of Antioch and Seleucia, and maintained by Lucian, the martyr, and
by many of their predecessors, with dangers and tensions, ought to obtain the ascendancy over all
others.

The emperor, at the instigation of Eudoxius, prevented by letter the council from being convened
in Cilicia, and even prohibited it under severe penalties. He also wrote to the governors of the
provinces, commanding them to eject all bishops from their churches who had been banished by
Constantine'*' and who had again taken up their priesthood under the Emperor Julian. On account

of this order, those who were at the head of the government of Egypt were anxious to deprive
Athanasius of his bishopric and expel him from the city; for no light punishment was inserted in
the imperial letters; for unless the injunctions were fulfilled, all the magistrates equally, and the
soldiers under them, and counselors were condemned to the payment of much money and also
threatened with bodily maltreatment.'**

The majority of Christians of the city, however, assembled and besought the governor not to
banish Athanasius without further consideration of the terms of the imperial letter, which merely
specified all bishops who had been banished by Constantius and recalled by Julian; and it was

AN manifest that Athanasius was not of this number, inasmuch as he had been recalled by Constantius
354 and had resumed his bishopric; but Julian, at the very time that all the other bishops had been
recalled, persecuted him, and finally Jovian recalled him. The governor was by no means convinced
by these arguments; nevertheless, he restrained himself and did not give way to the use of force.
The people ran together from every quarter; there was much commotion and perturbation throughout
the city; an insurrection was expected; he therefore advised the emperor of the facts and allowed
the bishop to remain in the city. Some days afterwards, when the popular excitement had seemingly
abated, Athanasius secretly quitted the city at dusk, and concealed himself somewhere. The very
same night, the governor of Egypt and the military chief took possession of the church in which
Athanasius generally dwelt, and sought him in every part of the edifice, and even on the roof, but
in vain; for they had calculated upon seizing the moment when the popular commotion had partially
subsided, and when the whole city was wrapt in sleep, to execute the mandate of the emperor, and

to transport Athanasius quietly from the city.

Not to have found Athanasius naturally excited universal astonishment. Some attributed his
escape to a special revelation from above; others to the advice of some of his followers; both had
the same result; but more than human prudence seems to have been requisite to foresee and to avoid
such a plot. Some say, that as soon as the people gave indications of being disposed to sedition, he

1451 Obviously an error in the text, for Constantius. See below, where the name is given correctly.

1452 Cf. Chronicon, prefacing the Festal letters of Athan. from a.d. 365 on.
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concealed himself among the tombs of his ancestors, being apprehensive lest he should be regarded
as the cause of any disturbances that might ensue; and that he afterwards retreated to some other
place of concealment.

The Emperor Valens, soon after, wrote to grant permission for him to return and hold his church.
It is very doubtful, whether, in making this concession, Valens acted according to his own inclination.
I rather imagine that, on reflecting on the esteem in which Athanasius was universally held, he
feared to excite the displeasure of the Emperor Valentinian, who was well-known to be attached
to the Nicene doctrines; or perhaps he was apprehensive of a commotion on the part of the many
admirers of the bishop, lest some innovation might injure the public affairs.

I also believe that the Arian presidents did not, on this occasion, plead very vehemently against
Athanasius; for they considered that, if he were ejected from the city, he would probably traduce
them to the emperors and then would have an occasion for conference with respect to them, and
might possibly succeed in persuading Valens to adopt his own sentiments, and in arousing the anger
of the like-minded Valentinian against themselves.

They were greatly troubled by the evidences of the virtue and courage of Athanasius, which
had been afforded by the events which had transpired during the reign of Constantius. He had, in
fact, so skilfully evaded the plots of his enemies, that they had been constrained to consent to his
reinstallation in the government of the churches of Egypt; and yet he could scarcely be induced to
return from Italy, although letters had been dispatched by Constantius to that effect.

I am convinced that it was solely from these reasons that Athanasius was not expelled from his
church like the other bishops, who were subjected to as cruel a persecution as ever was inflicted
by pagans.

Those who would not change their doctrinal tenets were banished; their houses of prayer were
taken from them, and placed in the possession of those who held opposite sentiments. Egypt alone
was, during the life of Athanasius, exempted from this persecution.

Chapter XIII.— Demophilus, an Arian, became Bishop of Constantinople after Eudoxius. The Pious
elect Evagrius. Account of the Persecution which ensued.

About this time the Emperor Valens went to Antioch on the Orontes; while he was on his journey
Eudoxius died, after having governed the churches of Constantinople during the space of eleven
years.'** Demophilus was immediately ordained as his successor by the Arian bishops. The followers
of the Nicene doctrines, believing that the course of events was in their power, elected Evagrius as
their bishop. He had been ordained by Eustathius, who had formerly governed the church of Antioch
in Syria, and who having been recalled from banishment by Jovian, lived in a private manner at
Constantinople, and devoted himself to the instruction of those who held his sentiments, exhorting

1453 Soc. iv. 13—15; Philost. ix. 4-10.
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them to perseverance in their view of the Divine Being. The Arian heretics were stirred to revolt,
and commenced a violent persecution against those who had participated in the ordination of
Evagrius. The Emperor Valens, who was then at Nicomedia, on being apprised of the occurrences
that had taken place in Constantinople since the death of Eudoxius, was fearful lest any interest of
the city should suffer by sedition, and therefore sent thither as many troops as he thought requisite
to preserve tranquillity.

AN Eustathius was arrested by his command and banished to Bizya, a city of Thrace, and Evagrius

355 was exiled to some other region. And such was the manner of this event.

Chapter XIV.—Account of the Eighty Pious Delegates in Nicomedia, whom Valens burned with
the Vessel in Mid-Sea.

The Arians, as is customary with the prosperous, because more insolent,'*** persecuted
unmercifully all Christians whose religious sentiments were opposed to their own.

These Christians being exposed to bodily injuries, and betrayed to magistrates and prisons, and
finding themselves moreover gradually impoverished by the frequent fines, were at length compelled
to appeal for redress to the emperor. Although exceedingly angry, the emperor did not openly
manifest any wrath, but secretly commanded the prefect to seize and slay the whole deputation.
But the prefect, being apprehensive that a whole popular insurrection would be excited if he were
to put so many good and religious men to death without any of the forms of justice, pretended that
they were to be sent into exile, and under this pretext compelled them to embark on board a ship,
to which they assented with the most perfect resignation. When they had sailed to about the center
of the bay, which was called Astacius, the sailors, according to the orders they had received, set
fire to the vessel and leaped into the tender. A wind arising, the ship was blown along to Dacibiza,
a place on the sea-coast of Bithynia; but no sooner had it neared the shore, than it was utterly
consumed with all the men on board.

Chapter XV.—Disputes between Eusebius, Bishop of Ceesarea, and Basil the Great. Hence the
Arians took courage and came to Ceesarea, and were repulsed.

When Valens quitted Nicomedia, he went on to Antioch;'** and in passing through Cappadocia
he did all in his power, according to custom, to injure the orthodox and to deliver up the churches

1454 Soc.iv. 16. Cf. Theodoret, H. E. iv. 24.

1455 Independent chapter.
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to the Arians. He thought to accomplish his designs the more easily on account of a dispute'**
which was then pending between Basil and Eusebius, who then governed the church of Cesarea.
This dissension had been the cause of Basil’s departing from Pontus, where he lived conjointly
with some monks who pursued the philosophy. The people and some of the most powerful and the
wisest men in the city began to regard Eusebius with suspicion, particularly as they considered him
the cause of the withdrawal of one who was equally celebrated for his piety and his eloquence; and
they accordingly began to plan a secession and the holding of separate church. In the meantime
Basil, fearing to be a source of further trouble to the Church, which was already rent by the
dissensions of heretics, remained in retirement in the monasteries at Pontus. The emperor and the
bishops of the Arian heresy, who were always attached to his suite, were more inspirited in their
designs by the absence of Basil and the hatred of the people towards Eusebius. But the event was
contrary to their judgment. On the first intelligence of the intention of the emperor to pass through
Cappadocia, Basil quitted Pontus and returned to Cesarea, where he effected a reconciliation with
Eusebius, and by his eloquence he opportunely aided the Church. The projects of Valens were thus
defeated, and he returned with his bishops without having accomplished any of his designs.

Chapter XVI.— Basil becomes Bishop of Ceesarea after Eusebius; his Boldness towards the Emperor
and the Prefect.

Some time after, the emperor again visited Cappadocia, and found that Basil was administering
the churches there after the death of Eusebius.'*” He thought of expelling him, but was unwillingly
restrained from his intention. It is said that the night after he had formed his plans his wife was
disturbed by a frightful dream, and that his only son Galates was cut off by a rapid disease. The
death of this son was universally attributed to the vengeance of God as a punishment of his parents
for the machinations that had been carried on against Basil. Valens himself was of this opinion,
and, after the death of his son, offered no further molestation to the bishop.

When the prince was sinking under the disease, and at the point of death, the emperor sent for
Basil and requested him to pray to God for his son’s recovery. For as soon as Valens had arrived
at Casarea, the prefect had sent for Basil and commanded him to embrace the religious sentiments
of the emperor, menacing him with death in case of non-compliance. Basil replied that it would be
great gain to him and the grant of the highest favor to be delivered as quickly as possible from the
bondage of the body. The prefect gave him the rest of the day and the approaching night for

1456 Concerning this difference, see Greg. Naz. Or. xliii. 27-37, in praise of Basil.

1457 Greg. Naz. Or. xliii. 44-57; Greg. Nyss. contra Eunomium, ii. 290-295; Ruf. ii. 9; Soc. iv. 26. Cf. Theodoret, iv. 19.
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deliberation, and advised him not to rush imprudently into obvious danger, but that he should come
AN on the day after and declare his opinion. “I do not require to deliberate,” replied Basil. “My
356 determination will be the same to-morrow as it is to-day; for since I am a creature I can never be
induced to worship that which is similar to myself and worship it as God; neither will I conform
to your religion, nor to that of the emperor. Although your distinction may be great, and although
you have the honor of ruling no inconsiderable portion of the empire, yet I ought not on these
accounts to seek to please men, and, at the same time, belittle that Divine faith which neither loss
of goods, nor exile, nor condemnation to death would ever impel me to betray. Inflictions of this
nature have never excited in my mind one pang of sorrow. I possess nothing but a cloak and a few
books. I dwell on the earth as a traveler. The body through its weakness would have the better of

all sensation and torture after the first blow.”

The prefect admired the courage evinced in this bold reply, and communicated the circumstance
to the emperor. On the festival of the Epiphany, the emperor repaired to the church, with the rulers
and his guards, presented gifts at the holy table, and held a conference with Basil, whose wisdom
and whose order and arrangement in the conduct of the priesthood and the church elicited his praise.

Not long after, however, the calumny of his enemies prevailed, and Basil was condemned to
banishment. The night for the execution of the edict was at hand; the son of the emperor suddenly
fell ill with a pressing and dangerous fever. The father prostrated himself on the earth and wept
over the son who was still alive, and not knowing what other measures to take towards effecting
the recovery of his son, he dispatched some of his attendants to Basil to come and visit the prostrate
child; because he himself feared to summon the bishop, on account of the injury just inflicted upon
him. Immediately on the arrival of Basil, the boy began to rally; so that many maintain that his
recovery would have been complete, had not some heretics been summoned to pray with Basil for
the restoration of the boy. It is said that the prefect, likewise, fell ill; but that on his repentance, and
on prayer being offered to God, he was restored to health. The instances above adduced are quite
inadequate to convey an idea of the wonderful endowments of Basil; his extreme addiction to the
philosophic life and astonishing powers of eloquence attracted great celebrity.

Chapter XVII.— Friendship of Basil and of Gregory, the Theologian; being Peers in Wisdom, they
defend the Nicene Doctrines.

Basil and Gregory were contemporaries, and they were recognized to be equally intent, so to
speak, upon the cultivation of the virtues.'*® They'** had both studied in their youth at Athens,
under Himerius and Prozresius, the most approved sophists of the age; and afterwards at Antioch,
under Libanius, the Syrian. But as they subsequently conceived a contempt for sophistry and the

1458 Chrysostom, de Sacerdotio, i. 1-7.

1459 Soc. iv. 26; Ruf. ii. 9. Cf. Theodoret, H. E. iv. 30.
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study of the law, they determined to study philosophy according to the law of the Church. After
having spent some time in the pursuit of the sciences, taught by pagan philosophers, they entered
upon the study of the commentaries which Origen and the best approved authors who lived before
and after his time, have written in explanation of the Sacred Scriptures.

They rendered great assistance to those who, like themselves, maintained the Nicene doctrines,
for they manfully opposed the dogmas of the Arians, proving that these heretics did not rightly
understand either the data upon which they proceeded, nor the opinions of Origen, upon which they
mainly depended. These two holy men divided the perils of their undertaking, either by mutual
agreement, or, as I have been informed, by lot. The cities in the neighborhood of Pontus fell to the
lot of Basil; and here he founded numerous monasteries, and, by teaching the people, he persuaded
them to hold like views with himself. After the death of his father, Gregory acted as bishop of the
small city of Nazianzus,"® but resided on that account in a variety of places, and especially at
Constantinople. Not long after he was appointed by the vote of many priests to act as president of
the people there; for there was then neither bishop nor church in Constantinople, and the doctrines
of the council of Nicea were almost extinct.

Chapter XVIII.—The Persecution which occurred at Antioch, on the Orontes. The Place of Prayer
in Edessa, called after the Apostle Thomas, the Assembly there, and Confession of the Inhabitants
of Edessa.

The emperor went to Antioch, and entirely ejected from the churches of that city and of the
neighboring cities all those who adhered to the Nicene doctrines;'*' moreover, he oppressed them
with manifold punishments; as some affirm, he commanded many to be put to death in various
ways, and caused others to be cast into the river Orontes. Having heard that there was a magnificent
oratory at Edessa, named after the Apostle Thomas, he went to see it. He beheld the members of

AN the Catholic Church assembled for worship in the plain before the walls of the city; for there, too,
357 they had been deprived of their houses of prayer. It is said that the emperor reproached the prefect
thoroughly and struck him on the jaw with his fist for having permitted these congregations contrary

to his edict. Modestus (for this was the name of the prefect), although he was himself a heretic,
secretly warned the people of Edessa not to meet for prayer on the accustomed spot the next day;

for he had received orders from the emperor to punish all who should be seized. He uttered such

threats with the forethought that none, or at least but a few, would incur danger, and with the desire

146 He had been coadjutor bishop during his father’s lifetime.
1ol Ruf.ii. 5; Soc.iv. 17, 18. Soz. resembles Soc. in both incidents. Soc. resembles Ruf. in the Edessa story; neither mention

the prefect’s name, as does Soz. Philost. ix. 11; Theodoret, H. E. iv. 17.
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to appease the wrath of the monarch. But the people of Edessa, totally disregarding the threat, ran
together with more than their customary zeal, and filled the usual place of meeting.

Modestus, on being apprised of their proceedings, was undecided as to what measures ought
to be adopted, and repaired in embarrassment to the plain with the throng. A woman, leading a
child by the hand, and trailing her mantle in a way unbefitting the decency of women, forced her
way through the files of the soldiers who were conducted by the prefect, as if bent upon some affair
of importance. Modestus remarked her conduct, ordered her to be arrested, and summoned her into
his presence, to inquire the cause of her running. She replied that she was hastening to the plain
where the members of the Catholic Church were assembled. “Know you not,” replied Modestus,
“that the prefect is on his way thither for the purpose of condemning to death all who are found on
the spot?” “I have heard so,” replied she, “and this is the very reason of my haste; for I am fearful
of arriving too late, and thus losing the honor of martyrdom for God.” The governor having asked
her why she took her child with her, she replied, “In order that he may share in the common suffering,
and participate in the same reward.” Modestus, struck with astonishment at the courage of this
woman, went to the emperor, and, acquainting him with what had occurred, persuaded him not to
carry out a design which he showed to be disgraceful and disastrous. Thus was the Christian faith
confessed by the whole city of Edessa.

Chapter XIX.—Death of the Great Athanasius, the Elevation of Lucius, who was Arian-Minded,
to the See; the Numerous Calamities he brought upon the Churches in Egypt; Peter, who served
after Athanasius, passed over to Rome.

Athanasius, bishop of the church of Alexandria, died about this period, after having completed
his high-priesthood in about forty-six years.'*®> The Arians having received early intelligence of
his death, Euzoius, president of the Arians at Antioch, and Magnus, the chief treasurer, were sent
by the emperor, and lost no time in seizing and imprisoning Peter, whom Athanasius had appointed
to succeed him in the bishopric; and they forthwith transferred the government of the church to
Lucius.

Hence those in Egypt suffered more grievously than those in other places, and misfortunes piled
upon misfortunes oppressed the members of the Catholic Church; for as soon as Lucius settled in
Alexandria, he attempted to take possession of the churches; he met with opposition from the
people, and the clergy and holy virgins were accused as originators of the sedition. Some made
their escape as if the city had fallen into the hands of an enemy; others were seized and imprisoned.

e Ruf.ii. 3; Soc. iv. 20-22. In c. 22 he mentions a letter of Peter to the churches, giving an account of the persecutions; and
that Sabinus records none of these things. Cf. Theodoret, H. E. iv. 20-22. In c. 22 a part of Peter’s letter is given. Hieron. de vir.

illust. Ixxxvii.; Greg. Naz. Or. xxi. in laudem Magni Athanasii episcopi Alexandrini.
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Some of the prisoners were afterwards dragged from the dungeons to be torn with hooks and thongs,
while others were burned by means of flaming torches. It seemed wonderful how they could possibly
survive the tortures to which they were subjected. Banishment or even death itself would have been
preferable to such sufferings. Peter, the bishop, made his escape from prison; and embarking on
board a ship, proceeded to Rome, the bishop of which church held the same sentiments as himself.
Thus the Arians, although not many in number, remained in possession of the churches. At the
same time, an edict was issued by the emperor, enacting that as many of the followers of the Nicene
doctrines should be ejected from Alexandria and the rest of Egypt, as might be directed by Lucius.
Euzoius, having thus accomplished all his designs, returned to Antioch.

Chapter XX.— Persecution of the Egyptian Monks, and of the Disciples of St. Antony. They were
enclosed in a Certain Island on Account of their Orthodoxy; the Miracles which they Wrought.

Lucius went with the general of the soldiers in Egypt, against the monks in the desert;'*** for

he imagined that if he could overcome their opposition by interrupting the tranquillity which they

AN loved, he would meet with fewer obstacles in drawing over to his party the Christians who inhabited

358 the cities. The monasteries of this country were governed by several individuals of eminent sanctity,

who were strenuously opposed to the heresy of Arius. The people, who were neither willing nor

competent to enter upon the investigation of doctrinal questions, received their opinions from them,

and thought with them; for they were persuaded that men whose virtue was manifested by their

deeds were in possession of truth. We have heard that the leaders of these Egyptian ascetics were

two men of the name of Macarius, of whom mention has already been made,"*** Pambo and
Heraclides, and other disciples of Antony.

On reflecting that the Arians could never succeed in establishing an ascendency over the Catholic

Church, unless the monks could be drawn over to their party, Lucius determined to have recourse

to force to compel the monks to side with him, since he was unable to persuade them. But here

again his scheme failed; for the monks were prepared to subject their necks to the sword rather than

to swerve from the Nicene doctrines. It is related that, at the very time that the soldiers were about

to attack them, a man whose limbs were withered and who was unable to stand on his feet was

carried to them; and that when they had anointed him with oil, and commanded him in the name

of Christ, whom Lucius persecuted, to arise and go to his house, he suddenly became whole. This

miraculous cure openly manifested the necessity of adopting the sentiments of those to whom God

1463 Ruf. ii. 3, 4; Soc. iv. 22, 24; Theodoret, H. E. iv. 21, 22; Chronic