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The moral corruptions of Paganism all admittedly originated with the
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generation). But diversity of bodies and parts argues a creating intellect.
(2.) Platonists (pre-existent matter.) But this subjects God to human
limitations, making Him not a creator but a mechanic. (3) Gnostics (an
alien Demiurge). Rejected from Scripture.. . .. ... ............ p. 191
The true doctrine. Creation out of nothing, of God's lavish bounty of being.
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OFACE.. . v i i e e p. 192
Our creation and God's Incarnation most intimately connected. As by the
Word man was called from non-existence into being, and further received
the grace of a divine life, so by the one fault which forfeited that life they

again incurred corruption and untold sin and misery filled the world.. . . p. 193
For God has not only made us out of nothing; but He gave us freely, by
the Grace of the Word, a life in correspondence with God.. . . . ... .. p. 193

The human race then was wasting, God's image was being effaced, and
His work ruined. Either, then, God must forego His spoken word by which
man had incurred ruin; or that which had shared in the being of the Word
must sink back again into destruction, in which case God's design would
be defeated. What then? was God's goodness to suffer this? But if so,
why had man been made? It could have been weakness, not goodness
oNn GOod'sS part.. . .. .. p. 194
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On the other hand there was the consistency of God's nature, not to be
sacrificed for our profit. Were men, then, to be called upon to repent? But
repentance cannot avert the execution of a law; still less can it remedy
a fallen nature. We have incurred corruption and need to be restored to
the Grace of God's Image. None could renew but He Who had created.
He alone could (1) recreate all, (2) suffer for all, (3) represent all to the
Father.. . . . .. p. 195
The Word, then, visited that earth in which He was yet always present ;
and saw all these evils. He takes a body of our Nature, and that of a
spotless Virgin, in whose womb He makes it His own, wherein to reveal
Himself, conquer death, and restore life.. . . ... .............. p. 196
The Word, since death alone could stay the plague, took a mortal body
which, united with Him, should avail for all, and by partaking of His
immortality stay the corruption of the Race. By being above all, He made
His Flesh an offering for our souls; by being one with us all, he clothed
us with immortality. Simile to illustrate this.. . . . .. ............. p. 197
By a like simile, the reasonableness of the work of redemption is shewn.
How Christ wiped away our ruin, and provided its antidote by His own
teaching. Scripture proofs of the Incarnation of the Word, and of the
Sacrifice He wrought.. . . . . ... ... .. . p. 197
Second reason for the Incarnation. God, knowing that man was not by
nature sufficient to know Him, gave him, in order that he might have some
profit in being, a knowledge of Himself. He made them in the Image of
the Word, that thus they might know the Word, and through Him the
Father. Yet man, despising this, fell into idolatry, leaving the unseen God
for magic and astrology; and all this in spite of God's manifold revelation
of Himself.. . . . . .. .. . . . p. 199
For though man was created in grace, God, foreseeing his forgetfulness,
provided also the works of creation to remind man of him. Yet further, He
ordained a Law and Prophets, whose ministry was meant for all the world.
Yet men heeded only theirown lusts.. . . . .................. p. 200
Here again, was God to keep silence? to allow to false gods the worship
He made us to render to Himself? A king whose subjects had revolted
would, after sending letters and messages, go to them in person. How
much more shall God restore in us the grace of His image. This men,
themselves but copies, could not do. Hence the Word Himself must come
(1) to recreate, (2) to destroy death in the Body.. . . . .. ......... p. 200
A portrait once effaced must be restored from the original. Thus the Son
of the Father came to seek, save, and regenerate. No other way was
possible. Blinded himself, man could not see to heal. The witness ofp. 201
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creation had failed to preserve him, and could not bring him back. The
Word alone could do so. But how? Only by revealing Himself as

Thus the Word condescended to man's engrossment in corporeal things,
by even taking a body. All man's superstitions He met halfway; whether
men were inclined to worship Nature, Man, Demons, or the dead, He

shewed Himself Lord of all these.. . . . . ... ... ... ... ........ p. 202
He came then to attract man's sense-bound attention to Himself as man,
and so to lead him on to know Hmas God.. . .. .............. p. 203
How the Incarnation did not limit the ubiquity of the Word, nor diminish
His Purity. (Simile of the Sun.). . . . . ...... ... ... .. ....... p. 204
How the Word and Power of God works in His human actions: by casting
out devils, by Miracles, by His Birth of the Virgin.. . . .. .......... p. 204

Man, unmoved by nature, was to be taught to know God by that sacred
Manhood, Whose deity all nature confessed, especially in His
Death.. ... . p. 205
None, then, could bestow incorruption, but He Who had made, none
restore the likeness of God, save His Own Image, none quicken, but the
Life, none teach, but the Word. And He, to pay our debt of death, must
also die for us, and rise again as our first-fruits from the grave. Mortal
therefore His Body must be; corruptible, His Body could not be.. . . . . p. 206
Death brought to nought by the death of Christ. Why then did not Christ
die privately, or in a more honourable way? He was not subject to natural
death, but had to die at the hands of others. Why then did He die? Nay
but for that purpose He came, and but for that, He could not have
FIS BN .. o o p. 207
But why did He not withdraw His body from the Jews, and so guard its
immortality? (1) It became Him not to inflict death on Himself, and yet not
to shun it. (2) He came to receive death as the due of others, therefore
it should come to Him from without. (3) His death must be certain, to
guarantee the truth of His Resurrection. Also, He could not die from
infirmity, lest He should be mocked in His healing of others.. . . . . . .. p. 208
Necessity of a public death for the doctrine of the Resurrection.. . . . . p. 209
Further objections anticipated. He did not choose His manner of death;
for He was to prove Conqueror of death in all or any of its forms: (simile
of a good wrestler). The death chosen to disgrace Him proved the Trophy
against death: moreover it preserved His body undivided.. . . . . . . .. p. 209
Why the Cross, of all deaths? (1) He had to bear the curse for us. (2) On
it He held out His hands to unite all, Jews and Gentiles, in Himself. (3)
He defeated the “Prince of the powers of the air” in His own region,p. 210
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clearing the way to heaven and opening for us the everlasting

Reasons for His rising on the Third Day. (1) Not sooner for else His real
death would be denied, nor (2) later; to (a) guard the identity of His body,
(b) not to keep His disciples too long in suspense, nor (c) to wait till the

witnesses of His death were dispersed, or its memory faded.. . . . . .. p. 211
The change wrought by the Cross in the relation of Death to Man.. . . . p. 212
This exceptional fact must be tested by experience. Let those who doubt
it become Christians.. . . . ... ... .. . ... . p. 213
Here then are wonderful effects, and a sufficient cause, the Cross, to
account for them, as sunrise accounts for daylight.. . . .. ........ p. 213

The reality of the resurrection proved by facts: (1) the victory over death
described above: (2) the Wonders of Grace are the work of One Living,
of One who is God: (3) if the gods be (as alleged) real and living, a fortiori
He Who shatters their poweris alive.. . . . ... ............... p. 214
If Power is the sign of life, what do we learn from the impotence of idols,
for good or evil, and the constraining power of Christ and of the Sign of
the Cross? Death and the demons are by this proved to have lost their
sovereignty. Coincidence of the above argument from facts with that from
the Personality of Christ.. . . . . ... ... .. .. ... ... . ... .... p. 215
But who is to see Him risen, so as to believe? Nay, God is ever invisible
and known by His works only: and here the works cry out in proof. If you
do not believe, look at those who do, and perceive the Godhead of Christ.
The demons see this, though men be blind. Summary of the argument

SO far. . o p. 216
Unbelief of Jews and scoffing of Greeks. The former confounded by their
own Scriptures. Prophecies of His coming as God and as Man.. . . . . p. 217
Prophecies of His passion and death in all its circumstances.. . . . . .. p. 217
Prophecies of the Cross. How these prophecies are satisfied in Christ
alone.. . ... p. 218
Prophecies of Christ's sovereignty, flight into Egypt, &c.. . . . ... ... p. 219
Psalm xxii. 16, &c. Majesty of His birth and death. Confusion of oracles
and demons in Egypt.. . . ... ... p. 220
Other clear prophecies of the coming of God in the flesh. Christ's miracles
unprecedented.. . . . .. ... p. 221
Do you look for another? But Daniel foretells the exact time. Objections
to this removed.. . . . . . . ... p. 221

Argument (1) from the withdrawal of prophecy and destruction of
Jerusalem, (2) from the conversion of the Gentiles, and that to the Godp. 222
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of Moses. What more remains for the Messiah to do, that Christ has not

Answer to the Greeks. Do they recognise the Logos? If He manifests
Himself in the organism of the Universe, why not in one Body? for a
human body is a part of the samewhole.. . . ... .............. p. 223
His union with the body is based upon His relation to Creation as a whole.
He used a human body, since to man it was that He wished to reveal
Himself.. . . .. . e p. 224
He came in human rather than in any nobler form, because (I) He came
to save, not to impress ; (2) man alone of creatures had sinned. As men
would not recognise His works in the Universe, He came and worked
among them as Man; in the sphere to which they had Ilimited
themselves.. . . . . . . p. 225
As God made man by a word, why not restore him by a word? But (1)
creation out of nothing is different from reparation of what already exists.
(2) Man was there with a definite need, calling for a definite remedy.
Death was ingrained in man's nature: He then must wind life closely to
human nature. Therefore the Word became Incarnate that He might meet
and conquer death in His usurped territory. (Simile of straw and
ashestos.). . . . . .. p. 226
Thus once again every part of creation manifests the glory of God. Nature,
the witness to her Creator, yields (by miracles) a second testimony to
God Incarnate. The witness of Nature, perverted by man's sin, was thus
forced back to truth. If these reasons suffice not, let the Greeks look at
faCtS.. . . e p. 227
Discredit, from the date of the Incarnation, of idol-cultus, oracles,
mythologies, demoniacal energy, magic, and Gentile philosophy. And
whereas the old cults were strictly local and independent, the worship of
Christ is catholic and uniform.. . . . ....................... p. 228
The numerous oracles,--fancied apparitions in sacred places, &c.,
dispelled by the sign of the Cross. The old gods prove to have been mere
men. Magic is exposed. And whereas Philosophy could only persuade
select and local cliques of Immortality, and goodness,--men of little intellect
have infused into the multitudes of the churches the principle of a
supernatural life.. . . . . .. ... ... p. 229
Further facts. Christian continence of virgins and ascetics. Martyrs. The
power of the Cross against demons and magic. Christ by His Power
shews Himself more than a man, more than a magician, more than a
spirit. For all these are totally subject to Him. Therefore He is the Word
of GOd.. . . . . p. 230
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His Birth and Miracles. You call Asclepius, Heracles, and Dionysus gods
for their works. Contrast their works with His, and the wonders at His

death, &C.. . . . ... . . . . e p. 231
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addressing the conscience of Man.. . . .. ................... p. 234

The Word Incarnate, as is the case with the Invisible God, is known to
us by His works. By them we recognise His deifying mission. Let us be
content to enumerate a few of them, leaving their dazzling plentitude to

him who will behold.. . . ... ... ... ... ... ... ... . ... . ... p. 234
Summary of foregoing. Cessation of pagan oracles, &c.: propagation of
the faith. The true King has come forth and silenced all usurpers.. . . . . p. 235
Search then, the Scriptures, if you can, and so fill up this sketch. Learn
to look for the Second Advent and Judgment.. . . ... ........... p. 236
Above all, so live that you may have the right to eat of this tree of
knowledge and life, and so come to eternal joys. Doxology.. . . . . . .. p. 236
Deposition of Arius. (Depositio Arii.). . . . . . . .. o . p. 238
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Introduction.. . . . . . . .. . p. 262
lllud Omnia, &c. (On Luke X. 22.). . . . . .. . e p. 262
This text refers not to the eternal Word but to the Incarnate.. . . . . . .. p. 262
Sense in which, and end for which all things were delivered to the
Incarnate Son.. . . ... ... p. 263
By ‘'all things' is meant the redemptive attributes and power of
Christ.. . . . p. 264
The text John xvi. 15, shews clearly the essential relation of the Son to
the Father.. . . . . . . . . p. 265
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Part | . . e p. 281
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Part 1l . . p. 325
Documents connected with the charges of the Meletians against S.
Athanasius.. . . . . . ... e p. 325
Documents connected with the Council of Tyre.. . . ... ... ... .. p. 333
Additional Note on Apol. C. Arianos, 850.. . . . .. ............... p. 347
Defence of the Nicene Definition. (De Decretis.). . . . ............. p. 350
Introduction.. . . . . . . .. . e p. 350
De Decretis. (Defence of the Nicene Definition.). . . ... .......... p. 351

Introduction. The complaint of the Arians against the Nicene Council;
their fickleness; they are like Jews; their employment of force instead of
FEASON.. . . ot it e p. 351
Conduct of the Arians towards the Nicene Council. Ignorant as well as
irreligious to attempt to reverse an Ecumenical Council: proceedings at
Niceea: Eusebians then signed what they now complain of: on the
unanimity of true teachers and the process of tradition: changes of the
ArIANS.. . e p. 353
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Two senses of the word Son, 1. adoptive; 2. essential; attempts of Arians
to find a third meaning between these; e.g. that our Lord only was created
immediately by God (Asterius's view), or that our Lord alone partakes the
Father. The second and true sense; God begets as He makes, really;
though His creation and generation are not like man's; His generation
independent of time; generation implies an internal, and therefore an
eternal, act in God; explanation of Prov. viii. 22.. . . . ... ........ p. 356
Proof of the Catholic Sense of the Word Son. Power, Word or Reason,
and Wisdom, the names of the Son, imply eternity; as well as the Father's
title of Fountain. The Arians reply, that these do not formally belong to
the essence of the Son, but are names given Him; that God has many
words, powers, &c. Why there is but one Son and Word, &c. All the titles
of the Son coincide in Him.. . . .. ........ .. ... ... ....... p. 365
Defence of the Council's Phrases, “from the essence,” And “one in
essence.” Objection that the phrases are not scriptural; we ought to look
at the sense more than the wording; evasion of the Arians as to the phrase
“of God” which is in Scripture; their evasion of all explanations but those
which the Council selected, which were intended to negative the Arian

formulae; protest against their conveying any material sense.. . . . . .. p. 368
Authorities in Support of the Council. Theognostus; Dionysius of
Alexandria; Dionysius of Rome; Origen.. . . . .. ............... p. 376

On the Arian Symbol “Unoriginate.” This term afterwards adopted by
them; and why; three senses of it. A fourth sense. Unoriginate denotes
God in contrast to His creatures, not to His Son; Father the scriptural title

instead; Conclusion.. . . .. ... . ... e p. 381
Defence of Dionysius. (De Sententia Dionysii.). . .. .............. p. 387
Introduction.. . . . . . . .. . e p. 387
De Sententia Dionysii. (Defence of Dionysius.). . . ... ........... p. 390
Life of Antony. (Vita Antoni.). . ... ... ... .. . . .. . ... p. 406
Introduction.. . . . . . . .. . e p. 406
Life of Antony. (Vita Antoni.). . . .. ... ... ... ... p. 413
Prologue.. . . ... . . p. 413
Preface.. . . ... .. . e p. 415
Birth and beginnings of Antony.. . . . .. ......... . ... ... ... p. 416
His early ascetic life.. . . ... ... .. ... ... . .. .. . ... p. 416
Early conflicts with the devil.. . . .. ....... ... ... ......... p. 417
Details of his life at this time (271-2857). . . . . ... ... ... . ... ... p. 418
His life in the tombs, and combats with demons there.. . . ... ... .. p. 419
He goes to the desert and overcomes temptations on the way.. . . . .. p. 421
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How Antony took up his abode in a ruined fort across the Nile, and how

he defeated the demons. His twenty years' sojourn there.. . . . ... .. p. 421
How he left the fort, and how monasticism began to flourish in Egypt.

Antony its leader.. . . . . ... p. 422
His address to monks, rendered from Coptic, exhorting them to

perseverance, and encouraging them against the wiles of Satan.. . . . . p. 423
The growth of the monastic life at this time (about A.D. 305).. . . . . .. p. 433
How Antony renewed his ascetic endeavours at this time.. . . . ... .. p. 434
How he sought martyrdom at Alexandria during the Persecution

(B1).. o o, p. 434
How he lived at thistime.. . . . ... ..... .. ... . ... ... ...... p. 435
How he delivered a woman from an evil spirit.. . . ... ........... p. 435
How at this time he betook himself to his 'inner mountain.’. . . . ... .. p. 435
How he there combated the demons.. . . .. ................. p. 436
Of the miraculous spring, and how he edified the monks of the 'outer’

mountain, and of Antony's sister.. . . .. ... ... ... ... p. 437
How humanely he counselled those who resorted to him.. . . ... ... p. 438
Of the case of Fronto, healed by faith and prayer.. . . . ... ....... p. 439
Of a certain virgin, and of Paphnutius the confessor.. . . . ... ... .. p. 439
Of the two brethren, and how one perished of thirst.. . . .. ... ... .. p. 439
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Of Count Archelaus and the virgin Polycration.. . . .. ........... p. 441
Strange tales of the casting out of demons.. . . . ... ........... p. 441
Of Antony's vision concerning the forgiveness of hissins.. . . . ... .. p. 441
Of the passage of souls, and how some were hindered of Satan.. . . . . p. 442
How Antony reverenced all ordained persons.. . . ... ........... p. 443
How he rejected the schism of Meletius and the heresies of Manes and

ATTUS.. . o p. 443
How he confuted the Arians.. . . . . ........... ... ... ...... p. 444
How he visited Alexandria, and healed and converted many, and how

Athanasius escorted him from thecity.. . ... ................ p. 444
How he reasoned with divers Greeks and philosophers at the 'outer'

MOUNTAIN.. . . . . e e p. 444
How he confuted the philosophers by healing certain vexed with

demONS.. . . . . p. 447
How the Emperors wrote to Antony, and of his answer.. . . ... ... .. p. 448
How he saw in a vision the present doings of the Arians.. . . . ... ... p. 448
That his healings were done by Christ alone, through prayer.. . . . . .. p. 449

How wisely he answered a certainduke.. . . .. ............... p. 450
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Of the Duke Balacius, and how, warned by Antony, he met with a

miserable end.. . . . . ... ... p. 450
How he bore the infirmities of the weak, and of his great benefits to all
Egypt.. . . p. 451
Of his discernment, and how he was a counsellorto all.. . . . ... ... p. 451
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Same Subject Continued.. . . . . ... ... .. p. 515
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Same subject concluded.. . . .. ... ... ... p. 517
Persecution is from the Devil.. . . .. ... ... ... .. ... ... ... p. 517
Irruption of Syrianus.. . . . . . ... ... p. 518
Athanasius's wonderful escape.. . . . ......... ... ... ... . ... p. 519
He acted according to the example of the Saints. Character of his
ACCUS IS . v v v e e e e e p. 519
Conclusion.. . . . ... p. 520
Arian History. (Historia Arianorum ad Monachos.). . .. ............ p. 521
Introduction.. . . . .. . .. . p. 521
Arian History. (Historia Arianorum ad Monachos.). . . .. .......... p. 525
Arian Persecution Under Constantine.. . . .. ................. p. 525
First Arian Persecution under Constantius.. . . . . ... ........... p. 529
Restoration of the Catholics on the Council of Sardica.. . . ... ... .. p. 532
Second Arian Persecution under Constantius.. . . . .. ........... p. 540
Persecution and Lapse of Liberius.. . . . .................... p. 544
Persecution and Lapse of Hosius.. . ... ................... p. 548
Persecution at Alexandria.. . . . .. ... ... ... . . ... p. 552
Persecution in EQypt.. . . . . . . ... p. 562
Against the Arians. (Orationes contra Arianos IV.). . . ............. p. 576
Introduction.. . . . . .. .. p. 576
Against the Arians. (Orationes contra Arianos IV.). . . ............ p. 579
Discourse L. . ... ... . e p. 579

Introduction. Reason for writing; certain persons indifferent about
Arianism; Arians not Christians, because sectaries always take the
name of their founder.. . . .. . ... ... ... ... .. p. 579
Extracts from the Thalia of Arius. Arius maintains that God became a
Father, and the Son was not always; the Son out of nothing; once He
was not; He was not before his generation; He was created; named
Wisdom and Word after God's attributes; made that He might make us;
one out of many powers of God; alterable; exalted on God's
foreknowledge of what He was to be; not very God; but called so as
others by participation; foreign in essence from the Father; does not
know or see the Father; does not know Himself.. . . ... ........ p. 583
The Importance of the Subject. The Arians affect Scripture language,
but their doctrine new, as well as unscriptural. Statement of the Catholic
doctrine, that the Son is proper to the Father's substance, and eternal.
Restatement of Arianism in contrast, that He is a creature with a
beginning: the controversy comes to this issue, whether one whom wep. 585
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are to believe in as God, can be so in name only, and is merely a
creature. What pretence then for being indifferent in the controversy?
The Arians rely on state patronage, and dare not avow their
tenets.. . . .
That the Son is Eternal and Increate. These attributes, being the points
in dispute, are first proved by direct texts of Scripture. Concerning the
‘eternal power' of God in Rom. i. 20, which is shewn to mean the Son.
Remarks on the Arian formula, '‘Once the Son was not,' its supporters
not daring to speak of 'a time when the Sonwas not.". . . . ....... p. 589
Subject Continued. Objection, that the Son's eternity makes Him
coordinate with the Father, introduces the subject of His Divine Sonship,
as a second proof of His eternity. The word Son is introduced in a
secondary, butis to be understood in real sense. Since all things partake
of the Father in partaking of the Son, He is the whole participation of
the Father, that is, He is the Son by nature; for to be wholly participated
IS 10 beget.. . . .. .. . p. 592
Subject Continued. Third proof of the Son's eternity, viz. from other titles
indicative of His coessentiality; as the Creator; One of the Blessed
Trinity; as Wisdom; as Word; as Image. If the Son is a perfect Image
of the Father, why is He not a Father also? because God, being perfect,
is not the origin of a race. Only the Father a Father because the Only
Father, only the Son a Son because the Only Son. Men are not really
fathers and really sons, but shadows of the True. The Son does not
become a Father, because He has received from the Father to be

immutable and everthesame.. . . . . ... ... ... . L. p. 595
Objections to the Foregoing Proof. Whether, in the generation of the
Son, God made One that was already, or One that was not.. . . . .. p. 600

Objections Continued. Whether we may decide the question by the
parallel of human sons, which are born later than their parents. No, for
the force of the analogy lies in the idea of connaturality. Time is not
involved in the idea of Son, but is adventitious to it, and does not attach
to God, because He is without parts and passions. The titles Word and
Wisdom guard our thoughts of Him and His Son from this misconception.
God not a Father, as a Creator, in posse from eternity, because creation
does not relate to the essence of God, as generation does.. . . . . .. p. 603
Objections Continued. Whether is the Unoriginate one or two?
Inconsistent in Arians to use an unscriptural word; necessary to define
its meaning. Different senses of the word. If it means 'without Father,’
there is but One Unoriginate; if 'without beginning or creation,' there are
two. Inconsistency of Asterius. 'Unoriginate’ a title of God, not in contrastp. 607
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with the Son, but with creatures, as is 'Almighty,’ or 'Lord of powers.’
'Father' is the truer title, as not only Scriptural, but implying a Son, and
our adoption as SONS.. . . . . . .o i i
Objections Continued. How the Word has free will, yet without being
alterable. He is unalterable because the Image of the Father, proved
from texts.. . ... .. e p. 610
Texts Explained; And First, Phil. 11. 9, 10. Various texts which are alleged
against the Catholic doctrine: e.g. Phil. ii. 9, 10. Whether the words
'‘Wherefore God hath highly exalted’ prove moral probation and
advancement. Argued against, first, from the force of the word 'Son;’
which is inconsistent with such an interpretation. Next, the passage
examined. Ecclesiastical sense of 'highly exalted,” and 'gave,’ and
‘wherefore;' viz. as being spoken with reference to our Lord's manhood.
Secondary sense; viz. as implying the Word's 'exaltation’ through the
resurrection in the same sense in which Scripture speaks of His descent
in the Incarnation; how the phrase does not derogate from the nature
ofthe Word.. . . .. ... . ... . . . p. 612
Texts Explained; Secondly, Psalm xlv. 7, 8. Whether the words
'therefore," 'anointed," &c., imply that the Word has been rewarded.
Argued against first from the word ‘fellows' or 'partakers.' He is anointed
with the Spirit in His manhood to sanctify human nature. Therefore the
Spirit descended on Him in Jordan, when in the flesh. And He is said
to sanctify Himself for us, and give us the glory He has received. The
word ‘wherefore' implies His divinity. 'Thou hast loved righteousness,’
&c., do not imply trial or choice.. . . . ... ... ... . ... . ..., p. 620
Texts Explained; Thirdly, Hebrews i. 4. Additional texts brought as
objections; e.g. Heb. i. 4; vii. 22. Whether the word 'better' implies
likeness to the Angels; and 'made' or 'become' implies creation.
Necessary to consider the circumstances under which Scripture speaks.
Difference between 'better’ and 'greater;' texts in proof. 'Made' or
'‘become’ a general word. Contrast in Heb. i. 4, between the Son and
the Works in point of nature. The difference of the punishments under
the two Covenants shews the difference of the natures of the Son and
the Angels. '‘Become’ relates not to the nature of the Word, but to His
manhood and office and relation towards us. Parallel passages in which

the term is applied to the Eternal Father.. . . . ... ... ......... p. 626
Excursus B. On 822 (Note 3).. . . . . . . .. i p. 635
Discourse Il . .. ... . . p. 642

Texts explained; Fourthly, Hebrews iii. 2. Introduction; the Regula Fidei
counter to an Arian sense of the text; which is not supported by thep. 642
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word 'servant,’ nor by ‘'made’ which occurs in it; (how can the Judge be
among the 'works' which 'God will bring into judgment?') nor by ‘faithful;’

and is confuted by the immediate context, which is about Priesthood;

and by the foregoing passage, which explains the word 'faithful' as
meaning trustworthy, as do 1 Pet. iv. fin. and other texts. On the whole

made may safely be understood either of the divine generation or the
human creation.. . . . . . ... ... ... .

Texts explained; Fifthly, Acts ii. 36. The Regula Fidei must be observed,;

made applies to our Lord's manhood; and to His manifestation; and to

His office relative to us; and is relative to the Jews. Parallel instance in

Gen. xxvii. 29, 37. The context contradicts the Arian
interpretation.. . . . ... ... ... p. 651
Chapter XVI.--Introductory to Proverbs viii. 22, that the Son is not a
Creature. Arian formula, a creature but not as one of the creatures; but

each creature is unlike all other creatures; and no creature can create.

The Word then differs from all creatures in that in which they, though
otherwise differing, all agree together, as creatures; viz. in being an
efficient cause; in being the one medium or instrumental agent in
creation; moreover in being the revealer of the Father; and in being the
object of worship.. . . . ... ... ... p. 656
Introduction to Proverbs viii. 22 continued. Absurdity of supposing a

Son or Word created in order to the creation of other creatures; as to

the creation being unable to bear God's immediate hand, God
condescends to the lowest. Moreover, if the Son a creature, He too
could not bear God's hand, and an infinite series of media will be
necessary. Objected, that, as Moses who led out the Israelites was a

man, so our Lord; but Moses was not the Agent in creation:--again, that

unity is found in created ministrations, but all such ministrations are
defective and dependent:--again, that He learned to create, yet could
God's Wisdom need teaching? and why should He learn, if the Father
worketh hitherto? If the Son was created to create us, He is for our

sake, not we for His.. . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... p. 662
Introduction to Proverbs viii. 22 continued. Contrast between the Father's
operations immediately and naturally in the Son, instrumentally by the
creatures; Scripture terms illustrative of this. Explanation of these
illustrations; which should be interpreted by the doctrine of the Church;
perverse sense put on them by the Arians, refuted. Mystery of Divine
Generation. Contrast between God's Word and man's word drawn out

at length. Asterius betrayed into holding two Unoriginates; hisp. 667
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inconsistency. Baptism how by the Son as well as by the Father. On

the Baptism of heretics. Why Arian worse than other heresies.. . . . .

Texts explained; Sixthly, Proverbs viii. 22. Proverbs are of a figurative

nature, and must be interpreted as such. We must interpret them, and

in particular this passage, by the Regula Fidei. 'He created me' not

equivalent to 'l am a creature." Wisdom a creature so far forth as Its

human body. Again, if He is a creature, it is as 'a beginning of ways,’

an office which, though not an attribute, is a consequence, of a higher

and divine nature. And it is ‘for the works," which implied the works

existed, and therefore much more He, before He was created. Also 'the

Lord' not the Father 'created' Him, which implies the creation was that

ofaservant.. . . . ... ... p. 678

Texts Explained; Sixthly, Proverbs viii. 22 Continued. Our Lord is said

to be created 'for the works," i.e. with a particular purpose, which no

mere creatures are ever said to be. Parallel of Isai. xlix. 5, &c. When

His manhood is spoken of, a reason for it is added; not so when His

Divine Nature; Texts in proof.. . . .. ....... ... ... ........ p. 684

Texts Explained; Sixthly, Proverbs viii. 22, Continued. Our Lord not said

in Scripture to be 'created,’ or the works to be 'begotten.’ 'In the

beginning' means in the case of the works 'from the beginning.' Scripture

passages explained. We are made by God first, begotten next; creatures

by nature, sons by grace. Christ begotten first, made or created

afterwards. Sense of 'First-born of the dead;' of 'First-born among many

brethren;' of 'First-born of all creation,’ contrasted with ‘Only-begotten.’

Further interpretation of 'beginning of ways," and 'for the works.' Why a

creature could not redeem; why redemption was necessary at all. Texts

which contrast the Word and theworks.. . . .. ............... p. 689

Texts Explained; Sixthly, the Context of Proverbs viii. 22 Vz. 22-30. It

is right to interpret this passage by the Regula Fidei. 'Founded' is used

in contrast to superstructure; and it implies, as in the case of stones in

building, previous existence. 'Before the world' signifies the divine

intention and purpose. Recurrence to Prov. viii. 22, and application of

it to created Wisdom as seen in the works. The Son reveals the Father,

first by the works, then by the Incarnation.. . . ... ............ p. 703
Discourse lll. . . . . ... . p. 711

Texts Explained; Seventhly, John xiv. 10. Introduction. The doctrine of

the coinherence. The Father and the Son Each whole and perfect God.

They are in Each Other, because their Essence is One and the Same.

They are Each Perfect and have One Essence, because the Second

Person is the Son of the First. Asterius's evasive explanation of the textp. 711
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under review; refuted. Since the Son has all that the Father has, He is
His Image; and the Father is the One God, because the Son is in the

Texts Explained; Eighthly, John xvii. 3. and the Like. Our Lord's divinity
cannot interfere with His Father's prerogatives, as the One God, which
were so earnestly upheld by the Son. 'One’ is used in contrast to false
gods and idols, not to the Son, through whom the Father spoke. Our
Lord adds His Name to the Father's, as included in Him. The Father
the First, not as if the Son were not First too, but as Origin.. . . . . .. p. 717
Texts Explained; Ninthly, John x. 30; xvii. 11, &c. Arian explanation,
that the Son is one with the Father in will and judgment; but so are all
good men, nay things inanimate; contrast of the Son. Oneness between
Them is in nature, because oneness in operation. Angels not objects
of prayer, because they do not work together with God, but the Son;
texts quoted. Seeing an Angel, is not seeing God. Arians in fact hold
two Gods, and tend to Gentile polytheism. Arian explanation that the
Father and Son are one as we are one with Christ, is put aside by the
Regula Fidei, and shewn invalid by the usage of Scripture in illustrations;
the true force of the comparison; force of the terms used. Force of 'in
us;' force of 'as;' confirmed by S. John. In what sense we are 'in God'
and His 'sons.'. . . ... ... p. 720
Introductory to Texts from the Gospels on the Incarnation. Enumeration
of texts still to be explained. Arians compared to the Jews. We must
recur to the Regula Fidei. Our Lord did not come into, but became, man,
and therefore had the acts and affections of the flesh. The same works
divine and human. Thus the flesh was purified, and men were made
immortal. Referenceto Il Pet.iv. 1.. . .. ................... p. 733
Texts Explained; Tenthly, Matthew xi. 27; John iii. 35, &c. These texts
intended to preclude the Sabellian notion of the Son; they fall in with
the Catholic doctrine concerning the Son; they are explained by 'so' in
John v. 26. (Anticipation of the next chapter.) Again they are used with
reference to our Lord's human nature; for our sake, that we might receive
and not lose, as receiving in Him. And consistently with other parts of
Scripture, which shew that He had the power, &c., before He received
it. He was God and man, and His actions are often at once divine and

Texts Explained; Eleventhly, Mark xiii. 32 and Luke ii. 52. Arian
explanation of the former text is against the Regula Fidei; and against
the context. Our Lord said He was ignorant of the Day, by reason of
His human nature. If the Holy Spirit knows the Day, therefore the Sonp. 747
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knows; if the Son knows the Father, therefore He knows the Day; if He
has all that is the Father's, therefore knowledge of the Day; if in the
Father, He knows the Day in the Father; if He created and upholds all
things, He knows when they will cease to be. He knows not as Man,
argued from Matt. xxiv. 42. As He asked about Lazarus's grave, &c.,
yet knew, so He knows; as S. Paul says, 'whether in the body | know
not," &c., yet knew, so He knows. He said He knew not for our profit,
that we be not curious (as in Acts i. 7, where on the contrary He did not
say He knew not). As the Almighty asks of Adam and of Cain, yet knew,
so the Son knows[as God]. Again, He advanced in wisdom also as man,
else He made Angels perfect before Himself. He advanced, in that the
Godhead was manifested in Him more fully as time wenton.. . . . ..
Texts Explained; Twelfthly, Matthew xxvi. 39; John xii. 27, &c. Arian
inferences are against the Regula Fidei, as before. He wept and the
like, as man. Other texts prove Him God. God could not fear. He feared
because His flesh feared.. . . . . ... ... ... ... .. ... .. ... p. 757
Objections continued, as in Chapters vii.--x. Whether the Son is begotten
of the Father's will? This virtually the same as whether once He was
not? and used by the Arians to introduce the latter question. The Regula
Fidei answers it at once in the negative by contrary texts. The Arians
follow the Valentinians in maintaining a precedent will; which really is
only exercised by God towards creatures. Instances from Scripture.
Inconsistency of Asterius. If the Son by will, there must be another Word
before Him. If God is good, or exist, by His will, then is the Son by His
will. If He willed to have reason or wisdom, then is His Word and Wisdom
at His will. The Son is the Living Will, and has all titles which denote
connaturality. That will which the Father has to the Son, the Son has
to the Father. The Father wills the Son and the Son wills the

Father.. . . ... p. 760
Excursus C. Introductory to the Fourth Discourse against the
ATTANS.. . . p. 769
Discourse V. . . . . . . . e p. 771

The substantiality of the Word proved from Scripture. If the One Origin
be substantial, Its Word is substantial. Unless the Word and Son be a
second Origin, or a work, or an attribute (and so God be compounded),
or at the same time Father, or involve a second nature in God, He is
from the Father's Essence and distinct from Him. lllustration of John x.
30, drawn from Deut. iv. 4.. . . .. ... ... p. 771
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When the Word and Son hungered, wept, and was wearied, He acted
as our Mediator, taking on Him what was ours, that He might impart to
uswhatwas His.. . . . .. ... .. . . p. 775
Arians date the Son's beginning earlier than Marcellus, &c.. . . . . .. p. 776
Unless Father and Son are two in name only, or as parts and so each
imperfect, or two gods, they are coessential, one in Godhead, and the
Son from the Father.. . . . ... ... ... . . . p. 776
Marcellus and his disciples, like Arians, say that the Word was, not
indeed created, but issued, to create us, as if the Divine silence were
a state of inaction, and when God spake by the Word, He acted; or that
there was a going forth and return of the Word; a doctrine which implies

change and imperfection in Fatherand Son.. . . .. ... ......... p. 777
Such a doctrine precludes all real distinctions of personality in the Divine
Nature. lllustration of the Scripture doctrine from 2 Cor. vi. 11, &c.. . . p. 779

Since the Word is from God, He must be Son. Since the Son is from
everlasting, He must be the Word; else either He is superior to the Word,
or the Word is the Father. Texts of the New Testament which state the
unity of the Son with the Father; therefore the Son is the Word. Three
hypotheses refuted--1. That the Man is the Son; 2. That the Word and
Man together are the Son; 3. That the Word became Son on His
incarnation. Texts of the Old Testament which speak of the Son. If they
are merely prophetical, then those concerning the Word may be such
alsSo.. . . . e p. 780
Marcellian illustration from 1 Cor. xii. 4, refuted.. . . . ... ....... p. 786
That the Son is the Co-existing Word, argued from the New Testament.
Texts from the Old Testament continued; especially Ps. cx. 3. Besides,
the Word in Old Testament may be Son in New, as Spirit in Old
Testament is Paraclete in New. Objection from Acts x. 36; answered
by parallels, such as 1 Cor. i. 5. Lev. ix. 7. &c. Necessity of the Word's

taking flesh, viz. to sanctify, yet without destroying, the flesh.. . . . .. p. 787

On the Councils of Ariminum and Seleucia. (De Synodis.). . . ... ... .. p. 795
Introduction.. . . . . . . .. . p. 795
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For 329. Easter-day xi Pharmuthi; viii Id. April; ZAr. Dioclet. 45; Coss.
Constantinus Aug. VIII. Constantinus Cees. IV; Praefect. Septimius
Zenius; Indict. 1. . . . . ... . p. 892
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For 334. Easter-day, xii Pharmuthi, vii Id. April; xvii Moon; Ara Dioclet.
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Editorial Preface.

It is with a sense of deep obligation to Mr. Robertson, the special editor, that this volume of
the Post-Nicene series of the Fathersis presented to the subscribers and the public. 1t will furnish,
asisbelieved, amore comprehensive and thorough introduction to the study of Athanasiusthanis
elsewhere accessible, and the labour and devotion bestowed upon it are beyond all acknowledgment.
Thanks must also be expressed to the publishers, by whose liberality the ordinary limits of the
volumes of this series have been extended, in order that so important a Father as Athanasius might
be represented with as much fulness as possible.

Mr. Robertson’ s Preface explains the care and respect with which the translation and notes of
Cardinal Newman have been treated, in reprinting them for the purpose of this edition. But there
appeared in some parts of the translation inaccuracies which could not be reproduced consistently
with a faithful representation of the original; and so far, therefore, and so far only, it has been
corrected. Where any correction has been made in the Cardinal’ s notes, it is of course distinctly
specified.

| must add an expression of particular gratitude to my friend, the Rev. J. H. Lupton, Surmaster
of St. Paul’s School, for his generous help in reading the tranglations throughout, and for various
valuable suggestions. The assistance of his scholarly learning gives me additional confidence in
presenting this volume to the public.

| must take the opportunity of expressing my great regret that there has been so considerable
an interruption in the issue of the series. But by the sudden failure, partly from illness, and partly
from other unforeseen causes, of two important contributions at the very moment when they were
needed, the editor and the publisherswere exposed to difficultieswhich werefor the timeinsuperable.
But other volumes of the series are now steadily progressing, and it is believed there will be no
further interruptions in the publication.

Henry Wace.
King's College, London,
21 Nov. 1891.
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Preface.

In preparing the present volume the Editor has aimed at providing the English reader with the
most complete apparatus for the study of Athanasius, hislife, and his theological influence, which
could be brought within the compass of a single volume of the ‘ Nicene and Post-Nicene Library.’
The volume contains all the most important treatises of Athanasius (in as nearly as possible their
exact chronological order), with the exception of the ad Serapionem, the contra Apollinarium, the
ad Marcellinum, and the exegetical remains. On these and other treatises omitted from the present
collection the reader isreferred to the Prolegomena, ch. iii.

A great part of the volume, including the bulk of the historical and anti-Arian works, and the
Festal Letters, consists of arevision of translations and notes comprised in the Oxford Library of
the Fathers. The notes to all, and the tranglation of most, of the works in question, excepting the
Festal Letters, were prepared for that seriesby Mr. (since Cardina) Newman. It wasat first intended
to incorporate his work without any change; but as the volume began to take shape this intention
was inevitably to some extent modified; moreover, the limits of space demanded the sacrifice of
some of the less important matter. The principles upon which the necessary changes have been
made will be found stated on pp. 304, 305, 450. What is there said applies also to the de Decretis
and Letter of Eusebius, as well as to the notes to the historical pieces; it may be added that the
trandation of the ‘ Fourth Discourse’ has been very carefully revised, in order to secure the utmost
closeness to the somewhat difficult original. In all the new trandations, as well asin the revision
of earlier work, the aim has been to secure the strictest fidelity compatible with clearness. The easy
assumption that distinctions of tenses, constructions, &c., count for little or nothing in patristic
Greek has been steadily resisted. Doubtless there are passages where the distinction, for example,
of aorist and perfect, seems to fade away; but generally speaking, Athanasiusis fully sensitive to
this and other points of grammar.

Theincorporation in thisvolume of so much of the ample patristic learning of Cardinal Newman
has inevitably involved some sacrifice of uniformity. To provide the new matter with illustrative
notes on anything like the same scale, even had it been within the present editor’s power, would
haveinvolved the crowding out of many workswhich the reader will certainly prefer to have before
him. Again, many opinions are expressed by Cardinal Newman which the present editor is unable
to accept. It may not be invidious to specify as an example the many cases in which the notes
enforce views of Church authority, especialy of papal authority, or again of the justifiableness of
religious persecution, which appear to be at any rate foreign to the mind of Athanasius; or the tacit
assumption that the men of the fourth century can be divided by abroad and fast line into orthodox
and heretical, and that while everything may be believed to the discredit of the latter, the former
were at once uniform in their convictions and consistently right in practice. Such an assumption
operates with special injustice against men like Eusebius, whose position does not fall in with so
summary aclassification. But it has been thought better to leave the notes in nearly all such cases
asthey stand, only very rarely inserting areference or observation to call attention to another aspect
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of the case. And in no instance has the editor forgotten the respect due to the theological learning
and personal greatness of Cardinal Newman, or to his peculiar eminence as areligious thinker.

But this has made it inevitable that many matters are regarded in one way in the notes of
Newman, and in quite another where the present editor speaksfor himself. What the great Cardinal
says of his‘Historical Sketches (Prefaceto vol. ii.) holds good to alarge extent of his expositions
of Athanasius. ‘ Though mainly historical, they are in their form and character polemical, as being
directed against certain Protestant ideas and opinions.” The aim of the present editor has been

N\ throughout exclusively historical. He has regarded any polemical purpose as foreign to the spirit
vi in which this series was undertaken, and moreover as fated in the long run to defeat its own aim.
Whatever results may ultimately be reaped from the field of patristic studies, whether practical,
dogmatic, or controversial, they must be resolutely postponed or rather ignored, pending the
application of strict method to the criticism and interpretation of the texts, and to the reconstruction
of the history whether of the life or of the doctrine of the Church. For the latter purpose, ‘lucifera
experimenta, non fructifera quaaenda.’ To follow this method, without concealing, but without
obtruding, his personal convictions, has been the endeavour of the present editor. That he has
succeeded, it is not for him to claim: but his work has been in this respect disinterested, and he
ventures to hope that readers of all opinionswill at least recognise in it ‘un livre de bonne foy.’

The Prolegomena are not intended to be anything approaching to a complete treatise upon the
history, writings, or theology of S. Athanasius. They are simply what their title implies, an attempt
to furnish in a connected form a preliminary account of the matters comprised in the text of the
volume, such as on the one hand to reduce the necessity for a running historical commentary, on
the other hand to prepare the reader for the study of the text itself.

Full indices have been added for the same purpose. The general index comprises the leading
theological and historical topics, and acomplete register of al personal names. This|atter seemed
requisite in order to escape the arbitrariness of any line which might have been drawn between
important and insignificant characters. The nobodies of history may occasionally be important
witnesses. Theindex of Scripture texts has been made with painful attention to detail, and contains
no unverified reference. To draw thelinein each case between formal citation and mere reminiscence
would haveinvolved too great an expenditure of time and space; moreover there are many probable
reminiscences of Scripturelanguage which it would have been endlessto include. But onthe whole
the index in question claims to be a complete synopsis of the use made of the Bible in the text of
this volume. As such it is hoped that, with whatever occasional errors, it may be of use to the
patristic and the biblical student alike.

For the original matter comprised in this volume the editor disclaims any credit of hisown. He
has aimed simply at consulting and comparing the best authorities, at sifting their conclusions, and
at following those which seem best founded. That in doing so the original sources are ready to hand
throughout is the peculiar good fortune of those who work at Athanasius. It remains, then, for the
editor to express his principal obligationsto modern writers. To mention those of earlier date, such
asMontfaucon and Tillemont, ismerely to say that he has not neglected the indi spensable foundations
of histask. But Athanasius has aso attracted to the study of his works much of the best patristic
scholarship of recent times. Among the names mentioned in the first chapter of the Prolegomena,
that of Cardinal Newman speaks for itself. No English student will neglect his Arians, however
much some of its views may require modification. Pre-eminent for accurate knowledge of the texts
and for vivid presentment of the history is Dr. Bright, whose works have been constantly open
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before the present editor, and have secured him from many an oversight. His occasional divergence
from Dr. Bright's views, especially on points of chronology, has gone along with grateful
appreciation of this scholar’s genuine historical interest, large theological grasp, and perhaps
unequalled personal sympathy with Athanasius as aman and as awriter. (On the use made in this
volume of his Later Treatises of S. Athanasius, the reader isreferred to what is said, infr. p. 482.)
Last, but not least, the editor must acknowledge his obligations to Mr. Gwatkin. To say that
that writer’s Studies of Arianism have done more than any one work with which he is acquainted
to place the intricate story of the period on a secure historical footing is saying a great deal, but by
no means too much. To say that whatever historical accuracy has been attained in this volume has
been rendered possible by Mr. Gwatkin’s previous laboursisto the present writer amatter of mere
honest acknowledgment. Especially thisisthe case in chronological questions. Here Mr. Gwatkin
has in no single instance been blindly followed, or without the attempt to interrogate the sources
independently. But in nearly all cases Mr. Gwatkin’s results, which, it should be added, are those
accepted by the best continental students also, have held their own. It has been the editor’ smisfortune
to differ from Mr. Gwatkin now and then, for example with regard to the Life of Antony: but even
where he has differed as to conclusions, he has received help and instruction from Mr. Gwatkin’'s
ample command of material, and genuinely scientific method.
N In addition to the above writers, the manifold obligations of the editor are recorded in the
introductions and notes: if any have been passed over, it has been due to inadvertence or to the
necessity of condensation. For the suggestions and help of personal friends the editor’s gratitude
may be here expressed without the mention of names. But he may specially mention the Rev. H.
Ellershaw and Miss Payne Smith, to the former of whom he owes the trandation of the Life of
Antony, while the latter has kindly revised the Oxford trangation of the bulk of the Festal Letters.
Lastly, the many kindnesses, and uniform consideration, shewn to him by the English editor of this
series call for hiswarmest recognition: that they may prove not wholly thrown away is the utmost
that their recipient can venture to hope.

AR.
The University, Durham,
1891.
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Xi

Prolegomena.

Chapter I.

Literature

81. Editions, &c. (A) Before 1601 only Latin trandations. Thefirst, at Vicenza, 1482, completed
by Barnabas Celsanus after the death of the translator Omnibonus of Lonigo; dedicated to Paul I1.
Contained afew works only, viz. the ‘two books c. Gentes,” the letter to Serapion de Morte Arii,
the De Incarn. adv. Arian. and adv. Apollin., ‘the Dispute with Arius at the Council of Nicaa.’ (2)
Paris, 1520, pub. by Jean Petit: two books c. Gent. fragment of the ad Marcellin. and some* spuria.’
(3) Second edition at Strassburg, 1522. (4) Basel, 1527, by Eramus: Serap. ill. and iv., de Decr.,
Apol. Fug., Apal. c. Ar. (part of), ‘ad Monach.,” and some*spuria (hereected Serap. i. asunworthy
of Athan.!). (5) Lyons, 1532, same contents as numbers (2) and (4), but with renderings by Politian,
Reuchlin, Erasmus, &c. (6) Cologne, 1632, similar contents. (7) 1556, Basel (‘ apud Frobenium’),
by P. Nannius, in 4 volumes; great advance on previous editions. 3 vols. contain the version by
Nannius of the ‘genuina,’ the fourth ‘spuria,’ rendered by others. The Nannian version was ably
tested, and found wanting, under the direction of the congregation of the Index (Migne xxv. pp.
xviii. sqg.). (8) 1564 (or 15847?) Basel (substantially the same). (9) 1570, Paris, Vita Antonii and
‘five dialogues de Trin.,” version of Beza. (10) 1572, Paris, five volumes, combining Nos. 7 and
9. (Il) 1574, Paris, Letter ad Amun, Letter 39 (fragment), Letter ad Rufinianum. (12) 1581, Paris,
incorporating the latter with No. 10. (13) Rome, 1623, the spurious de variis quasstionibus.

(B) Thefirst Greek Edition (14) 1601 at Heidelberg by Commelinus, with the Nannian Latin
version (2 vols. fo. with a supplement of fragments, letters, & c., communicated by P. Felckmann).
This edition was founded upon Felckmann’s collation of numerous mss., of which the chief were
(a) that in the Public Library at Basel (ssec. xiv., not ix.—X. as Felck. states; formerly belonged to
the Dominican Friary there). () The‘ Codex Christophorsoni,” now at Trin. Coll., Camb., sa. xvi.
ineunt. (y) A ‘Codex Goblerianus' dated 1319, formerly tfig povfig to0 kvpiov, and principaly
used by Nannius. Neither this nor the remaining mss. of Felckmann are asyet, | believe, identified.
(Particulars, Migne, P.G. xxv. p. xliii.) (15) 1608, Paris, pub. by C. Chappelet, edited by Fronton
leDuc, S.J,, Latinonly. (17) 1612, Paris, No. 15, with Vit. Ant. in Greek and Latin, from an edition
(16) of 1611, Augsburg, by Hoschel, 4°. (18) 1627, Paris, Greek text of 1601 with version of Nannius
from edition No. 17, both injudiciously revised by Jean le Pescheur, from the critical notes of
Felckmann himself, which however are omitted in this edition. (19) ‘ Cologne,” or rather Leipzig,
1686, poor reprint of No. 18 with the Syntagma Doctrinae which Arnold had published in the
previous year (see below, ch. ii. 89). (Montf. wrongly dates this 1681.)

(C) All the above were entirely superseded by the great (20) 1698 Paris Benedictine Edition
by Bernard de Montfaucon, aided, for part of vol. 1, by Jacques Loppin, 3 volumes fol. (i.e. vol.
1, parts 1 and 2, ‘genuina,’ vol. 2 ‘dubia et spuria), with a new Latin Version and ample
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prolegomena, & c. Montfaucon took over, apparently without revision, thecritical dataof Felckmann
(including his mistake as to the age of the Basel ms. but collated very many fresh mss. (principally
Parisian, full particularsin Migne xxvi. pp. 1449, sqq.), and for thefirst time put the text on afairly
satisfactory footing. The Works of Athanasiuswere freshly arranged with an attempt at chronological
order, and a*Monitum’ or short introduction prefixed to each. Critical, and afew explanatory, notes
throughout; also an ‘onomasticon’ or glossary. This splendid edition was far more complete than
its predecessors, and beautifully printed. After its completion, Montfaucon discovered fresh material,
most of which he published invol. 2 of his‘ Collectio NovaPatrum,” Paris, 1706, with some further
supplementary matter to his Prolegomena, partly in reply to Tillemont upon variouscritical questions;
small additionsin hisBiblioth. Coidliniana, 1715. (Thelettersto Lucifer, included in Montfaucon’s
edition, had already seen the light in val. iv. of the Bibliotheca Maxima Patrum (Lyons, 1677,
Greek fathersin Latin only), and the two notes to Orsisius were taken from the life of Pachomius
inthe Acta SS. for May.)

(21) 1746, Rome, the de Titulis Psalmorum, edited from Barberini and Vatican mss. by Cardinal
Niccolo Antonelli. (22) 1769, Venice, vol. v. of the ‘Bibliotheca Patrum’ of the Oratorian Andrea
Gallandi. Contains the works omitted in No. 20, chiefly from Montf. Coll. Nov., but with a few
minor additions, and with the fragments and lettersfound by Maffei at VVerona (see below, pp. 495,
554). (23) 1777, Padua, by Giustiniani, in four volumes, containing firstly Montfaucon’s‘ genuina
in two volumes, the ‘dubia’ and ‘spuria’ in the third, and the supplementary matter from (21) and
(22) in the fourth. The printing of this standard edition is not equal to that of No. 20. (24) ‘1884’
(1857), Paris, vols. xxv.—xxviii. of Migne's Patrologia Graeca, a reprint of No. 23, but in a new
order (seeval. xxviii. p. 1650), and with the addition of the Festal Lettersfrom Mai (see below, p.
501). The merits and demerits of this series are well known. Of the latter, the most serious are the
misprints, with which every page literally teems.

(D) With Migne's edition the publication of a complete Athanasius (so far as his works are
known to be extant) is attained, although there is still everything to be done towards the revision
of the text on a critical basis. Among modern editions of large portions of Athanasius from the
Benedictinetext may be mentioned (25) Thilo, Athan. Opp. dogm. Selecta, Leipz. 1853. (26) Bright,
Orations against the Arians (1873 2nd ed. 1883), and Historical Writings of Athanasius, 1881
(Oxf. Univ. Press), with introductions; both most convenient; his Lessons from the lives of three

N\ great Fathers (Longmans, 1890) gives an interesting popular study of Athan. Editions of separate
i books will be noticed in the short Introductions prefixed in this volume.

82. Trandations. The principal Latin versions have been referred to in 81. Of those in foreign
languages it is not easy to procure adequate information. Fialon, in the work mentioned below,
tranglates Apol. Const. and Apol. Fug.; in German the ‘ Bibliothek der Kirchenvéter,” vols. 13-18,
Ausgew. Schriften desh. Ath., containstranglations of several worksby Fisch, Kempten from 1872.
The principal English Trangdlations are those in the ‘ Library of the Fathers.’” Of these, those edited
or translated by Newman are incorporated in this volume. Some lettersincluded in thisvolume, as
well as the work against Apollinarianism, are also comprised in the volume (Lib. Fath. 46, 1881)
by Bright, with excellent notes, & c., and with apreface by Dr. Pusey (seebelow, p. 482). Trandations
of single books will be noticed in the respective Introductions.
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83. Biographies. (a.) Ancient. The writings of Athanasius himself, while seldom furnishing
precise chronological data, furnish amost all the primary information asto the facts of hiseventful
life. The earliest ‘Life’ isthe panegyric of Gregory of Nazianzus (Or. 21), delivered at CP. 379 or
380, rich in praises, but less so in historical material. More important in the latter respect is the
Historia Acephala (probably earlier than 390) printed in this volume, pp. 496, sqg. (The Edition
by Sieversin Ztschr. fiir Hist. Theol. for 1868 is referred to in thisvolume as ‘ Sievers’ simply.) It
isapriceless source of chronological information, especially where it coincides with and confirms
the data of the Festal Index (pp. 503, sqg.), a document probably earlier than 400. A secondary
place is occupied by the Church historians, especially Socrates, Sozomen, and Theodoret, who
draw largely from Athanasius himself, and from Rufinus, also in part from the Hist. Aceph.
(especialy Sozomen), and from Arian sources, which are mainly used by Philostorgius. More
scattered notices in later ecclesiastical writers of the fourth century, especially Epiphanius; also
Synesius, Jerome, Basil, &c., in the documents of the Councils, &c., and in the Life of Pachomius
and other early documents relating to Egyptian Monasticism (see below, Introd. to Vit. Anton. and
Appendix, pp. 188, 487).

(b) Medieval. Under this head we may notice the Lives printed by Montfaucon among his
Prolegomena. The first, ‘Incerto Auctore,” is dependent on the fifth-century historians and of no
value. A second, preserved by Photius (c. 840) isin the judgment of that scholar, which Montfaucon
endorses ‘unparalleled rubbish.” That by the Metaphrast 1967) is a patchwork from earlier writers
made with little skill, and not of use to the historian. An Arabic Life current in the Coptic Church,
communicated to Montf. by Renandot, isgiven by Montf., ashe says, that hisreaders may appreciate
the ‘ stupendous ignorance and triviality’ of that nation. Montf. mentions Latin ‘Lives compiled
from Rufinus and from the Hist. Tripartita, ‘of no value whatever.” Of the Life of Athanasius ‘by
Pachomius,” mentioned by Archd. Farrar (infra), | can obtain no particulars.

(c) Modern. Thefirst wasthat by Tortelius prefixed to the edition of 1520 (81 (2)), but compiled
inthe previous century and dedicated to Pope Eugenius1V. (‘good for itstime,” M.). Montf. mentions
avaluelesslife by Lipomanus and aworse one of unknown origin prefixed to other early editions.
In 1671 Hermant made the first attempt at a critical biography (Paris); in 1664 an English work,
“History of the Life and Actions of St. Athanasius by N.B. P.C. Catholick,” with the imprimatur
of Abp. Sheldon, had been published at London, in 1677 the biography in Cave, Lives of the Fathers,
and in 16861704 du Pin, Nouvelle Bibliotheque. About the same date appeared the first volume
of the Acta SS. for May, which contains a careful life by Paperbroch (1685; ded. to Innocent XI.).
But all previous (to say nothing of subsequent) labours were cast into the shade by the appearance
of the*Vita of Montfaucon (Prolegg. to Tom. 1) in 1698, in which the chronology was reduced to
order, and every particle of information lucidly digested; and by the ‘Memoires’ of ‘M. Lenain de
Tillemont” (vol. viii. in 1702), which go over the ground with quite equal thoroughness, and on
many points traverse the conclusions of Montfaucon, whose work came into Tillemont’s hands
only when the latter was on his death-bed (1698). The ground was once more traversed with some
fulness and with specia attention to the literary and doctrinal work of Athan. by Remy Ceillier,
(Aut. Sacrés, val. v. 1735). After this nothing remained to be done until the revival of interest in
patristic studies during the present century. In 1827 appeared the monograph of Mohler ‘ Ath. der
Grosse’ (Mainz), adogmatic (R.C.) rather than ahistorical study: in 1862 Stanley (‘ Eastern Church,’
Lect. vii.). Bohringer’'s life (in vol. 6 of Kirchengesch. in Biographien, 1860-1879) is praised as
‘thoroughly good and nearly exhaustive.” Fialon . Athanase, Paris, 1877, is a most interesting
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and suggestive, though rather sketchy, treatment from an unusual point of view. P. Barbier Vie de
S. A. (Tours, 1888) | have not seen. The best English lifeisthat of Dr. Bright, first in the Introd.
to the ‘Orations' (supra, d. 26), but rewritten for the Dictionary of Christ. Biography. The same
writer’s Introd. to the Hist. Writings (supra ib.) is equally good and should also be consulted. A
lucid and able sketch by Dr. Reynolds has been published by the Religious Tract Society, 1889,
and Archd. Farrar, Lives of the Fathers, 1, pp. 445-571, is eloguent and sympathetic.

84. History of the Period, and of the Arian Controversy. (a) Conflict of the Church with
Heathenism. On the later persecutions Aube, Les Chrétiens dans I’Emp. romain, Paris, 1881, id.
‘L’église et I’ état,” ib. 1886, Uhlhorn Der Kampf des Christentums, & c. (4th ed.), 1886, Bernhardt
Gesch. Roms von Valerian bis Dioklet., 1876, Gorres, Licinianische Christenverfolgung, 1875. On
Diocletian, Mason, Persec. of Diocl., 1876, Monographs by Vogel, 1857, Preuss, 1869. On the
general subject of the decline of paganism, Lasaulx Untergang des Hellenismus, 1854, Merivale's
Boyle L ectures, 18645, Chastel, Destruction du Paganisme, 1850, Schultze Gesch. des Untergangs
des G.-R. Heidentums, 1887 (not praised), Dollinger, Gentileand Jew (E. Tr.), 1862. Ontherevival
of paganism under Julian, Rendall, Julian 1879, Bp. J. Wordsworth in D.C.B., val. iii., lives of
Julian by Neander, 1813, Rode, 1877, Miicke, 1879, Naville, 1877, Strauss, der Romantiker, u.s.w.,
1847, Julian’ sworks, ed. Hertlein, 1875, and Neumann, 1880. Monographs by Auer, 1855, Mangold,
1862, Semisch, 1862, L libker, 1864; Capes, University Lifein Ancient Athens, 1877, Sievers, Leben
des Libanius, 1868.

(b) The Christian Empire. Keim, Uebertritt Konstantins, 1862, Brieger, Konst. der G., 1880,
Gibbon’s chapters on the subject should be carefully read. Chawner’s Legidl. of Constantine, De
Broglie, L’ égliseet L’ emp. romain, iii., Ranke, Weltgesch. iv. pp. 1-100 (important), 1884, Schiller,
Gesch. der rom. Kaiserzeit (ii), 1887. See also the full bibliography in vol. 1 of this series, p.
445-465.

(c) General History of the Church. It is unnecessary to enumerate the well-known general
histories, all of which devote specia painsto Athanasiusand the Arian controversy. Thisisespecialy

N\ the case with Schaff, Nicene Christ. ii. 616-678, 884-893, with full bibliography. See also supra

83. Bright’s Notes on the Canons (Oxf. 1882), and Hefele, vol. 2 (E. Tra), are most useful: also

Kaye, Council of Nicaea (Works, val. v. ed. 1888). Card. Hergenrdther’ s Kirchengeschichte (allowing

for the natural bias of the writer) isfair and able, with good bibliographical referencesin the notes

(ed. 1884). By far the best modern historical monograph on the Arian period is that of Gwatkin,

Sudies of Arianism, 1882, constantly referred to in this volume, and indispensable. His Arian

Controversy, 1889, is an abridgement, but with supplementary discussions of importance on one

or two points; very useful bibliography prefixed to both. (Cf. also below, Chap. v. §1) Kélling's
Geschichte der Arianischen Haresie (1st vol., 1874, 2nd, 1883) is pretentious and uncritical.

85. History of Doctrine. For ancient sources see articles Heresiology and Person of Christ in
D.C.B., vols. iii., iv. The modern classics are the works of Petavius, de Trinitate (in vols. ii. and
iii. of his De dogmat. Theol.) of Thomassinus, Dogmata Theologica, and of Bull, Defensio fidei
Nicamae(maintaining against Petav. the fixity of pre-Nicene doctrine). Under this head we include

10
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Newman'’s Arians of the Fourth Century, an English classic, unrivalled as adogmatic and religious
study of Arianism, although unsatisfactory on its purely historical side. (Obsolete chronology
retained in all editions.) The genera histories of Doctrine are of course full on the subject of
Arianism; for an enumeration of them, see Harnack, 82 of his Prolegomena. In English we have
Shedd (N.Y ., 1863, Edinb., 1884), Hagenbach (Clark’s Foreign Theol. Lib.), and the great work
of Dorner (id.). The most important recent works are those of Harnack, Dogmengeschichte (1886,
third val., 1890), a most able work and (allowing for the prepossessions of the Ritschl school)
impartial and philosophical; and Loofs, Leitfaden zur Dogmengeschichte (2 ed., 1890), on similar
lines, but studioudly temperate and fair. Both works are much used in thisvolume (quoted commonly
as'Harnack,” ‘Loofs,” smply. Harnack, vol. i., isquoted from thefirst edition, but the later editions
give comparative tables of the pages). For Councils and Creeds, in addition to the works of Hefele
and Bright mentioned 84 c., see Heurtley Harmonia Symbolica; Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole;
Hort, Two Dissertations (1876), indispensable for history of the Nicene Creed; Swainson, Nicene
and Apostles’ Creed, 1875; Caspari, Ungedruckte u.s.w. Quellen zum Taufsymbol u.s.w. (3 vols.
in 2, Christiania, 1866-1875), and Alte und Neue Quellen, ib. 1879; one of the most important of
modern patristic works.

86. Patristic Monographs. (a) Among the very numerous works of this kind, the most useful
for our purpose are Zahn, Marcellus von Ancyra, 1867, very important for doctrinal history;
Reinkens, Hilarius von Poitiers, 1864; Fialon, &. Basile, 1868; Ullmann, Gregorius von Nazianz
(2 ed., 1867, part of earlier ed. trans. by Cox, 1855); Kriiger, Lucifer von Calaris (excellent,
especialy for the Council of 362). Under this head may be mentioned the numerous excellent
articlesin Dict. Chr. Biog. referred to in their respective connexions.

(b) On the doctrine of Athanasius. In addition to the works of Celillier and Mohler referred to
above, Atzberger, Die Logod ehredesh. Ath. (Munich, 1880); Voigt, Die Lehre des Athan. (Bremen,
1861); Pell, Lehre des h. Ath. von der Sinde und Erlésung (Passau, 1888, a careful and meritorious
analysis, candidly in the interest of Roman Catholicism. Difficulties not always faced).

Theabovelist of authorities, & c., does not pretend to compl eteness, nor to enumerate the sources
for general secular or Church history. But in what relates specially to Athanasius it is hoped that
an approximation to either requirement has been attained. Works bearing on more special points
are referred to in their proper places. In particular, a special Brief Bibliography is prefixed to the
Vita Antonii.

Chapter 11.

Life of St. Athanasius and Account of Arianism

A. 881-3. To the Council of Nicae, 298-325.
81. Early years, 298-319.
82. The Arian controversy before Nicaaa (319-325).

11



NPNF (V2-04) Athanasius

83. (1.) The Council of Nicaea (325).
83. (2.) Situation at the close of the Council (325-328).
a. Novelty of Arianism. Its Antecedents in the history of doctrine.
b. The ‘Opooveiov.’
c. Materials for reaction. 1. Persecuted Arians. 2. Eusebius and the Court. 3.
Ecclesiastical conservatism. Marcellus and Photinus.

B. §84-8. The Conflict with Arianism (328-361).
84. Early years of his Episcopate (328-335), and first troubles.
85. The Council of Tyre and First Exile (335-337).
86. Renewed troubles and Second Exile (337-346).
(1) At Alexandria (337-339).
(2) At Rome. Council of Antioch, &c. (339-342).
(3) Constans; Council of Sardica, and its sequel (342—-346).
8§7. The golden Decade (346-356).
(1) Athanasius as bishop.
(2) Sequél of the death of Constans.
88. The Third Exile (356-361).
(1) Expulsion of Athanasius.
(2) State of the Arian controversy:—(a) ‘Anomoaans’; (b) ‘Homasans'; (c)
‘Semi-Arians.’
(3) Athanasius in hisretirement.
C. 889, 10. Athanasiusin Victory (362—373).
89. Under Julian and his successors; Fourth and Fifth Exiles (362—366).
810. Last years. Basil, Marcellus, Apollinarius (366-373).

N Id primum scitu opus est in proposito nobis minime fuisse ut omniaad Arium Arianos aliosque
haereticos illius aetatis itidemgue Alexandrum Alexandrinum Hosium Marcellum Serapionem
aliosque Athanasii familiares aut synodos spectantia recensere sed solummodo ea quee uel ad
Athanasii Vitam pertinent uel ad eam proxime accedunt.—M ontfaucon.

Xiv

Athanasius was born between 296 and 298. His parents, according to later writers, were of
high rank and wealthy. At any rate, their son received aliberal education. In hismost youthful work
we find him repeatedly quoting Plato, and ready with a definition from the Organon of Aristotle.
He is also familiar with the theories of various philosophical schools, and in particular with the
developments of Neo-Platonism. In later works, he quotes Homer more than once (Hist. Ar. 68,

1 He was unable to speak from memory of the events of the persecution of 303 (Hist. Ar. 64), but (de Incarn. 56. 2) had
beeninstructed in religion by personswho had suffered as martyrs. Thismust have been before 311, the date of the last persecution
in Egypt under Maximin. Before 319 he had written hisfirst books * against the Gentiles,” the | atter of which, on the Incarnation,
implies afull maturity of power in the writer, while the former is full of philosophical and mythological knowledge such as
argues advanced education. But from several sources we learn that his election to the episcopate in 328 was impugned, at any
ratein after years, on the ground of hisnot having attained the canonical age of thirty. Thereis no ground for supposing that this
was true: but such a charge would not be made without some ground at least of plausibility. We must therefore suppose that on
June 8, 328, he was not much beyond histhirtieth year. His parents, moreover, were living after the year 358 (see below, p. 562,
note 6); allowing them over fourscore years at that date, we find in 298 a reasonable date for the birth of their son. We must
remember that in southern climates mind and body mature somewhat more rapidly than with ourselves, and ‘ contra Gentes' and
‘de Incarnatione’ will scarcely appear precocious.

12
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Orat. iv. 29), he addresses to Constantius a defence bearing unmistakeable traces of a study of
Demosthenes de Corona (Fialon, pp. 286 sg. 293). His education was that of a Greek: Egyptian
antiquities and religion, the monuments and their history, have no special interest for him: he
nowhere betrays any trace of Egyptian national feeling. But from early years another element had
taken afirst place in histraining and in his interest. It was in the Holy Scriptures that his martyr
teachers had instructed him, and in the Scriptures his mind and writings are saturated. Ignorant of
Hebrew, and only rarely appealing to other Greek versions (to Aquilaonce in the Ecthesis, to other
versions once or twice upon the Psams), his knowledge of the Old Testament is limited to the
Septuagint. But of it, aswell as of the New Testament, he has an astonishing command, ’AAe€avdpetg
@ yévet, avip Adyiog, duvatog v €v taig ypagaic. The combination of Scriptural study and of
Greek learning was what one expects in a pupil of the famous Alexandrian School; and it was in
this Schooal, the School of Clement and Origen, of Dionysius and Theognostus, that young Athanasius
learned, possibly at first from the lips of Peter the bishop and martyr of 3112 The influence of
Origen still coloured the traditions of the theological school of Alexandria. It was from Alexander,
Bishop of Alexandria 312—-328, himself an Origenist ‘ of the right wing,” that Athanasius received
his moulding at the critical period of his later teens.

Of hisfirst introduction to Alexander afamous story istold by Rufinus (Hist. Eccl. I. xiv.). The
Bishop, on the anniversary of the martyrdom of his predecessor, Peter, was expecting some clergy
to dinner after service in a house by the sea. Out of the window, he saw some boys at play on the
shore: as he watched, he saw that they were imitating the sacred rites of the Church. Thinking at
last that they were going too far, he sent some of his clergy to bring themin. At first his enquiries
of thelittlefellows produced an alarmed denial. But at length he élicited that one of them had acted
the Bishop and had baptized some of the others in the character of catechumens. On ascertaining
that all details had been duly observed, he consulted his clergy, and decided that the bapti sms should
be treated as valid, and that the boy-bishop and his clergy had given such plain proof of their
vocation that their parents must be instructed to hand them over to be educated for the sacred
profession. Y oung Athanasius accordingly, after afurther course of elementary studies, was handed
over to the bishop to be brought up, like Samuel, in the Temple of God. This, adds Sozomen (ii.
17), was the origin of his subsequent attachment to Alexander as deacon and secretary. The story
is credited by some writers of weight (most recently, by Archdeacon Farrar), but seems highly
improbable. It depends on the single authority of awriter not famed for historical judgment, and
on the very first anniversary of Peter's martyrdom, when Alexander had hardly ascended the
episcopal throne, Athanasius was at least fourteen years old. The probability that the anniversary
would have been other than the first, and the possibility that Athanasius was even older, coupled
with the certainty that his theological study began before Peter’s martyrdom, compel us to mark
the story with at least a strong note of interrogation. But it may be allowed to confirm usin the
belief that Alexander early singled out the promise of ability and devotion which marked Athanasius
for his right-hand man long before the crisis which first proved his unique value.

Hisyears of study and work in the bishop’ s household bore rich fruit in the two youthful works
already alluded to. These works more than any later writings of Athanasius bear traces of the
Alexandrian theology and of the influence of Origenism: but in them already we trace the

2 The statements of Greg. Naz. that he frequented classes of grammar and rhetoric is probable enough; that of Sulpitius
Severus that he was ‘juris consultus’ lacks corroboration.

13



NPNF (V2-04)

XV

independent grasp of Christian principleswhich mark Athanasius asthe representative of something
more than a school, however noble and many-sided. It was not as a theologian, but as a believing
soul in need of a Saviour, that Athanasi us approached the mystery of Christ. Throughout the mazes
of the Arian controversy histenacious hold upon this fundamental principle steered his course and
balanced his theology. And it is this that above all else characterises the golden treatise on the
Incarnation of the Word. Thereis, however, one element in the influence of Origen and his successors
which aready comes out, and which never lost its hold upon Athanasius,—the principle of
asceticism. Although the ascetic tendency was present in Christianity from thefirst, and had already
burst forth into extravagance in such men as Tertullian, it was reserved for the school of Origen,
influenced by Platonist ideas of theworld and life, to giveto it the rank of an acknowledged principle
of Christian moras—to give the stimulus to monasticism (see below, p. 193). Among the
acclamations which accompanied the el ection of Athanasi usto the episcopate that of gi¢ t@v dokndv
was conspicuous (Apol. Ar. 6). Indelncarn. 51. 1, 48. 2, we seem to recognise the future biographer
of Antonys.

82. The Arian Controversy before Nicasa, 319-325.

At the time when Athanasius first appeared as an author, the condition of Christian Egypt was
not peaceful. Meletius, bishop of Lycopolis, was accused of having sacrificed during the persecution
in 301 (pp. 131, 234); condemned by a synod under bishop Peter, he had carried on schismatical
intrigues under Peter, Achillas, and Alexander, and by this time had a large following, especially
in Upper Egypt. Many cities had Meletian bishops: many of the hermits, and even communities of
monks (p. 135), were on his side.

The Meletian account of the matter (preserved by Epiphan. Haer. 58) was different from this.
Meletius had been in prison along with Peter, and had differed from him on the question of the
lapsed, taking the sterner view, in which most of the imprisoned clergy supported him. It would
not be without a parallel (D.C.B. art. Donatists, Novatian) in the history of the burning question of
the lapsi to suppose that Meletius recoiled from a compromised position to the advocacy of
impossible strictness. At any rate (de Incarn. 24. 4) the Egyptian Church was rent by aformidable
schism. No doctrina question, however, wasinvolved. Thealliance of Meletiansand Ariansbelongs
to alater date.

It isdoubtful whether the outbreak of the Arian controversy at Alexandriawasdirectly connected
with the previous Christological controversies in the same Church. The great Dionysius some
half-century before had been involved in controversy with members of his Church bothin Alexandria
and in the suffragan dioceses of Libya (infr. p. 173). Of the sequel of that controversy we have no

3 The actual connection of Athanasius with Antony at this period isimplied in the received text of ‘Vit. Anton.” Prolog.,
for it could scarcely fall at any later date. At the same time the youthful life of Athanasius seems fully accounted for in such a
way asto leavelittle room for it (so Tillemont). But our ignorance of details leavesit just possible that he may for atime have
visited the great hermit and ministered to him as Elisha did of old to Elijah. (Cf. p. 195, note 2.)

14
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direct knowledge: but we find several bishops and numerous clergy and laity in Alexandria and
Libya* ready to side with Arius against his bishop.

The origin of the controversy is obscure. It certainly must be placed as early as 318 or 319, to
leave sufficient time before the final deposition of Arius in the council of 321 (infr. p. 234). We
aretold that Arius, anative of Libya, had settled in Alexandriasoon after the origin of the Meletian
schism, and had from motives of ambition sided at first with Mel etius, then with Peter, who ordained
him deacon, but afterwards was compelled to depose him (Epiph. Haar. 69, Sozom. i. 15). He
became reconciled to Achillas, who raised him to the presbyterate. Disappointed of the bishopric
at the election of Alexander, he nurtured a private grudge (Thdt. H. E. i. 2), which eventually
culminated in opposition to his teaching. These tales deserve little credit: they are unsupported by
Athanasius, and bear every trace of invention ex post facto. That Arius was avain person we see
from his Thalia (infr. p. 308): but he certainly possessed claims to personal respect, and we find
him not only in charge of the urban parish of Baucalis, but entrusted with the duties of a professor
of scriptural exegesis. There is in fact no necessity to seek for personal motives to explain the
dispute. The Arian problem was one which the Church was unable to avoid. Not until every
alternative had been tried and rejected was the final theological expression of her faith possible.
Two great streams of theological influence had run their course in the third century: the
subordinationist theology of Origen at Alexandria, the Monarchian theology of the West and of
Asiawhich had found alogical expression in Paul of Samosata. Both streams had met in Lucian
themartyr, at Antioch, and in Arius, the pupil of Lucian, produced aresult which combined el ements
of both (see below, 83 (2) a). According to some authorities Ariuswasthe aggressor. He challenged
some theological statements of Alexander as Sabellian, urging in opposition to them that if the Son
were truly a Son He must have had a beginning, and that there had been therefore atime when He

N did not exist. According to others (Constantine in Eus. Vit. ii. 69) Alexander had demanded of his
wi presbyters an explanation of some passage of Scripture which had led Ariusto broach his heresy.
At any rate the attitude of Alexander was at first conciliatory. Himself an Origenist, he waswilling

to give Arius a fair hearing (Sozom. ubi supra). But the latter was impracticable. He began to
canvassfor support, and hisdoctrine waswidely accepted. Among hisfirst partisanswere anumber

of lay peopleand virgins, five presbyters of Alexandria, six deacons, including Euzoius, afterwards
Arian bishop at Antioch (a.d. 361), and the Libyan bishops Secundus of Ptolemais in Pentapolis

(see p. 226) and Theonas of Marmarica (see p. 70). A letter was addressed to Arius and his friends

by Alexander, and signed by the clergy of Alexandria, but without result. A synod was now called

(infr. p. 70, Socr. i. 6) of the bishops of Egypt and Libya, and Arius and his allies deposed. Even

this did not check the movement. In Egypt two presbyters and four deacons of the Mareotis, one

of the former being Pistus, alater Arian bishop of Alexandria, declared for Arius; while abroad he
wasin correspondence with influential bishopswho cordially promised their support. Conspicuous
among the latter was a man of whom we shall hear much in the earlier treatises of this volume,
Eusebius, bishop of Berytus, who had recently, against the older custom of the Church (p. 103,

note 6), but in accordance with what has ever since been general in the case of important sees, been

4 Itisof interest to note the changed conditions. In 260 bishop Dionysius had to check the Monarchian tendency in Libya,
and was accused by members of his own flock of separating the Son from the Being (ovoia) of the Father. In 319 aLibyan,
Arius, cries out upon the Sabellianism of his bishop, and formulates the very doctrine which Dionysius had been accused of
maintaining.
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trandated to the imperial city of Nicomedia. High in the favour, perhaps related to the family, of
Constantine, possessed of theological training and practical ability, this remarkable man was for
nearly aquarter of a century the head and centre of the Arian cause. (For his character and history,
see the excellent article in D.C.B. ii. 360-367.) He had been a fellow-pupil of Ariusin the school
of Lucian, and fully shared his opinions (his letter to Paulinus of Tyre, Thdt. H. E. i. 6). The letter
addressed to him by Arius (ib. 5) is one of our most important Arian monuments. Arius claims the
sympathy of Eusebius of Caesarea and other leading bishops, in fact of all the East excepting
Macarius of Jerusalem and two others, ‘ heretical and untutored persons.” Eusebius responded with
zeal to the appeal of his‘fellow-Lucianist.” While Alexander was indefatigable in writing to warn
the bishops everywhere against Arius (who had now left Alexandriato seek foreign support, first
in Palestine, then at Nicomedia), and in particular addressed a long letter to Alexander, bishop of
Byzantium (Thdt. H. E. i. 4), Eusebius called acouncil at Nicomedia, which issued |ettersin favour
of Ariusto many bishops, and urged Alexander himself to receive him to communion. Meanwhile
afresh complication had appeared in Egypt. Colluthus, whose name stands first among the signatures
to the memorandum (to be mentioned presently) of the deposition of Arius, impatient it would seem
at the moderation of Alexander, founded a schism of his own, and athough merely a presbyter,
took upon himself to ordain. In Egypt and abroad confusion reigned: parties formed in every city,
bishops, to adopt the simile of Eusebius (Vit. Const.), collided like the fabled Symplegades, the
most sacred of subjects were bandied about in the mouths of the populace, Christian and heathen.

In all this confusion Athanasius was ready with his convictions. His sure instinct and powerful
grasp of the centre of the question made him the mainstay of his Bishop in the painful conflict. At
astage® of it difficult to determine with precision, Alexander sent out to the bishops of the Church
at large a concise and carefully-worded memorandum of the decision of the Egyptian Synod of
321, fortified by the signatures of the clergy of Alexandriaand the Mareotis (seeinfra, pp. 68—71).

Thisweighty document, so different in thought and style from the letter of Alexander preserved
by Theodoret, bears the clear stamp of the mind and character of Athanasius: it contains the germ
of which hiswhole series of anti-Arian writings are the expansion (seeintrod. and notes, pp. 68—71),
and is asignificant comment on the hint of the Egyptian. bishops (Apol. c. Ar. 6 ad init.).

Early in 324 anew actor came upon the scene. Hosius, bishop of Cordova and confessor (heis
referred to, not by name, Vit. Const. ii. 63, 73, cf. iii. 7, 6 mavv Pocduevog; by name, Socr. i. 7),
arrived with aletter from the Emperor himself, intreating both parties to make peace, and treating

AN the matter as one of trivial moment. The letter may have been written upon information furnished
by Eusebius (D.C.B. s.v.); but the anxiety of the Emperor for the peace of his new dominionsisits
keynote. On the arrival of Hosius a council (p. 140) was held, which produced little effect as far

as the main question was concerned: but the claims of Colluthus were absolutely disallowed, and

5 The chronology cannot be determined with precision. The Memorandum is signed by Colluthus and therefore precedes
his schism. The letter to Alex. Byzant. was written after the Colluthian schism had begun. But the proceedings of Eusebius
described above had at least begun when the Memorandum was circulated, which must, therefore, have been some time after
the Synod of 321. The letter of Alexander to his clergy prefixed to the depositio was drawn up after it, and includes the names
of the Mareotic seceders. We may, therefore, tentatively adopt the following series:i—321 a.d.: Egyptian Synod deposes Arius.
Ariusin correspondence with Eusebius, &c. Leaves Alexandriafor Palestine and Nicomedia. L etters sent abroad by Alexander.
Eusebius holds council and writesto Alexander. 322: Memorandum drawn up; Alexandrian clergy assembleto sign it; prefatory
address to them by Alexander with reference to the Mareotic defection which has just occurred; circulation of Memorandum;
schism of Colluthus. 323: Letter of Alexander to Alexander of Byzantium; (Sept.) Constantine, master of the East, and ready to
intervene in the controversy.
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his ordination of one Ischyras (infr. 85) to the presbyterate pronounced null and void. Hosius
apparently carried back with him a strong report in favour of Alexander; at any rate the Emperor
is credited (Gelas. Cyz. ii., Hard. Conc. i. 451-458) with a vehement letter of rebuke to Arius,
possibly at this juncture. Such was the state of affairs which led to the imperia resolve, probably
at the suggestion of Hosius, to summon a council of bishops from the whole world to decide the
doctrinal question, as well as the relatively lesser mattersin controversy.

83 (1) The Council of Nicaea.

An ecumenical council was a new experiment. Local councils had long since grown to be a
recognised organ of the Church both for legislation and for judicial proceedings. But no precedent
as yet prescribed, no ecclesiastical law or theological principle had as yet enthroned, the * General
Council’ as the supreme expression of the Church’s mind. Constantine had already referred the
case of the Donatistsfirst to aselect council at Rome under bishop Miltiades, then to what Augustine
(Ep. 43) has been understood to call a‘plenarium ecclesiae universse concilium’ at Arlesin 314.
Thisremedy for schism was now to be tried on agrander scale. That the heads of all the Churches
of Christendom should meet in free and brotherly deliberation, and should testify to all the world
their agreement in the Faith handed down independently but harmoniously from the earliest times
in Churches widely remote in situation, and separated by differences of language, race, and
civilisation, isagrand and impressive idea, an idea approximately realised at Nicaea asin no other
assembly that has ever met. The testimony of such an assembly carries the strongest evidential
weight; and the almost unanimous horror of the Nicene Bishops at the novelty and profaneness of
Arianism condemns it irrevocably as alien to the immemorial belief of the Churches. But it was
one thing to perceive this, another to formulate the positive belief of the Church in such away as
to exclude the heresy; one thing to agree in condemning Arian formulag another to agree upon an
adequate test of orthodoxy. This was the problem which lay before the council, and with which
only its more clearsighted members tenaciously grappled: this is the explanation of the reaction
which followed, and which for more than a generation, for well nigh half a century after, placed
itsresultsin jeopardy. The number of bishops who met at Nicasa was over 250°. They represented
many nationalities (Euseb. ubi supra.), but only a handful came from the West, the chief being
Hosius, Ceetilian of Carthage, and the presbyters sent by Silvester of Rome, whose age prevented
his presence in person. The council lasted from the end of May till Aug. 25 (see D.C.A., 1389).
With the many picturesque stories told of its incidents we have nothing to do (Stanley’s Eastern
Church, Socr. i. 10-12, Soz. i. 17, 18, Rufin. H. E. i. 3-5); but it may be well to note the division
of parties. (1) Of thoroughgoing partisans of Arius, Secundus’ and Theonas alone scorned all

6 So Eus. Vit. Congt. iii. 8—over 270, Eustath. in Thdt. i. 8—in fact more than 300 (de Decr. 3), according to Athanasius,
who again, toward the end of hislife (ad Afr. 2) acquiescesin the precise figure 318 (Gen. xiv. 14; the Greek numeral T
combines the Cross with the initial letters of the Sacred Name) which alater generation adopted (it first occursin the alleged
Coptic acts of the Council of Alexandria, 362, then in the Letter of Liberiusto the bishops of Asiain 365, infr. §9), on grounds
perhaps symbolical rather than historical.

7 The name of Secundus appears among the subscriptions (cf. Soz. i. 21) but thisis contradicted by the primary evidence
(Letter of the Council in Soc. i. 9, Thdt. i. 9); cf. Philost. i. 9, 10. But there is evidence that there were two Secundi.

17


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Gen.14.xml#Gen.14.14

NPNF (V2-04) Athanasius

compromise. But Eusebius of Nicomedia, Theognis, Bishop of Nicaaitself, and Maris of Chal cedon,
also belonged to the inner circle of Arians by conviction (Socr. i. 8; Soz. i. 21 makes up the same
number, but wrongly). The three last-named were pupils of Lucian (Philost. ii. 15). Some twelve
others (the chief names are Athanasius of Anazarbus and Narcissus of Neronias, in Cilicig
Patrophilus of Scythopolis, Aetius of Lydda, Paulinus of Tyre, Theodotus of Laodicea, Gregory of
Berytus, in Syriaand Palestine; Menophantus of Ephesus; for afuller discussion see Gwatk. p. 31,
n. 3) completed the strength of the Arian party proper. (2) On the other hand a clearly formulated
doctrinal position in contrast to Arianism was taken up by a minority only, although this minority
carried the day. Alexander of Alexandria of course was the rallying point of this wing, but the
choice of the formula proceeded from other minds. ‘yréotaocig and obsia are one in the Nicene
formula: Alexander in 323 writes of tpeig vootdoelC.

Thetest formulaof Nicasawasthework of two concurrent influences, that of the anti-Origenists
of the East, especially Marcellus of Ancyra, Eustathius of Antioch, supported by Macariusof * AHia,’
Hellanicus of Tripolis, and Asclepas of Gaza, and that of the Western bishops, especially Hosius
of Cordova. Thelatter fact explainsthe energetic intervention of Constantine at the critical moment

N\ on behalf of the test (see below, and Ep. Eus. p. 75); the word was commended to the Fathers by
Constantine, but Constantine was ‘ prompted’ by Hosius (Harnack, Dogmg. ii. 226); oUtog thv év
Nikai& 139 wiotiv €€€0¢eto (infr. p. 285, 842). Alexander (the Origenist) had been prepared for
thisby Hosius beforehand (Soc. iii. 7; Philost. i. 7; cf. Zahn Marcell. p. 23, and Harnack’ simportant
note, p. 229). Least of all was Athanasius the author of the 6poovetov; his whole attitude toward
thefamoustest (infr. p. 303) isthat of loyal acceptance and assimilation rather than of nativeinward
affinity. ‘He was moulded by the Nicene Creed, did not mould it himself’ (Loofs, p. 134). The
theological keynote of the council was struck by a small minority; Eustathius, Marcellus, perhaps
Macarius, and the Westerns, above al Hosius; the numbers were doubtless contributed by the
Egyptian bishops who had condemned Arius in 321. The signatures, which seem partly incorrect,
preserve alist of about 20. The party then which rallied round Alexander in formal opposition to
the Arians may be put down at over thirty. ‘ The men who best understood Arianism were most
decided on the necessity of itsformal condemnation.’ (Gwatkin.) To this compact and determined
group theresult of the council was due, and in their struggle they owed much—how muchitishard
to determine—to the energy and eloquence of the deacon Athanasius, who had accompanied his
bishop to the council as an indispensable companion (infr. p. 103; Soz. i. 17 fin.). (3) Between the
convinced Arians and their reasoned opponents lay the great mass of the bishops, 200 and more,
nearly al from Syriaand Asia Minor, who wished for nothing more than that they might hand on
to those who came after them the faith they had received at baptism, and had learned from their
predecessors. These were the ‘conservatives®’, or middle party, composed of al those who, for
whatever reason, while untainted with Arianism, yet either failed to feel its urgent danger to the
Church, or else to hold steadily in view the necessity of an adequate test if it was to be banished.
Simple shepherds like Spyridion of Cyprus, men of the world who were more interested in their

8 A term first brought into currency in this connection by Mr. Gwatkin (p. 38, note), and since adopted by many writers
including Harnack; in spite of the obvious objection to the importations of political termsinto the grave questions of this period,
the termistoo useful to be surrendered, and the ‘ conservatives of the Post-Nicene reaction were in fact too often political in
their methods and spirit. The truly conservative men, here asin other instances, failed to enlist the sympathy of the conservative
rank and file.
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libelli than in the magnitude of the doctrinal issue; theologians, anumerous class, ‘who on the basis
of half-understood Origenist ideaswere prepared to recognise in Christ only the Mediator appointed
(no doubt before all ages) between God and the World’ (Zahn Marc. p. 30); men who in the best
of faith yet failed from lack of intellectual clearsightedness to grasp the question for themselves;
afew, possibly, who wereinclined to think that Ariuswas hardly used and might be right after al;
such were the main el ements which made up the mass of the council, and upon whose indefiniteness,
sympathy, or unwillingness to impose any effective test, the Arian party based their hopes at any
rate of toleration. Spokesman and leader of the middle party was the most learned Churchman of
the age, Eusebius of Caesarea. A devoted admirer of Origen, but independent of the school of Lucian,
he had, during the early stages of the controversy, thrown his weight on the side of toleration for
Arius. He had himself used compromising language, and in hisletter to the Caesarean Church (infra,
p. 76 sq.) does so again. But equally strong language can be cited from him on the other side, and
belonging as he does properly to the pre-Nicene age, it is highly invidious to make the most of his
Arianising passages, and, ignoring or explaining away those on the other side, and depreciating his
splendid and lasting services to Christian learning, to class him summarily with his namesake of
Nicomedia®. (See Prolegg. to val. 1 of this series, and above al the article in D.C.B.) The fact
however remains, that Eusebius gave something more than moral support to the Arians. He was
‘neither a great man nor a clear thinker’ (Gwatkin); his own theology was hazy and involved; as
an Origenist, his main dread was of Monarchianism, and his policy in the council was to stave off
at least such a condemnation of Arianism as should open the door to ‘ confounding the Persons.’
Eusebius apparently represents, therefore, the ‘left wing,” or thelast mentioned, of the‘ conservative
elements in the council (supra, and Gwatkin, p. 38); but his learning, age, position, and the
ascendency of Origenist Theology in the East, marked him out as the leader of the whole.

But the ‘ conservatism’ of the great mass of bishops rejected Arianism more promptly than had
been expected by its adherents or patrons.

The real work of the council did not begin at once. The way was blocked by innumerable
applications to the Christian Emperor from bishops and clergy, mainly for the redress of personal
grievances. Commonplace men often fail to seethe proportion of things, and to rise to the magnitude
of the eventsin which they play their part. At last Constantine appointed a day for the formal and
final reception of all personal complaints, and burnt the *libelli’ in the presence of the assembled
fathers. He then named a day by which the bishops were to be ready for a formal decision of the
matters in dispute. The way was now open for the leaders to set to work. Quasi-formal meetings
were held, Arius and his supporters met the bishops, and the situation began to clear (Soz. i. 17).
Totheir dismay (de Decr. 3) the Arian leadersrealised that they could only count on some seventeen
supporters out of the entire body of bishops. They would seem to have seriously and honestly
underrated the novelty of their own teaching (cf. the letter of Ariusin Thdt. i. 5), and to have come
to the council with the expectation of victory over the party of Alexander. But they discovered their

XiX

mistake:—
‘ Sectamur ultro, quos opimus
Fallere et effugere est triumphus.”
9 The identity of name has certainly done Eusebius no good with posterity. But no one with a spark of generosity can fail

to be moved by the appeal of Socrates (ii. 21) for common fairness toward the dead.
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‘Fallere et effugere’ wasin fact the problem which now confronted them. It seemsto have been
agreed at an early stage, perhapsit was understood from thefirst, that some formulaof the unanimous
belief of the Church must be fixed upon to make an end of controversy. The Alexandrians and
‘Conservatives confronted the Arians with the traditional Scriptural phrases (pp. 163, 491) which
appeared to leave no doubt as to the eternal Godhead of the Son. But to their surprise they were
met with perfect acquiescence. Only as each test was propounded, it was observed that the suspected
party whispered and gesticul ated to one another, evidently hinting that each could be safely accepted,
sinceit admitted of evasion. If their assent was asked to theformula' liketo the Father in all things,’
it was given with the reservation that man as such is ‘the image and glory of God.” The ‘ power of
God' €elicited the whispered explanation that the host of Israel was spoken of as dvvauig kvpiov,
and that even the locust and caterpillar are called the ‘ power of God.” The *eternity’ of the Son was
countered by the text, ‘We that live are alway (2 Cor. iv. 11)!" The fathers were baffled, and the
test of 6pooveiov, with which the minority had been ready from thefirst, was being forced (p. 172)
upon the majority by the evasions of the Arians. When the day for the decisive meeting arrived it
was felt that the choice lay between the adoption of the word, cost what it might, and the admission
of Arianism to aposition of toleration and influence in the Church. But then, was Arianism all that
Alexander and Eustathius made it out to be? was Arianism so very intolerable, that this novel test
must be imposed on the Church? The answer came (Newman Ar. 4 p. 252) from Eusebius of
Nicomedia. Upon the assembling of the bishops for their momentous debate (wg 8¢ é{nteito t|g
niotewg O Tpdmog, Eustath.) he presented them with a statement of his belief. The previous course
of events may have convinced him that half-measures would defeat their own purpose, and that a
challenge to the enemy, aforlorn hope, was the only resort left to him®. At any rate the statement
was an unambiguous assertion of the Arian formulag and it cleared the situation at once. An angry
clamour silenced the innovator, and his document was publicly torn to shreds (0’ 6yet ntavtwv,
says an eye-witnessin Thdt. i. 8). Even the mgjority of the Arians were cowed, and the party were
reduced to the inner circle of five (supra). It was now agreed on all hands that a stringent formula
was needed. But Eusebius of Caesarea came forward with alast effort to stave off the inevitable.
He produced aformula, not of his own devising (K6lling, pp. 208 sqg.), but consisting of the creed
of his own Church with an addition intended to guard against Sabellianism (Hort, Two Diss. pp.
56, sg. 138). The formula was unassailable on the basis of Scripture and of tradition. No one had
aword to say against it, and the Emperor expressed his personal anxiety that it should be adopted,
with the single improvement of the opoototov. The suggestion thus quietly made was momentous
initsresult. We cannot but recognise the ‘ prompter’ Hosius behind the Imperial recommendation:
the friends of Alexander had patiently waited their time, and now their time was come: the two
Eusebii had placed the result in their hands. But how and where was the necessary word to be
inserted? and if some change must be made in the Caesarean formula, would it not be as well to set
one or two other details right? At any rate, the creed of Eusebius was carefully overhauled clause

10 Or possibly Theodoret, & c., drew awrong inference from the words of Eustathius (in Thdt. i. 8), and the ypapua was not
submitted by Eusebius, but produced as evidence against him; in this case it must have been, as Fleury observes, hisletter to
Paulinus of Tyre.
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by clause, and eventually took aform materially different from that in which it wasfirst presented,
and with affinities to the creeds of Antioch and Jerusalem as well as Caesarea.
All was now ready; the creed, the result of minute and careful deliberations (we do not know
N\ their history, nor even how long they occupied®?), lay before the council. We are told ‘ the council
paused.” The evidence fails us; but it may well have been so. All the bishops who were genuinely
horrified at the naked Arianism of Eusebius of Nicomediawere yet far from sharing the clearsighted
definiteness of the few: they knew that the test proposed was not in Scripture, that it had asuspicious
history in the Church. The history of the subsequent generation shews that the mind of Eastern
Christendom was not wholly ripe for its adoption. But the fathers were reminded of the previous
discussions, of thefutility of the Scriptural tests, of thelocust and the caterpillar, of the whisperings,
the nods, winks, and evasions. With a great revulsion of feeling the council closed its ranks and
marched triumphantly to its conclusion. All signed,—all but two, Secundus and Theonas. Maris
signed and Theognis, Menophantus and Patrophilus, and all the rest. Eusebius of Nicomediasigned;

XX

n ,vol. 2, p. 227. The main alterations were (1) The elimination of the word Adyo¢ and substitution of vi& 231+ in the
principal place. This struck at the theology of Eusebius even more directly than at that of Arius. (2) The addition not only of
Opoovatov T atpl, but also of tovtestiv €k TA§ 0Dolag Tod matpdg between povoyevi] and Bedv as afurther qualification of
yevvnOévta (specially against Euseb. Nicom.: see hisletter in Thdt. i. 6). (3) Further explanation of yevvnoévta by y. o0
nownOévta, aglance at afavourite argument of Arius, aswell asat Asterius. (4) évavbpwmnricavta added to explain capkwbévta,
and so to exclude the Christology which characterised Arianism from the first. (5) Addition of anathematisms directed against
all the leading Arian doctrines.

12 The events have been related in what seemsto be their most likely order, but thereisno real certainty in the matter. It is
clear that there were at least two public sittings (Soz. i. 17, the language of Eus. V. C. iii. 10, is reconcileable with this) in the
emperor’ s presence, at the first of which the libelli were burned and the bishops requested to examine the question of faith. This
was probably on June 19. Thetearing up of the creed of Eus. Nic. seemsfrom the account of Eustathiusto have comeimmediately
beforethe final adoption of acreed. The creed of Eusebius of Caesarea, which wasthe basis of that finally adopted, must therefore
have been propounded after the failure of his namesake. (Montfaucon and others are clearly wrong in supposing that this was
the *blasphemy’ which was torn to pieces!) The difficulty is, where to put the dramatic scene of whisperings, nods, winks, and
evasions which compelled the bishopsto apply adrastic test. | think (with Kélling, &c.) that it must have preceded the proposal
of Eusebius, upon which the 6pootsiov was quietly insisted on by Constantine; for the latter was the only occasion (rpd@aoig)
of any modification in the Cassarean Creed, whichinitself does not correspond to the tests described infr. p. 163. But Montfaucon
and others, followed by Gwatkin, place the scenein question after the proposal of Eus. Caes. and the resolution to modify his
creed by the insertion of a stringent test,—in fact at the ‘ pause’ of the council beforeits fina resolution. This conflicts with the
clear statement of Eusebiusthat the 6pootvoiov wasthe ‘thin end of the wedge’ which led to the entire recasting of his creed (see
infr. p. 73. Theidea of Kdlling, p. 208, that the creed of Eusebius was drawn up by him for the occasion, and that the pddnpa
of the council was ready beforehand as an aternative document, is refuted by the relation of the two documents; see Hort, pp.
138, 139). It follows, therefore, from the combined accounts of Ath., Euseb. and Eustathius (our only eye-witnesses) that (1) the
fathers were practically resolved upon the 6pootoiov before the final sitting. (2) That this resolve was clinched by the creed of
Eusebius of Nicomedia. (3) That Eusebius of Caesareamade his proposal when it wastoo lateto think of half-measures. (4) That
the creed of Eusebiuswas modified at the Emperor’ s direction (which presupposes the willingness of the Council). (5) That this
revision was immediately followed by the signatures and the close of the council. The work of revision, however, shews such
signs of attention to detail that we are almost compelled to assume at least one adjournment of the final sitting. When the other
business of the council was transacted, including the settlement of the Easter question, the Meletian schism, and the Canons, it
isimpossible to say. Kélling suo jure puts them at the first public session. The question must be left open, as must that of the
presidency of the council. The conduct of the proceedings was evidently in the hands of Constantine, so that the question of
presidency reducesitself to that of identifying the bishop on Constantine’ s right who delivered the opening address to the
Emperor: thiswas certainly not Hosius (see Vit. C. iii. 11, and vol. 1 of thisseries, p. 19), but may have been Eusebius of Caesarea,
who probably after afew wordsfrom Eustathius (Thdt.) or Alexander (Theod. Mops. and Philost.) was entrusted with so congenial
atask. The name of Hosius stands first on the extant list of signatures, and he may have signed first, although the lists are bad
witnesses. The words of Athanasius sometimes quoted in this connection (p. 256), ‘ over what synod did he not preside? must
be read in connection with the distinction made by Theodoret in quoting the passage in question (H. E. ii. 15) that Hosius’was
very prominent at the great synod of Nicas, and presided over those who assembled at Sardica. Thisisthe only evidence we
possess to which any weight can be attached.
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signed everything, even the condemnation of his own convictions and of his ‘genuine
fellow-Lucianist’” Arius, not the last time that an Arian leader was found to turn against afriend in
the hour of trial. Eusebiusjustified his signature by a‘mental reservation;’ but we can sympathise
with the bitter scorn of Secundus, who as he departed to his exile warned Eusebius that he would
not long escape the same fate (Philost. i. 9).

The council broke up after being entertained by the Emperor at a sumptuous banquet in honour
of his Vicennalia. The recalcitrant bishops with Arius and some others were sent into exile (an
unhappy and fateful precedent), a fate which soon after overtook Eusebius of Nicomedia and
Theognis (seethediscussionin D.C.B. ii. 364 sq.). But in 329 ‘we find Eusebius once morein high
favour with Constantine, discharging his episcopal functions, persuading Constantine that he and
Arius held substantially the Creed of Nicas.’

The council also dealt with the Paschal question (see Vit. Const. iii. 18; so far as the question
bears on Athanasius see below, p. 500), and with the Meletian schism in Egypt. The latter was the
main subject of aletter (Soc. i. 9; Thdt. i. 9) to the Alexandrian Church. Meletius himself was to
retain the honorary title of bishop, to remain strictly at home, and to be in lay communion for the
rest of hislife. The bishops and clergy of his party were to receive a pvotikwtépa xepotovia (See
Bright, Notes on Canons, pp. 25 sqq.; Gore, The Church and the Ministry, ed. 1, p. 192 note), and
to be allowed to discharge their office, but in the strictest subordination to the Catholic Clergy of
Alexander. But on vacancies occurring, the Meletian incumbents were to succeed subject to (1)
their fitness, (2) the wishes of the people, (3) the approval of the Bishop of Alexandria. The terms
were mild, and even the gentle nature of Alexander seems to have feared that immediate peace
might have been purchased at the expense of future trouble (his successor openly blames the
compromise, p. 131, and more strongly p. 137); accordingly, before carrying out the settlement he
required Meletius to draw up an exact list of his clergy at the time of the council, so as to bar an
indefinite multiplication of clams. Meletius, who must have been even less pleased with the
settlement than his metropolitan, seems to have taken histime. At last nothing would satisfy both
parties but the persona presentation of the Meletian bishops from all Egypt, and of their clergy

N from Alexandriaitself, to Alexander (p. 137, toOtoug kai tapdvtag mapédwkev t@ ANeEavdpw),
xxi who was thus enabled to check the Brevium or schedule handed in by their chief's, All this must
have taken along time after Alexander’ s return, and the peace was soon broken by his death.

Five months after the conclusion of the negotiations, Alexander having now died, the flame of
schism broke out afresh (infr. p. 131. Montfaucon, in Migne xxv. p. Ivii., shews conclusively that
the above is the meaning of the ufvag tévte.) On his death-bed, Alexander called for Athanasius.
He was away from Alexandria, but the other deacon of that name (see signatures p. 71), stepped
forward in answer to the call. But without noticing him, the Bishop repeated the name, adding,
“Y ou think to escape, but it cannot be.’ (Sozom. ii. 17.) Alexander had aready written his Easter
Letter for the year 328 (it was apparently still extant at the end of the century, p. 503). He died on
April 17 of that year (Pharmuthi 22), and on the eighth of June Athanasius was chosen bishop in
his stead.

3 It isworth noting that the Nicene arrangement was successful in some few cases. See Index to thisvol. s.v. Theon (of
Nilopolis), &c.
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83 (2). The situation after the Council of Nicaa.

The council (a) had testified, by its horrified and spontaneous rejection of it, that Arianism was
anovelty subversive of the Christian faith as they had received it from their fathers. They had (b)
banished it from the Church by an inexorable test, which even the leading supporters of Arius had
been induced to subscribe. In the years immediately following, we find (c) alarge majority of the
Eastern bishops, especialy of Syriaand AsiaMinor, the very regions whence the numerical strength
of the council wasdrawn, in full reaction against the council; first against theleaders of the victorious
party, eventually and for nearly a whole generation against the symbol itself; the final victory of
thelatter in the East being the result of the slow growth of conviction, agrowth independent of the
authority of the council which it eventually was led to recognise. To understand this paradox of
history, which determines the whole story of the life of Athanasius as bishop, it is necessary to
estimate at some length the theological and ecclesiastical situation at the close of the council: this
will best be done by examining each point in turn (&) the novelty of Arianism, (b) the 6poovotov
as atheological formula, (c) the materials for reaction.

(a) *Arianism was a new doctrine in the Church’ (Harnack, p. 218); but it claimed to be no
novelty. And it was successful for along timein gaining ‘ conservative' patronage. Its novelty, as
observed above, is sufficiently shewn by its reception at the Council of Nicaea. But no novelty
springs into existence without antecedents. What were the antecedents of Arianism? How does it
stand related to the history within the Church of the momentous question, ‘ What think ye of Christ?

In examining such a question, two methods are possible. We may take as our point of departure
theformulated dogmasay of Nicaeg, and examineinthelight of it variationsin theological statements
in preceding periods, to shew that they do not warrant us in regarding the dogma as an innovation.
That is the dogmatic method. Or we may take our start from the beginning, and trace the history
of doctrine in the order of cause and effect, so as to detect the divergence and convergence of
streams of influence, and arrive at an answer to the question, How came men to think and speak
as they did? That is the historical method. Both methods have their recommendations, and either
has been ably applied to the problem before us. In electing the latter | choose the more difficult
road; but | do so with the conviction, firstly, that the former hastended (and especially in the ablest
hands) to obscure our perception of the actual facts, secondly, that the saving faith of Christ has
everything to gain from amethod which appealsdirectly to our sense of historical truth, and satisfies,
not merely overawes, the mind.

L et usthen go back to ‘ the beginning of the Gospel.” Taking the synoptic gospelsasour primary
evidence, we ask, what did Christ our Lord teach about Himself? We do not find formal definitions
of doctrine concerning His Person. Doubtless it may seem that such a definition on His part would
have saved infinite dispute and searchings of heart in the history of the Church. But recognising in
Him the unique and supreme Revedler of the Father, it is not for us to say what He should have
taught; we must accept His method of teaching as that which Divine Wisdom chose as the best,
and itssequel in history asthe way in which God willed man to learn. Wefind then in the materials
which we possess for the history of His Life and Teaching fully enough to explain the belief of His
disciples (see below) in His Divinity. Firstly, there is no serious doubt as to His claim to be the
Messiah. (The confession of Peter in al four Gospels, Matt. xvi. 16; Mark viii. 29; Luke ix. 27;
John vi. 69; ‘Son of Man,” Dan. vii. 13; ix. 24, &c.). In this character He is King in the kingdom

23


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Matt.16.xml#Matt.16.16 Bible:Mark.8.29 Bible:Luke.9.27 Bible:John.6.69
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Matt.16.xml#Matt.16.16 Bible:Mark.8.29 Bible:Luke.9.27 Bible:John.6.69
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Dan.7.xml#Dan.7.13 Bible:Dan.9.24

NPNF (V2-04) Athanasius

of Heaven (Matt. xxv. 31-36, cf. MKk. viii. 38), and revises the Law with full authority (Matt. v.
2144, cf. Lukev. 24; Matt. xii. 8). It may be added that whatever this claim conveyed to the Jews
of His own time (see Stanton’s Jewish and Christian Messiah) it is impossible to combine in one
ideathe Old Testament traits of the Coming Oneif we stop short of the identification of the Messiah
with the God of Isragl (see Delitzsch, Psalms, vol. i. pp. 94, 95, last English ed.). Secondly, Christ
enjoys and confers the full authority of God (Matt. x. 40; Luke X. 16; cf. also Matt. xxiv. 35; Mk.
xiii. 31; Luke xxi. 33), gives and promises the Holy Spirit (‘the Spirit of the Father,” see Matt. x.
17, &c.; Lukexii. 12, and especially Luke xxi. 15, éyw yap dwow, &c.), and apparently sends the
prophets and holy men of old (cf. Matt. xxiii. 34, with Lukexi. 49). Thirdly, the foundation
of al thisis laid in a passage preserved by the first and third gospels, in which He claims the
unqualified possession of the mind of the Father (Luke x. 22; Matt. xi. 27), * No man knoweth [who]
the Son [ig], save the Father, neither knoweth any man [who] the Father [is] save the Son, and he
to whomsoever the Son will (BovAntat) reveal Him.” Observethereciprocity of knowledge between
the Son and the Father. This claim is a decisive instantia foaderis between the Synoptics and the
Fourth Gospel, e.g. John xvi. 15; xiv. 9, &c. Fourthly, we observe the claim made by Him throughout
the synoptic record to absolute confidence, absolute faith, obedience, self-surrender, such as no
frail man isjustified in claiming from another; the absence of any trace in the mind of the ‘meek
and lowly’ one of that consciousness of sin, that need of reconciliation with God, which isto usan
indispensable condition of the religious temper, and the starting-point of Christian faith (contrast
Isa. vi. 5).

We now turn to the Apostles. Here afew brief remarks must suffice. (A suggestive summary
in Sanday, ‘What the first Christians thought about Christ,” Oxford House Papers, First Series.)
That S. Paul’s summary of the Gospel (1 Cor. xv. 3 sqq.) is given by him as common ground
between himself and the older Apostlesfollows strictly from thefact that the verb used (rtapéAafov)
links the facts of Redemption (v. 3, 4) with the personal experiences of the origina disciples (5
sqq.). Infact it isnot in dispute that the original Jewish nucleus of the Apostolic Church preached
Jesus as the Messiah, and His death as the ground of forgiveness of sins (Pfleiderer, Urchrist. p.
20; Acts ii. 36, 38; iii. 26; iv. 12, &c.; the ‘Hebraic colouring’ of these early chapters is very
characteristic and important). The question is, however, how much this implied as to the Divine
Personality of the Saviour; how far the belief of the Apostles and their contemporarieswas uniform
and explicit on this point. Important light is thrown on this question by the controversy which
divided S. Paul from the mass of Jewish Christians with respect to the observance of the Law. Our
primary source of knowledge here is Galatians, ch. ii. We there learn that while S. Paul regarded
this question as involving the whole essence of the Gospel, and resisted every attempt to impose
circumcision on Gentile Christians, the older Apostles conceded the one point regarded as central,
and, while reserving the obligation of the Law on those born under it (which S. Paul never directly
assailed, 1 Cor. vii. 18) recognised the Gospel of the uncircumcision aslegitimate. This concession,
as the event proved, conceded everything; if the *gospel of the uncircumcision” was sufficient for
salvation, circumcision became a national, not areligious principle. Now this whole question was
fundamentally a question about Christ. Men who believed, or were willing to grant, that the Law
uttered from Sinai by the awful voice of the Most High Himself was no longer the supreme revelation
of God, the one divinely ordained covenant of righteousness, certainly believed that somerevelation
of God different in kind (for no revelation of God to man could surpass the degree of Ex. xxxiii.
11) had taken place, an unique revelation of God in man. The revelation of God in Christ, not the
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revelation of God to M oses, wasthe onefact intheworld’ s history; Sinai was dwarfed in comparison
of Calvary. But it must be observed that while the older Apostles, by the very recognition of the
gospel of the uncircumcision, went thusfar with S. Paul, S. Paul realised asacentral principle what
to otherslay at the circumference. What to the one was aresult of their belief in Christ wasto him
the starting-point, from which logical conclusions were seen to follow, practical applications made
in every direction. At the sametime S. Paul taught nothing about Christ that was not implied in the
belief of the older Apostles, or that they would not have felt impelled by their own religious position
to accept. In fact it was their fundamental union in the implicit belief of the divinity of the Lord
that made possible any agreement between S. Paul and the Jewish Apostles as to the gospel of the
uncircumcision.

The apostles of the circumcision, however, stood between S. Paul and the zeal ot mass of Jewish
Christians (Acts xxi. 20), many of whom were far from acquiescing in the recognition of S. Paul’s
Gospel. On the same principle that we have used to determine the belief of the ZtdoAo1 with regard
to Christ, we must needs recognise that where the gospel of the uncircumcision was still assailed
or disparaged, the Divinity of Christ was apprehended faintly, or not at all.

Thename of the‘ Ebionite’ sect testifiesto its continuity with asection of the Jerusalem Church
(see Lightfoot’s Galatians, S Paul and the Three). It should be observed, however, firstly that
between the clear-sighted Apostle of the Gentiles and the straitest of the zealots, there lay every
conceivable gradation of intermediate positions (Loofs, Leitf. 811. 2, 3); secondly, that while
emancipation from legalism in the Apostolic Church implied what has been said above, abelief in
the divinity of Jesuswas in itself compatible with strict Jewish observance.

The divinity of Christ then was firmly held by S. Paul (the most remarkable passage is Rom.
X. 9, 11, 13, where Kopiov 'Incodv = avtév = Koprov = Joel ii. 32), and his belief was held by
him in common with the Jewish Apostles, although with aclearer illumination asto its consequences.
That this belief was absolutely universal in the Church is not to be maintained, the elimination of
Ebionism was only gradual (Justin, Dial. xlviii. ad fin.); but that it, and not Ebionism, represented
the common belief of the Apostles and New Testament writersis not to be doubted.

But taking this as proved, we do not find an equally clear answer to the question In what sense
is Christ God? The synoptic record makes no explicit reference to the pre-existence of Christ: but
thewitness of John and descent of the Spirit (Mark i. 7-11) at His baptism, coupled with the Virginal
Birth (Mt., Lk.), and with the traits of the synoptic portrait of Christ as collected above, if they do
not compel us to assert, yet forbid us to deny the presence of this doctrine to the minds of the
Evangelists. In the Pauline (including Hebrews) and Johannine writings the doctrine is strongly
marked, and in the latter (Joh. i. 1, 14, 18, uovoyevr|g ©d¢) Jesus Christ is expressly identified
with the creative Word (Palestinian Menra, rather than Alexandrian or from Philo; see also Rev.
xix. 13), and the Word with God. Moreover such passages as Philipp. ii. 6 sqq., 2 Cor. xiii. 14 (the
Apostolic benediction), &c., &c., are significant of the impression left upon the mind of the infant
Churches as they started upon their history no longer under the personal guidance of the Apostles
of the Lord.

Jesus Christ was God, was one with the Father and with the Spirit: that was enough for the
faith, the love, the conduct of the primitive Church. The Church was nothing so little as a society
of theologians; monotheists and worshippers of Christ by the same instinct, to analyse their faith
asan intellectual problem wasfar from their thoughts: God Himself (and there is but one God) had
suffered for them (Ign. Rom. vi.; Tat. Gr. 13; Mélito Fr. 7), God’ s sufferingswere before their eyes
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(Clem. R. I.ii. 1), they desired the drink of God, even His blood (Ign. Rom. vii., cf. Acts xx. 28);
if enthusiastic devotion gave way for a moment to reflexion ‘we must think of Jesus Christ as of
God' (‘Clem.R. II. 1).

The' Apostolic fathers' are not theological intheir aim or method. The earliest seat of theological
reflexion in the primitive Church appears to have been Asia Minor, or rather Western Asia from
Antioch to the AEgean. From this region proceed the Ignatian letters, which stand alone among the
literature of their day in theological depth and reflexion. Their theology ‘is wonderfully maturein
spite of its immaturity, full of reflexions, and yet at the same time full of intuitive originality’

N (Loofs, p. 61). The central ideaisthat of the renovation of man (Eph. 20), now under the power of
Satan and Death (ib. 3, 19), which are undone (katdAvoig) in Christ, the risen Saviour (Smyrn. 3),
who is ‘our true Life,” and endows us with immortality (Smyrn. 4, Magn. 6, Eph. 17). Thisis by
virtue of His Divinity (Eph. 19, Smyrn. 4) in union with His perfect Manhood. He is the only
utterance of God (Adyog amno oryfi¢ TpoeABwv, Magn. 8), the ‘unlying mouth by which the Father
spake’ (Rom. 8.) ‘God come (yevduevog) in the flesh,” ‘our God’ (Eph. 7, 18). His flesh partaken
mystically in the Eucharist unites our nature to His, is the ‘medicine of incorruption’ (Eph. 20,
Smyrn. 7, cf. Trall. 1). Ignatius does not distinguish the relation of the divineto the humanin Christ:
heiscontent to insist on both: * one Physician, of flesh and of spirit, begotten and unbegotten’ (Eph.
7). Nor does he clearly conceive the relation of the Eternal Son to the Father. He is unbegotten (as
God) and begotten (as man): from eternity with the Father (Magn. 6): through Him the One God
manifested himself. Thetheological depth of Ignatiuswas perhapsin part called forth by the danger
to the churches from the Docetic heretics, representative of a Judaic (Philad. 5, Magn. 8-10)
syncretism which had long had ahold in AsiaMinor (1 John and Lightfoot Coloss., p. 73, 81 sqq.).
To this he opposes what is evidently a creed (Trall. 9), with emphasis on the reality (dAn6&cq) of

al the facts of Redemption comprised init.

It was in fact the controversies of the second century that produced a theology in the Catholic
Church,—that in a sense produced the Catholic Church itself. The idea of the Church as distinct
from and embracing the ChurchesisaNew Testament idea (Eph. v. 25, cf. 1 Cor. xv. 9, &c.), and
the name ‘ Catholic’ occurs at the beginning of the second century (Lightfoot’ s note on Ign. Smyrn.
8); but the Gnostic and Montanist controversies compelled the Churches which held fast to the
napadooig of the Apostlesto closetheir ranks (episcopal federation) and to reflect upon their creed.
The Baptismal Creed (Rom. x. 9, Actsviii. 37, Text. Rec,, cf. 1 Cor. xv. 3-4) began to serve as a
tessera or passport of right belief, and as aregulative standard, a‘rule of faith.” The *limits of the
Christian Church’ began to be more clearly defined (Stanton, ubi supr. p. 167).

Another influence which during the same period led to a gradual formation of theology was
the necessity of defending the Church against heathenism. If the Gnostics were ‘the first Christian
theologians' (Harnack), the Apologists (120-200) are more directly important for our present
enquiry. The usual title of Justin * Philosopher and Martyr’ issignificant of hisposition and typical
of the class of writersto which he belongs. On the one hand the A pologists are philosophers rather
than theologians. Christianity is‘the only true philosophy’ (Justin); its doctrines are found piecemeal
among the philosophers (A6yog onepuatikdg), who are so far Christians, just as the Christians are
the true philosophers (Justin and Minuc. Felix). But the Logos, who is imparted fragmentarily to
the philosophers, isrevealed in His entire divine Personality in Christ (so Justin beyond the others,
Apoal. ii. 8, 10). In the doctrine of God, their thought is coloured by the eclectic Platonism of the
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age before Plotinus. God, the Father of all things, is Creator, Lord, Master, and as such known to
man, but in Himself Unoriginate (dyévnrog), ineffable, mysterious (&ppntog), without aname, One
and aone, incapable of Incarnation (for references to Justin and to Plato, D.C.B. iii. 572). His
‘goodness’ is metaphysical perfection, or beneficence to man, His ‘righteousness' that of Moral
Governor of the Universe (contrast the deeper sense of St. Paul, Rom. iii. 21, &c.). But the
abstractness of the conception of God givesway to personal vividnessin the doctrine of the‘visible
God' (Tert. Prax. 15 sq.), the Logos (the subject of the O.T. ‘theophanies according to the
Apologists) who was ‘with’ the Father before all things (Just. Dial. 62), but was ‘begotten’ or
projected (rpoPfAnbeig) by the will of the Father (ib. 128) as God from God, as a flame from fire.
He is, like the Father, ineffable (Xpiotdg, Just. Apol. ii. 6), yet is the dyyelog, vmnpétng of the
Father. In particular Heisthe Father’ sminister in Creation: to create He proceeded from the Father,
a doctrine expressly deduced from Prov. viii. 22 (Dial. 61, 129). Before this He was the Adyog
evoiabetog, after it the Adyog tpopopikdg, the Word uttered (Ps. xlv. 1 LXX; thisdistinction is not
in Justin, but is found Theophil. ad Autol. ii. 10, 22: it is the most marked trace of philosophic
[Stoic] influence on the Apologists). The Apologists, then, conceive of Christian theology as
philosophers. Especially the Person of the Saviour isregarded by them from the cosmological, not
the soteriological view-point. From thelatter, aswe have seen, St. Paul starts; and hisview gradually
embraces the distant horizon of the former (1 Cor. viii. 6, Coloss. i. 15); from the soteriological
side aso (directly) he reaches the divinity of Christ (Rom. v. 1-8; 1 Cor. i. 30; Rom. x. 13, as
above). Here, aswe shall see, Athanasius meetsthe Arians substantially by St. Paul’s method. But
the Apologists, under the influence of their philosophy rather than of their religion, start from the
cosmol ogical aspect of the problem. They engraft upon an A postolic (Johannine) title of the Saviour
an Alexandrine group of associations: they go far towards transmuting the Word of St. John to the
Logos of Philo and the Eclectics. Hence their view of His Divinity and of hisrelation to the Father
is embarrassed. His eternity and His generation are felt to be hardly compatible: His distinct
Personality is maintained at the expense of His true Divinity. He is God, and not the One God; He
can manifest Himself (Theophanies) in away the One God cannot; Heis an intermediary between
God and the world. The question has become philosophical rather than directly religious, and
philosophy cannot solve it. But on the other hand, Justin was no Arian. If he was Philosopher, he
was also Martyr. The Apologists are deeply saturated with Christian piety and personal enthusiastic
devotion to Christ. Justin in particular introduces us, as no other so early writer, into the life, the
worship, the simplefaith of the Primitive Church, and we can trace in him influences of the deeper
theology of Asia Minor (Loofs, p. 72 sg. but see more fully the noble article on Justin in D.C.B.
vol. iii.). But our concern iswith their influence on the analysis of the object of faith; and here we
see that unconsciously they have severed the Incarnate Son from the Eternal Father: not God (6
Svtwg Bedc) but a subordinate divine being isrevealed in Christ: the Logos, to adopt the words of
Ignatius, is no longer atrue breach of the Divine Silence.

We must now glance at the important period of developed Catholicism marked especially by
the names of Irenaaus, Tertullian, and Clement, the period of a consolidated organisation, a
(relatively) fixed Canon of the New Testament, and a catholic rule of faith (see above, and Lumby,
Creeds, ch. i.; Heurtley, Harmonia Symbolica, i.—viii.). The problem of the period which now
begins (180-250) was that of Monarchianism; the Divinity of Christ must be reconciled with the
Unity of God. Monarchianism isin itself the expression of the truth common to all monotheism,
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that the dpxn or Originative Principle is strictly and Personally One and one only (in contrast to

4
the plurality of apyikai vtootaceig, see Newman, Arians , p. 112 note). No Christian deliberately

maintains the contrary. The Apologists, as we have seen, tended to emphasise the distinction of
Father and Son; but this tendency makes of necessity in the direction of ‘subordination;” and any
distinction of ‘Persons’ or Hypostasesin the Godhead involvesto a M onothei st some subordination,
in order to save the principle of the Divine Monarchia.’ The Monarchian denied any subordination
E or distinction of hypostases within the Godhead. This tendency we have now to follow up. We do

4
not meet with it asaproblemin Irensaus. (He ‘is said to have written against it, Newman, Ar. , p.

117, citing Dodw. in Iren.) This scholar of pupils of Apostles stands in the lines of the Asiatic
theology. He is the successor of Ignatius and Polycarp. We find him, in sharp contrast to the
Apologists, giving full expression to the revelation of God in Jesus (the * Son is the Measure of the
Father, for He contains Him’), and the union of man with God in the Saviour, as the carrying out
of the original destiny of man, by the destruction of sin, which had for the time frustrated it (I11.
xviii. p. 211, Deus antiquam hominis plasmationem in se recapitulans). Hence the ‘ deification’ of
man’ s nature by union with Christ (aremarkable point of contact with Athanasius, see note on de
Incar. 54. 3); incorruption is attained to by the knowledge of God (cf. John xvii. 3) through faith
(IV. xx.); we cannot comprehend God, but we learn to know Him by His Love (ib.). At the same
time we trace the influence of the Apologists here and there in his Christology (I11. 6, 19, and the
explanation of the‘ Theophanies,” iv. 20). But in hisyounger contemporary Tertullian, the reaction
of Monarchianism makesitself felt. Heishimself one of the Apologists, and at the same time under
Asiatic influences. The two trains of influence converge in the name Trinitas, which heisthe first
to use (tplag first in the Asiatic Apologist Theophilus). In combating the Monarchian Praxeas (see
below) he carries subordinationism very far (cf. Hermog. 3. ‘fuit tempus cum Ei filius non fuit’),
he distinguishesthe Word as ‘rationalis deus' from eternity, and ‘ sermonalis not from eternity (cf.
again, Theophilus, supra). The Generation of the Son is a tpofoAr] (also ‘eructare’ from Ps. xlv.
1), but the divine ‘ Substance’ remains the same (river and fountain, sun and ray, Prax. 8, 9). He
aims at reconciling ‘subordination’ with the ‘Monarchia,’ (ib. 4). In the Incarnate Christ he
distinguishes the divine and human as accurately as Leo the Great (ib. 27, 29). In spite of
inconsistencies such as were inevitable in his strange individuality (Stoic, philosopher, lawyer,
Apologist, ‘Asiatic’ theologian, Catholic, Montanist) we seein Tertullian the starting-point of Latin
Theology (but see also Harnack ii. 287 note).

We must now examine more closely the history of Monarchian tendencies, and firstly in Rome.
The sub-Apostolic Church, ssmply holding the Divinity of Christ and the Unity of God, used
language (see above) which may be called ‘ naively Monarchian.” This holds good even of Asiatic
theology, aswefind it in its earlier stage. The baptismal creed (aswe find it in the primitive basis
of the Apostles Creed) does not solve the problem thus presented to Christian reflexion.
M onarchianism attempted the solution in two ways. Either the One God was simply identified with
the Christ of the Gospels and the Creeds, the Incarnation being amode of the Divine manifestation
(Father as Creator, Son as Redeemer, Spirit as Sanctifier, or the like): ‘Modalism’ or Modalistic
Monarchianism (including Patripassianism, Sabellianism, and later on the theology of Marcellus);
or (this being felt incompatible with the constant personal distinction of Christ from the Father) a
special effluence, influence, or power of the one God was conceived of asresiding in the man Jesus
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Christ, who was accordingly Son of God by adoption, God by assimilation: ‘dynamic’

Monarchianism or Adoptionism (* Son’” and * Spirit’ not so much modes of the Divine self-realisation
as of the Divine Action). This letter, the echo but not the direct survival of Ebionism, was later on
the doctrine of Photinus; we shall find it exemplified in Paul of Samosata; but our present concern
iswith itsintroduction at Rome by the two Theodoti, the elder of whom (atanner from Byzantium)
was excommunicated by Bishop Victor, while the younger, a student of the Peripatetic philosophy
and grammatical interpreter of Scripture, taught therein thetime of Zephyrinus. A later representative
of thisschool, Artemon, claimed that its opinions were those of the Roman bishops down to Victor
(Eus. H. E. v. 28). This statement cannot be accepted seriously; but it appears to be founded on a
real reminiscence of an epoch in the action and teachings of the Roman bishops at the time. It must
be remembered that the two forms of Monarchianism—modalism and adoptionism—are, while
very subtly distinguished in their essential principle, violently opposed in their appearance to the
popular apprehension. Their doctrine of God is one, at least in its strict unitarianism; but while to
the Modalist Christ is the one God, to the Adoptionist He is essentially and exclusively man.** In
the one case His Personality is divine, in the other human. Now there is clear proof of a strong
Modalist tendency® in the Roman Church at this time; this would manifest itself in especial zeal

against the doctrine of such men as Theodotus the younger, and give some colour to the tale of
Artemon. Both Tertullian and Hippolytus complain bitterly of the ignorance of those responsible
for the ascendancy which this teaching acquired in Rome (Zegupivov &vdpa idiwtny kal &netpov
TV EkKAnotaoTik@V Spwv, Hipp. ‘idiotes quisque aut perversus,’ ‘ simplices, ne dicam imprudentes
et idiotae’ Tert.). The utterances of Zephyrinus support this: ‘I believe in one God, Jesus Christ’

(Hipp., see above on the language of the sub-Apost. Church). The Monarchian influences were
strengthened by the arrival of fresh teachers from Asia (Cleomenes and Epigonus, see note 2) and
began to arouse lively opposition. This was headed by Hippolytus, the most |earned of the Roman
presbytery, and eventually bishop'® in opposition to Callistus, the successor of Zephyrinus. The
theology of Hippolytus was not unlike that of Tertullian, and was hotly charged by Callistus with
‘Ditheism.” The position of Callistus himself, like that of his predecessor, was one of compromise
between the two forms of Monarchianism, but somewhat more developed. A distinction was made
between ‘ Christ’ (the divine) and Jesus (the human); the latter suffered actually, theformer indirectly
(‘filius patitur, pater vero compatitur.’ (Tert.) tov Matépa cuunenovOévarl t@ vi& 254+, Hipp.; it is
clear that under ‘Praxeas' Tertullian is combating aso the modified Praxeanism of Callistus. See
adv. Prax. 27, 29; Hipp. ix. 7); not without reason does Hippolytus charge Callistus with combining
the errors of Sabellius with those of Theodotus. The compromise of Callistus was only partially

14 . p. 123) isvery delicate: both ideas are covered by ‘Dasein’. The two forms of Monarchianism are related exactly asthe
Catholic doctrine of the Trinity isto the Nestorian.
15 . p. 608), and Cleomenes. Praxeas arrived in Rome under Victor (or earlier, Harnack, p. 610), and combined strong

opposition to Montanism, with equally strong modalism in his theology. In both respects his influence told upon the heads of
the Church. Montanism was expelled, Modalism tolerated, Theodotus excommunicated; ‘ Duo negotia diaboli Praxeas Romae
procuravit: prophetiam expulit et haaesin intulit: Paracletum fugavit et Patrem crucifixit’. (Tert.) ‘ Praxeas hagresin introduxit
guam Victor[inus] (perhaps a confusion with Zephyrinus) corroborare curavit’ (‘ Tertullian’ adv. Hag'.)

16 Thispoint is still in debate. Against it, see Lightfoot, S. Clement of Rome (ed. 1890), for it, Déllinger Hipp. and Call.,
and Neumann, Der Rom. Staat u. d. Allg. Kirche (Leipz. 1890).
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successful. On the one hand the strictly modalist Sabellius, who from about 215 takes the place of

AN Cleomenes at the head of Roman Monarchianism (his doctrine of the vioratwp, of the Trinity as
xxv successive mpdowna, ‘aspects,’ of the One God, pure modalism as defined above) scorned
compromise (he constantly reproached Callistus with having changed his front, Hipp.) was
excommunicated, and became the head of a sect. And the fierce opposition of Hippolytusfailed to
command the support of more than a limited circle of enthusiastic admirers, or to maintain itself

after his death. On the other hand (the process is quite in obscurity: see Harnackl, p. 620) the
theology of Hippolytusand Tertullian eventually gained the day. Novatian, whose ‘ grande volumen’
(Jer.) onthe Trinity representsthe theology of Rome about 250 a.d., simply ‘ epitomises Tertullian,’
and that in explanation of the Rule of Faith. Asto the Generation of the Son, he drops the ‘ quando
Ipse [Pater] voluit’ of Tertullian, but like him combines a (modified) ‘subordination’ with the
‘communio substantise —in other words the opoovsiov. Monarchianism was condemned in the
West; itsfurther history belongs to the East (under the name of Sabellianism firstin Libya: see pp.
173, sqg.). But the hold which it maintained upon the Roman Church for about a generation
(190-220) left its mark. Rome condemned Origen, the ally of Hippolytus, Rome was invoked
against Dionysius of Alexandria; (Rome and) the West formulated the 6poovoiov at Nicas; Rome
received Marcellus, Rome rejected the tpeic vootdoeig and supported the Eustathians at Antioch;
it was with Rome rather than with the prevalent theology of the East that Athanasius felt himself

1

one. (Cf. also Harnack, Dg. 1 , p. 622 sqg.) Monarchianism wastoo littlein harmony with the New
Testament, or with the traditional convictions of the Churches, to live as a formulated theology.
The*naivemodalism’ of the‘ simplices quae major semper parscredentiumest’ (Tert.) was corrected
as soon as the attempt was made to give it formal expression'’. But the attempt to do so was a
valuable challenge to the conception of God involved in the system of the Apologists. To their
abstract, transcendent, philosophical first Principle, Monarchianism opposed aliving, self-revealing,
redeeming God, made known in Christ. Thiswas a great gain. But it was obtained at the expense
of the divine immutability. A God who passed through phases or modes, now Father, now Son,
now Spirit, a God who could suffer, was not the God of the Christians. There is some justice in
Tertullian’ s scoff at their ‘Deum versipellem.’

Thethird great name associated with the end of the second century, that of Clement, isimportant
to us chiefly as that of the teacher of Origen, whose influence we must now attempt to estimate.
Origen (185-254) was the first theologian in the full sense of the term; the first, that is, to erect
upon the basis of therule of faith (Prefaceto de Princ.) acomplete theol ogical system, synthesising
revealed religion with a theory of the Universe, of God, of man, which should take into account
the entire range of truth and knowledge, of faith and philosophy. And in this sense for the Eastern
Church hewasthelast theologian aswell. Inthe case of Origen the Vincentian epigram, absolvuntur
magistri condemnantur discipuli (too often applicable in the history of doctrine) is reversed. In a
modified form histheology from thefirst took possession of the Eastern Church; in the Cappadocian
fathersit took out a new lease of power, in spite of many vicissitudesit conquered opposing forces
(the sixth general council crushed the party who had prevailed at the fifth); John of Damascus, in
whom the Eastern Church saysitslast word, depends upon the Origenist theology of Basil and the

v But only at Aquileiawas the rule of faith adapted by the insertion of impassibilis.
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Gregories. But thistheology was Origenism with a difference. What was the Origenism of Origen?
To condense into the compass of our present purpose the many-sidedness of Origen is a hopeless
task. The reader will turn to the fifth and sixth of Bigg's Bampton Lectures for the best recent
presentation; to Newman's Arians (I. 83), especially the ‘apology’ at the end); to Harnack (ed. 1,
pp. 510-556) and L oofs (8§28); Shedd (vol. i. 288-305, should be read before Bigg and corrected
by him) and Dorner; to the sections in Bull (Defens. ii. 9, iii. 3) and Petavius (who in Trin. I. iv.
pursueswith fluent malignity ‘ omnigenis errorum portentisinfamem scriptorem’); to the Origeniana
of Huet and the dissertations of the standard editors; to the article Origenist Controversies, and to
the comprehensive, exact, and sympathetic article Origen in the Dictionary of Christian Biography.
The fundamental works of Origen for our purpose are the de Principiis, the contra Celsum, and the
de Oratione; but the exegetical works are necessary to fill out and correct first impressions.

The general position of Origen with regard to the Person of Christ is akin to that of Hippolytus
and Tertullian. It isto some extent determined by opposition to Gnosticism and to Monarchianism.
His visit to Rome (Eus. H. E., vi. 14) coincided with the battle of Hippolytus against Zephyrinus
and his destined successor: on practical aswell as on doctrinal points he was at one with Hippolytus.
His doctrine of God is reached by the soteriological rather than the cosmological method. God is
known to us in the Incarnate Word; ‘his point of view is moral, not...pseudo-metaphysical.” The
impassibility of the abstract philosophical ideaof God isbrokeninto by ‘the passion of Love' (Bigg,
p. 158). In opposition to the perfection of God lies the material world, conditioned by evil, the
result of the exercise of will. Thiscause of evil isantecedent to the genesis of the material universe,
the katafoAr| kéopov; materiality isthe penalty and measure of evil. (This part of Origen’ sdoctrine
ismarkedly Platonic. Plotinus, we read, refused to observe hisown birthday; in like manner Origen
quaintly notes that only wicked men are recorded in Scripture to have kept their birthdays; Bigg,
203, note; cf. Harnack, p. 523, note.) The soul (Yuxn asif from Yoxeobar) hasin a previous state
‘waxed cold, i.e. lost its original integrity, and in this condition enters the body, i.e. ‘is subjected
to vanity’ in common with the rest of the creature, and needs redemption (qualify this by Bigg, pp.
202 sqq., on Origen’ sbelief in Original Sin). To meet this need the Word takes a Soul (but one that
has never swerved from Him in its pre-existent state: on this antinomy Bigg, 190, note, 199) and
mediante Anima, or rather mediante hac substantia animee (Prin. 11. vi.) unites the nature of God
and of Man in One. (On the union of the two natures in the BeavBpwmog, in Ezek. iii. 3, heis as
precise as Tertullian: wefind the Hypostatic Union and Communicatio |diomatumformally explicit;
Bigg, 190.) The Word ‘deifies Human Nature, first His Own, then in others aswell (Cels. iii. 28,
tva yévntul Bela: he does not use BeomorieioOar; the thought is subtly but really different from that
which we found in Irenaaus: see Harnack, p. 551), by that perfect apprehension of Him 8rep fiv
npiv yévntat odpé, of which faith in the Incarnate is the earliest but not the final stage (applying 2
Cor. v. 16; cf. the Commentary on the Song of Songs).

What account then does Origen give of the beginning and the end of the great Drama of
existence? He starts from the end, which is the more clearly revealed; ‘ God shall be all in all.” But
‘the end must be like the beginning;” Oneisthe end of all, Oneisthe beginning. From 1 Cor. xv.
he works back to Romans viii.: the one is his key to the eternity after, the other, to the eternity
before (Bigg pp. 193 sq.). Into this scheme he brings creation, evil, the history of Revelation, the
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Church and its life, the final consummation of all things. The Universeis eternal: God is prior to
N it in conception, yet Hewas never other than Creator. But in the history of the Universethe material

world which we know isbut asmall episode. It began, and will end. It began with the estrangement
of Will from God, will end with its reconciliation: God, from Whom is the beginning of all, ‘will
be all in all.’” (For Origen’s eschatology see Bigg, 228-234.) From this point of view we must
approach the two-sided Christology of Origen. To him the two sides were aspects of the samething:
but if the subtle presupposition as to God and the Universe is withdrawn, they become alternative
and inconsistent Christologies, as we shall see to have actually happened. As God is eternally
Creator, so He is eternally Father (Bigg, 160, note). The Son proceeds from Him not as a part of
His Essence, but as the Ray from the Light; it cannot be rightly or piously said that He had a
beginning, v 8te ovk v (cf. DePrinc.i. 2, iv. 28, and infr. p. 168); Heis begotten fromthe Essence
of the Father, Heis of the same essence (6poovtotog) (Fragm. 3in Heb., but see Bigg, p. 179), there
is no unlikeness whatever between the Son and the Father (Princ. i. 2, 12). He was begotten £k tod
BeArjuatog ol Matpdg (but to Origen the OéAnua wasinherent in the Divine Nature, cf. Bigg. 161,
Harnack, p. 534 against Shedd, p. 301, note) not by mtpoBoAr| or emanation (Princ. iv. 28, i. 2. 4),
as though the Son’s generation were something that took place once for all, instead of existing
continuously. The Father isin the Son, the Son in the Father: thereis ‘ coinherence.” On the other
hand, the Word is God derivatively not absolutely, ‘0 Adyog v mpdg tdv Oedv, kai Odc Av 6 Adyoc.
The Son is 0o, the Father alone 0 e6¢. Heis of one ovoia with the Father as compared with the
creatures; but as contrasted with the Father, Who may be regarded as én™keiva oveiag®, and Who
aloneis avtdbeog, avtoayabdg, aAndivog Bedg, the Sonis o devtepog Bedg (Cels. v. 39, cf. Philo’s
devtepedwv 0ed¢). As the Son of God, He is contrasted with all yevntd; as contrasted with the
Ingenerate Father, He stands at the head of the series of yevvntd; Heispetav tfi¢ tod dyev[v]ritov
Kal TAg TV yevnt@dv ¢uoewc®. He even explains the Unity of the Father and the Son as moral
(800 1) vootdoet Tpdypata €v 8¢ Tfj Opovoi& 139 kai tf] tavtétnTL Tod PovAnuatog, Cels. viii.
12). The Son takes His place even in the cosmic process from Unity to Unity through Plurality,
‘God isin every respect One and Simple, but the Saviour by reason of the Many becomes Many’
(on Johni. 22, cf. Index to this val., s.v. Christ). The Spirit is subordinated to the Son, the Son to
the Father (éAdttwv mapd OV matépa 6 Li& 2327...¢11 8¢ frrov 10 mvedua o &ylov, Princ. 1. 3,
5 Gk.), whileto the Spirit are subordinated created spirits, whose goodnessisrelativein comparison
with God, and the fall of some of whom led to the creation of matter (see above). Unlike the Son
and the Spirit they are mutable in will, subject to mpokonr, capable of embodiment even if in
themselves immaterial.

The above slender sketch of the leading thoughts of Origen will suffice to show how intimately
his doctrine of the Person of Christ hangs together with his philosophy of Religion and Nature.
That philosophy is the philosophy of his age, and must be judged relatively. His deeply religious,
candid, piercing spirit embodies the highest effort of the Christian intellect conditioned by the

18 See Newman’s note Ar. p. 186, where the additions in brackets seriously modify his statement in the text. Also cf. infr.
ch. iv. 83, and Bigg, p. 179, note 2.
1 Cels. iii. 34, cf. Alexander’s peoitevovoa @iolg povoyevrg. But observe that the passage insisted on by Shedd, 294,

£tepog KAt ovoiav kai bokeuévov 0 vi& 232+¢ tol matpdg, does not bear the sense he extractsfromit. ovoia hereisnot ‘ essence’
but ‘hypostasis'.
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categories of the best thought of his age. Everywhere, while evading no difficulty, his strenuous
speculative search is steadied by ethical and religious instinct. As against Valentinian and the
Platonists, with both of whom heisin close affinity, heinexorably insists on the self-consciousness
and moral nature of God, on human freewill. As against all contemporary non-Christian thought
his system is pure monism. Y et the problem of evil, in which he merges the antithesis of matter
and spirit, brings with it a necessary dualism, a dualism, however, which belongs but to a moment
in the limitless eternity of God's all-in-allness before and after. Is he then a pantheist? No, for to
him God is Love (in Ezek. vi. 6), and the rational creature isto be made divine and united to God
by the reconciliation of Will and by conscious apprehension of Him. The idea of Will is the pivot
of Origen’s system, the centripetal force which forbidsit to follow the pantheistic linewhich it yet
undoubtedly touches. The‘mora’ unity of the Father and the Son (see above, tabtétng BovAnjuatog
and ¢k to0 BeArjuatoc) is Unity in that very respect in which the Creator stands over against the
self-determining rational creature. Y et the immutability, the Oneness of God, must be reconciled
with the plurality, the mutability of the creature; here the Logos mediates; d1a ta moAAa yivetat
moAAd: but this must be from eternity:—accordingly creation is eternal too. Here we see that the
cosmological ideahas prevailed over therdligious, the Logos of Origenisstill inimportant particulars
the Logos of the Apologists, of Philo and the philosophers. The difference lies in His co-eternity,
upon which Origen insists without wavering. The resemblance lies in the intermediate? position
ascribed to Him between the dyévvnrog, (0 ©€6¢), and the yevntd; Heis, asHypostasis, subordinate
to the Father.

Now it is evident that the mere intellectual apprehension of a system which combines so many
opposite tendencies, which touches every variety of the theological thought of the age (even
modalism, for to Origen the Father isthe Movdc, the avtdbeog, while yet Heis no abstraction but
a God who existsin moral activity, supra) and subtly harmonises them all, must have involved no
ordinary philosophical power. When we add to this fact the further consideration that precisely the
fundamental ideas of Origen werethose which called forth the liveliest opposition and were gradually
dropped by his followers, we can easily understand that in the next generation Origenism was no
longer either the system of Origen, or asingle system at all.

In one direction it could lend itself to no compromise; in spite of the justice done by Origen to
the fundamental ideas both of modalism and of emanative adoptionism (cf. Harnack, pp. 548, note,
and 586), to Monarchianismin either form heisdiametrically opposed. The hypostatic distinctness
of Son and Spirit is once for all made good for the theology of Eastern Christendom. We see his
disciples exterminate Monarchianism in the East. On the left wing Dionysiusrefutes the Sabellians
of Libya, on the right Gregory Thaumaturgus, Firmilian, and their brethren, after along struggle,
oust the adoptionist Paul from the See of Antioch. But itsinfluence on the existing Catholic theology,
however great (and in the East it was very great), inevitably made its way in the face of opposition,
and at the cost of its original subtle consistency. The principal opposition came from Asia Minor,
wherethetraditions of theological thought (see above, on Ignatius and Irenaaus, below on Marcellus)

2 The formula ktiopa 6 vi& 231°¢ is ascribed to Origen by the anti-Chal cedonists of the sixth century, but is probably a
‘consequenz-macherei’ from the above; see Caspari Alte u. N. Quellen, p. 60, note. But ktiopa was sometimes applied to the
Son in avague sense, on the ground of Prov. viii. 22, atext not used in this way by Origen.
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were not in sympathy? with Origen. We cannot demonstrate the existence of a continuoustheol ogical
school in Asia; but Methodius (270-300) certainly speaks with the voice of Ignatius and Irenaaus.
N He deals with Origen much as Irenaeus dealt with the Gnostics, defending against him the current
sense of theregula fidei, and especially the literal meaning of Scripture, the origination of the soul
along with the body, the resurrection of the body in the material sense, and generally opposing
realismto the spiritualism of Origen. But in thus opposing Origen, Methodius is not uninfluenced
by him (see Socr. vi. 13). He, too, isastudent of Plato (with ‘little of hisstyle or spirit’); his*realism’
is ‘speculative.” He no longer defends the Asiatic Chiliasm, his doctrine of the Logos is coloured
by Origen as that of Irenaaus was by the Apologists. The legacy of Methodius and of his Origenist
contemporaries to the Eastern Church was a modified Origenism, that is a theology systematised
on the intellectual basis of the Platonic philosophy, but expurgated by the standard of the regula
fidel. This result was a compromise, and was at first attended with great confusion. Origen’s
immediate following seized some one side, some another of his system; some were more, some
less influenced by the ‘orthodox’ reaction against his teaching. We may distinguish an Origenist
‘right’ and an Origenist ‘left.” If the Origenist view of the Universe was given up, the coeternity
of the Son and Spirit with the Father was less firmly grasped. Origen had, if we may use the
expression, ‘levelled up.” The Son was mediator between the Ingenerate God and the created, but
eternal Universe. If the latter was not eternal, and if at the same time the Word stood in some
essential correlation to the creative energy of God, Origen’s system no longer implied the strict
coeternity of the Word. Accordingly we find Dionysius (see below, p. 173 sqg.) uncertain on this
point, and on the essential relation of the Son to the Father. More cautious in this respect, but
tenacious of other startling features of Origen, were Pierius and Theognostus, who presided over
the Catechetical School at the end of the century?.

On the other hand, very many of Origen’s pupils, especially among the bishops, started from
the other side of Origen’s teaching, and held tenaciously to the coeternity of the Son, while they
abandoned the Origenist ‘paradoxes with regard to the Universe, matter, pre-existence, and
restitution. Typical of thisclassis Gregory Thaumaturgus, also Peter the martyr bishop of Alexandria,
who expressly opposed many of Origen’s positions (though hardly with the violence ascribed to
him in certain supposed fragmentsin Routh, Rell. iv. 81) and Alexander himself. It wasthis‘wing’
of the Origenist following that, in combination with the opposition represented by Methodius,
begueathed to the generation contemporary with Nicaaits average theol ogical tone. The coeternity
of the Son with the Father was not (as arule) questioned, but the essential relation of the Logos to
the Creation involved a strong subordination of the Son to the Father, and by consequence of the
Spirit to the Son. Monarchianism was the heresy most dreaded, the theology of the Church was
based on the philosophical categories of Plato applied to the explanation and systematisation of the
rule of faith. Thiswas very far from Arianism. It lacked the logical definiteness of that system on

2 Compare the strong Origenist rejection of Chiliasm, the spiritualism of Origen as contrasted with the realism of Asia
Minor, the Asiatic origin of Roman Monarchianism, of Montanism.
22 The position of Eusebius of Caesareais at the ‘ extreme left’ of the Origenist body. (‘A reflex of the unsolved problems

of the Church of that time,” Dorner.) Itisasthough Dionysiusinstead of withdrawing and modifying hisincriminated statements,
had involved them in a haze of explanations and biblical phrases which left them where they were. But thisis not so much
Arianism as confusion. ‘All is hollow and empty, precarious and ambiguous. With a vast apparatus of biblical expressions and
theuse of every possible formula, Monotheism isindeed maintained, but practically acreated subordinate God isinserted between
God and mankind' (Harnack, p. 648). See also Dorner, Lehre der Pers. Chr. Pt. 1, pp. 793-798. The language quoted by Ath.
below, p. 459, was doubtless meant by Eusebiusin an Origenist sense.
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the one hand, it rested on the other hand on a different conception of God; the hypostatic
subordination of the Son was insisted upon, but His true Sonship as of one Nature with the Father,
was held fast. In the slow process of time this neo-Asiatic theology found its way partly to the
Nicene formula, partly to theillogical acceptance of it with regard to the Son, with refusal to apply
it to the Spirit (Macedonius). To the men who thought thus, the blunt assertion that the Son was a
creature, not coeternal, alien to the Essence of the Father, was a novelty, and wholly abhorrent.
Arius drew a sharper line than they had been accustomed to draw between God and the creature;
so did Athanasius. But Arius drew his line without flinching between the Father and the Son. This
to theinstinct of any Origenist wasasrevolting asit would have been to the clear mind and Biblical
sympathy of Origen himself. In theological and philosophical principles alike Arius was opposed
even to the tempered Origenism of the Nicene age. The latter was at the furthest remove from
Monarchianism, Arianism was in its essential core Monarchian; the common theology borrowed
its philosophical principles and method from the Platonists, Arius from Aristotle. To anticipate,
Arianism and (so-called) semi-Arianism havein redlity very little in common except the historical
fact of common action for atime. Arianism guarded the transcendence of the divine nature (at the
expense of revelation and redemption) in away that ‘semi-Arianism,” admitting asit did inherent
inequality in the Godhead, did not. They therefore tended in opposite directions; Arianism to
Anomasanism, ‘ semi-Arianism’ to the Nicenefaith; their source was different. ‘ Aristotle made men

Arians,” says Newman with truth, ‘ Plato, semi-Arians (Arians4, p. 335, note): but to say thisisto
allow that if Arianism goesback to Lucian and so to Paul of Samosata, semi-Arianismisafragment
from the wreck of Origen.

The Origenist bishops of Syriaand AsiaMinor had in the years 269-272, after severa efforts,
succeeded in deposing Paul of Samosata from the See of Antioch. This remarkable man was the
ablest pre-Nicene representative of Adoptionist Monarchianism. The Man Jesus was inhabited by
the‘Word,” i.e. by animpersonal power of God, distinct from the Adyog or reason (wisdom) inherent
in God as an attribute, which descended upon him at His Baptism. His union with God, a union of
Will, was unswerving, and by virtue of it He overcame the sin of mankind, worked miracles, and
entered on acondition of Deification. Heis God éx mpokoiic (cf. Lukeii. 52) by virtue of progress
in perfection. That isin brief the system of Paul, and we cannot wonder at his deposition. For the
striking points of contact with Arianism (two ‘Wisdoms,” two ‘Words,” npokomnn: cf. Orat. c. Ar.
i. 5, &c.) we have to account®. The theology of Arius is a compromise between the Origenist
doctrine of the Person of Christ and the pure Monarchian Adoptionism of Paul of Samosata; or

2 The theological genesis of Paul’s system is obscure. The theory of Newman that he was under strong Jewish influences
islargely based upon the late and apparently quite erroneous tradition that his patroness Zenobia was a Jewess; see p. 296, note

a

9 , and Gwatkin, p. 57, and note 3. Harnack regards him as the representative of ‘archaic’ East-Syrian adoptionism such as
pervadesthe ‘ Discussion of Archelauswith Manes;” see Routh, Rell. v. especially pp. 178-184. But Paul would not have spoken
of Mary as‘Del Genetrix,” p. 128; | cannot seemoreinthese‘Acta’ than anaive adoptionism homologousto the ‘ naive modalism’
of much early Christian language, but like it not representative of the entire view of those who use it; we must also note that the
statements of ‘ Archelaus' are coloured by reaction against the docetism of ‘Manes;” but Paul may well have taken up this naive
adoptionism, and, by strict Aristotelian logic, developed it as the exclusive basis of his system. Whether Paul’ s use of the idea
of the Logos betrays the faintest influence of Origen isto me, at least, extremely uncertain.
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rather it engrafts the former upon the latter as the foundation principle, seriously modifying each
N\ to suit the necessity of combining the two. This compromise was not due to Arius himself but to
xuii histeacher, Lucian the Martyr. A native himself of Samosata, he stood in somerelation of attachment
(not clearly defineable) to Paul. Under him, he was at the head of a critical, exegetical, and
theological school at Antioch. Upon the deposition of Paul he appears not so much to have been
formally excommunicated asto have refused to acquiesce in the new order of things. Under Domnus
and histwo successors, hewasin astate of suspended communion?; but eventually was reconciled
with the bishop (Cyril?) and died as a martyr at Nicomedia, Jan. 7, 312. The latter fact, his ascetic
life, and his learning secured him widespread honour in the Church; his pupils formed a compact
and enthusiastic brotherhood, and filled many of the most influential Sees after the persecution.
That such a man should be involved in the reproach of having given birth to Arianism is an
unwelcome result of history, but one not to be evaded?®. The history of the Lucianic compromise
and its result in the Lucianic type of theology, are both matters of inference rather than of direct
knowledge. As to the first, whatever evidence there is connects Lucian’s origina position with
Paul. His reconciliation with Bishop Cyril must have involved areapproachment to the formula of
the bishops who deposed Paul,—athoroughly Origenist document. We may therefore suppose that
the identification of Christ with the Logos, or cosmic divine principle, was adopted by him from
Origenist sources. But he could not bring himself to admit that He was thus essentially identified
with God the eternal; he held fast to the idea of poxonr] as the path by which the Lord attained to
Divinity; he distinguished the Word or Son who was Christ from the immanent impersonal Reason
or Wisdom of God, as an offspring of the Father’ sWill, an ideawhich he may have derived straight
from Origen, with whom of courseit had adifferent sense. For to Origen Will wasthe very essence
of God; Lucian fell back upon an arid philosophical Monotheism, upon an abstract God fenced

2

about with negations (Harnack 2 , 195, note) and remote from the Universe. It was counted a
departurefrom Lucian’ s principlesif apupil held that the Son wasthe ‘ perfect Image of the Father’s
Essence’ (Philost. ii. 15); Origen’ sformula, ‘distinct in hypostasis, but oneinwill,” was apparently
exploited in a Samosatene sense to expressthe relation of the Son to the Father. The only two points
in fact in which Lucian appears to have modified the system of Paul were, firstly in hypostatising
the Logos, which to Paul was an impersonal divine power, secondly in abandoning Paul’s purely
human doctrine of the historical Christ. To Lucian, the Logos assumed a body (or rather ‘Deus
sapientiam suam misit in hunc mundum carne vestitam, ubi infra, p. 6), but itself took the place of
asoul®; henceall the tanervai Aé€g1c of the Gospels applied to the Logos as such, and theinferiority
and essential difference of the Son from the Father rigidly followed.

24 dmoouvdywyog uewvev, Alex. Alexand. in Thdt.; the objections of Gwatkin, p. 18, note, are generously meant rather than
convincing: the ‘ creed of Lucian’ is not usable without discrimination for Lucian’s position: see discussion by Caspari A.u.N.Q.

p. 42, note.
25

2

. 598, ii. 183 sgq. must, | think, convince any open mind of the fact. Consult his article on Lucian in Herzog . viii. 767
(the best investigation), also Neander H. E. ii. 198, iv. 108; Mdller K.G. i. 226, D.C.B. iii. 748; Kdlling, vol. 1, pp. 27-31, who
makes the mistake of taking the ‘ Lucianic creed’ as his point of departure.
%6 Thisis ascribed to Lucian by Epiph. Ancor. 33, and there is no reason whatever to doubt it. The tenet was part of the
Arian system from thefirst, and was attacked already by Eustathius, Fragm. apud Thdt. Dial. iii., but often overlooked, e.g. even
by Athanasiusin hiswritings before 362, but see p. 352, note 5. It came to the front in the system of Eunomius, and was much
discussed in the last decade of the life of S. Athan. The system of Apollinaris was different. (See pp. 570, note 1, 575, note 1.)
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The above account of Lucian is based on that of Harnack, Dogmg. ii. 184, sqq. It isat oncein
harmony with all our somewhat scanty data (Alexander, Epiphanius, Philostorgius, and the fragment
of hislast confession of faith preserved by Rufin. in Eus. H. E. ix. 9, Routh, Rell. iv. pp. 57, from
which Harnack rightly starts) and is the only one which accounts for the phenomena of the rise of
Arianism. Wefind anumber of leading Churchmen in agreement with Arius, but in no way dependent
on him. They are Eusebius of Nicomedia, Maris, Theognis, Athanasius of Anazarba, Menophantus;
al Lucianists. The first Arian writer, Asterius (see below), is a Lucianist. (The Egyptian bishops
Secundus and Theonas cannot be put down to any school; we do not know their history; but they
aredistinguished from the L ucianists by Philost. ii. 3.) It has been urged that, although Arius brought
away heresy from the school of Lucian, yet he was not the only one that did so. True; but then the
heresy wasall of the samekind (list of pupilsof Lucianin Philost. ii. 14, iii. 15). Aetius, the founder
of logical ultra-Arianism and teacher of Eunomius, was taught the exegesis of the New Testament
by the Lucianists Athanasius of Anazarba and Antony of Tarsus, of the Old by the Lucianist
Leontius. Thisfairly coversthe areaof Arianism proper. But it may be noted that some Origenists
of the ‘left wing,” whose theology emphasized the subordination, and vacillated as to the eternity
of the Son, would find little to shock them in Arianism (Eusebius of Caesarea, Paulinus of Tyre),
while on the other hand there are traces of a Lucianist ‘right wing,” men like Asterius, who while
essentially Arian, made concessions to the ‘conservative’ position chiefly by emphasising the
cosmic mediation of the Word and His ' exact likeness' to the Father?”. The Theology of the Eastern
Church was suffering from the effort to assimilate the Origenist theol ogy: it could not do so without
eliminating the underlying and unifying idea of Origenism; this done, the overwhelming influence
of the great teacher remained, while dissonant fragments of his system, vaguely comprehended in
many cases, permeated some here, some there®®. Meanwhile the school of Lucian had a method
and a system; they knew their own minds, and relied on reason and exegesis. This was the secret
of their power. Had Arius never existed, Arianism must havetried its strength under such conditions.
But the age was ready for Arius, and Arius was ready. The system of Arius was in effect that of
Lucian: its formulation appears to have been as much the work of Asterius as of Arius himself.
(Cf. p. 155, 88, 6 8¢ 'Ap. petaypapag dédwke Toig 1dloic. The extant writings of Ariusare hisletters
to Eus. Nic. and to Alexander, preserved by Theodoret and Epiph. Haa'. 69, and the extracts from
the‘Thalia in Ath., pp. 308-311, 457, 458; a so the ‘confession’ in Socr. i. 26, Soz. ii. 27. Cf. aso
referencesto hisdictain Ath. pp. 185, 229, & c.) Arius started from theidea of God and the predicate
‘Son.” God is above al things uncreated, or unoriginate, ayév[vlntog, (the ambiguity of the
derivatives of yevvacsBa1 and yevésOat are avery important element in the controversy. Seep. 475,

AN note 5, and Lightfoot, Ignat. ii. p. 90 sqq.) Everything else is created, yevntov. The name ‘ Son’
implies an act of procreation. Therefore, before such act, there was no Son, nor was God properly
speaking a Father. The Son is not coeternal with Him. He was originated by the Father’s will, as

indeed were al things. Heiis, then, t®&v yevnt@v, He came into being from non-existence (¢€ ovk

a4 dnapdAaktov eixéva, which an Arian would be prepared to admit as the result of the tpokonr. (See below, §6, on the
Creeds of 341). | cannot regard Asterius as a‘semi-Arian;’ the only grounds for it are the above phrase and the statement (Lib.
Syn.) that he attended the Council of 341 with the Conservative Dianius. But Asterius was as ready to compromise with
conservatism as he had formerly been with heathenism, and his anxiety for a bishopric would carry him to even greater lengths
in order to attend a council under influential patronage.

28 The letter of Alexander to his namesake of Byzantium in Thdt. i. 4, cannot be exempted from this generalisation.
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dvtwv), and before that did not exist (o0k Av mpiv yévnrat). But His relation to God differs from
that of the Universe generally. Created nature cannot bear the awful touch of bare Deity. God
therefore created the Son that He in turn might be the agent in the Creation of the Universe—' created
Him asthe beginning of Hisways,” (Prov. viii. 22, LXX.). Thisbeing so, the nature of the Son was
in the essential point of dyevvnoia unlike that of the Father; (E¢voc oG viod kat’ ovoiav 6 Matrhp
ot dvapyog): their substances (vrootdoeig) are avenipiktor,—have nothing in common. The Son
therefore does not possess the fundamental property of sonship, identity of nature with the Father.
Heis a Son by Adoption, not by Nature; He has advanced by moral probation to be Son, even to
be povoyevrig 0edg (Joh. i. 14). He is not the eternal Adyog, reason, of God, but a Word (and God
has spoken many): but yet He is the Word by grace; is no longer, what He is by nature, subject to
change. He cannot know the Father, much less make Him known to others. Lastly, He dwellsin
flesh, not in full human nature (see above, p. xxviii. and note 2). The doctrine of Arius as to the
Holy Spirit is not recorded, but probably He was placed between the Son and the other kticuata
(yet see Harnack ii. 199, note 2).

Arian Literature. Beside the above-mentioned letters and fragments of Arius, our early Arian
documents are scanty. Very important is the letter of Eus. Nic. to Paulinus, referred to above, 83
(2), pp. xvi., xviii., other fragments of letters, p. 458 sq. The writings® of Asterius, if preserved,
would have been an invaluable source of information®. Asterius seems to have written before the
Nicene Council; he may have modified hislanguagein later treatises. Hewasreplied to by Marcellus
in awork which brought him into controversy (336) with Eusebius of Caesarea. With the creeds
and Arian literature after the death of Constantine we are not at present concerned.

Arianism was a novelty. Yet it combines in an inconsistent whole elements of almost every
previous attempt to formulate the doctrine of the Person of Christ. Its sharpest antithesis was
Modalism: yet with the modalist Arius maintained the strict personal unity of the Godhead. With
dynamic monarchianism it held the adoptionist principle in addition; but it personified the Word
and sacrificed the entire humanity of Christ. In this latter respect it sided with the Doceta most
Gnostics, and Manichaeans, to all of whom it yet opposes a sharply-cut doctrine of creation and of
the transcendence of God. With Origen and the Apologists before him it made much of the cosmic
mediation of the Word in contrast to the redemptive work of Jesus; with the Apologists, though
not with Origen, it enthroned in the highest place the God of the Philosophers. but against both
alike it drew a sharp broad line between the Creator and the Universe, and drew it between the
Father and the Son. Least of all isArianismin sympathy with the theology of Asia,—that of Ignatius,
Irenaaus, Methodius, founded upon the Joannine tradition. The profound Ignatian idea of Christ as

29 They appear to have comprised the Arian appeal to Scripture of which (considering the Biblical learning of Lucian and
what we hear of thetraining of Aetius, to say nothing of the exegetical chair held by Ariusat Alxa.) their use must be pronounced
meagre and superficial. In the O.T. they harped upon three texts, Deut. vi. 4 (Monotheism), Ps. xlv. 8 (Adoptionism), and Prov.
viii. 22, LXX. (the Word a Creature). In the N.T. they appeal for Monotheism (in their sense) to Luke xviii. 19, John xvii. 3;
The Son a Creature, Actsii. 36, 1 Cor. i. 24, Col. i. 15, Heb. iii. 2; Adoptionism, Matt. xii. 28; mpoxonr], Lukeii. 52; also Matt.
Xxvi. 41, Phil. ii. 6, sg., Heb. i. 4; The Son tpentog, &c., Mark xiii. 32, John xiii. 31, xi. 34; inferior to the Father, John xiv. 48,
Matt. xxvii. 46, also xi. 27 a, xxvi. 39, xxviii. 18, John xii. 27, and 1 Cor. xv. 28 (cf. pp. 407, sq.). In thisrespect Origen is
immeasurably superior.

30 They areregarded by Athan., ageneration after they were written, asthe representative statement of ‘the case’ for Arianism
(pp- 459 5q.; 324 0., 361, 363, 368, &C., from which passagesand Eus. c. Marcell. afragmentary restoration might be attempted).
For what is known of his history (not in D.C.B.) see Gwatkin, p. 72, note; for his doctrinal position see above, p. xxviii.
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the Adyog amo oryfic mpoeABwv isin impressive contrast with the shallow challenge of the Thalia,
‘Many words hath God spoken, which of these was manifested in the flesh?

Throughout the controversies of the pre-Nicene age the question felt rather than seen in the
background isthat of the Ideaof God. The question of M onothei sm and Polythei sm which separated
Christians from heathen was not so much a question of abstract theology as of religion, not one of
speculative belief, but of worship. The Gentile was prepared to recognise in the background of his
pantheon the shadowy form of one supreme God, Father of gods and men, from whom all the rest
derived their being. But hisreligion required the pantheon aswell; he could not worship a philosophic
supreme abstraction. The Christian on the other hand was prepared in many cases to recognise the
existence of beings corresponding to the gods of the heathen (whether 1 Cor. viii. 5 can be quoted
here is open to question). But such beings he would not worship. To him, as an object of religion,
there was one God. The one God of the heathen was no object of practical personal religion; the
One God of the Christian was. He was the God of the Old Testament, the God who was known to
His people not under philosophical categories, but in His dealingswith them asa Father, Deliverer,
He who would accomplish al things for them that waited on Him, the God of the Covenant. He
was the God of the New Testament, God in Christ reconciling the world to Himself, manifesting
His Righteousness in the Gospel of Christ to whosoever believed. In Christ the Christian learned
that God is Love. Now this knowledge of God is essentially religious; it liesin a different plane
from the speculative dropiat as to God's transcendence or immanence, while yet it steadies the
religious mind in the face of speculations tending either way. A God who is Love, if immanent,
must yet be personal, if transcendent, must yet manifest His Love in such away that we can know
it and not merely guessit. Now as Christian instinct began to beforced to reflexion, in other words,
asfaith began to strivefor expression in atheology?, it could not but be that men, however personally
religious, seized hold of religious problems by their speculative side. We have seen thisexemplified
in the influence of Platonic philosophy on the Apologists and Alexandrine Fathers. But to Origen,
with al his Platonism, belongs the honour of enthroning the God of Love at the head and centre of
asystematic theology. Y et the theology of the end of the third century assimilated secondary results
of Origen’s system rather than his underlying idea. On the one hand was the rule of faith with the
whole round of Christian life and worship, determining the religiousinstinct of the Church; on the
other, the inability to formulate this instinct in a coherent system so long as the central problem
was overlooked or inadequately dealt with. God is One, not more; yet how is the One God to be
conceived of, what is His relation to the Universe of yéveoic and ¢06pa? and the Son is God, and

N the Spirit; how arethey One, and if One how distinct? How do we avoid the relapseinto apolytheism
o of secondary gods? What is—not the essential nature of Godhead, for all agreed that that is beyond
our ken—Dbut the tp®tov Nuiv, the essential ideafor usto begin from if we are to synthesise belief

and theology, riotic and yv®oig?

Arianism stepped in with a summary answer. God is one, numerically and absolutely. He is
beyond the ken of any created intelligence. Even creation is too close a relation for Him to enter
into with the world. In order to create, he must create an instrument (pp. 360 sqg.), intermediate
between Himself and all else. This instrument is called Son of God, i.e. He is not coeterna (for

31 A theology which aims at consistency must borrow amethod, a philosophy, from outside the sphere of religion. The most
developed system of Catholic theology, that of S. Thomas Aquinas, borrows its method from the same source as did
Arius,—Aristotle.
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what son was ever as old as his parent?), but the result of an act of creative will. How then is He
different from other creatures? Thisisthe weak point of the system; He is not really different, but
adifferenceis created by investing Him with every possible attribute of glory and divinity except
the possession of the incommunicable nature of deity. Heis merely ‘anointed above His fellows.’
His ‘divinity’ is acquired, not original; relative, not absolute; in His character, not in His Person.
Accordingly Heis, asacreature, immeasurably far from the Creator; He does not know God, cannot
declare God to us. The One God remainsin Hisinaccessible remoteness from the creature. But yet
Ariansworshipped Christ; although not very God, Heis God to us. Here we have the exact difficulty
with which the Church started in her conflict with heathenism presented again unsolved. The
desperate struggle, the hardly earned triumph of the Christians, had been for the sake of the essential
principle of heathenism! The One God was, after all, the God of the philosophers; theidea of pagan
polytheism was realised and justified in Christ® To this Athanasius returns again and again (see
esp. p. 360); it isthe doom of Arianism as a Christian theology.

If Arianism failed to assist the thought of the Church to a solution of the great problem of God,
itsfailure was not |ess conspicuous with regard to revel ation and redemption. The revelation of the
Gospel stopped short in the person of Christ, did not go back to the Father. God was not in Christ
reconciling the world to Himself, we have access in Christ to a created intelligence, not to the love
of God to usward, not to the everlasting Arms, but to a being neither divine nor human. Sinners
against heaven and before God, we must accept an assurance of reconciliation from one who does
not know Him whom we have offended; the kiss of the Father has never been given to the prodigal.
Men have asked how we are justified in ascribing to the infinite God the attributes which we men
call good: mercy, justice, love. If Christ is God, the answer lies near; if He is the Christ of Arius,
we are left in moral agnosticism. Apart from Christ, the philosophical arguments for a God have
their force; they proffer to us an ennobling belief, a grand * perhaps’; but the historical inability of
M onotheism to retain alasting hold among men apart from revel ation isan impressive commentary
on their compelling power. In Christ alone does God lay hold upon the soul with the assurance of
Hislove (Rom. v. 5-8; Matt. xi. 28; John xvii. 3). The God of Arius has held out no hand toward
us; he is afar-off abstraction, not aliving nor a redeeming God.

Theillogicality of Arianism has often been pointed out (Gwatkin, pp. 21 sqg. esp. p. 28); how,
starting from the Sonship of Christ, it came round to a denia of His Sonship; how it started with
an interest for Monotheism and landed in a vindication of polytheism; how it began from the
incomprehensibility of God even to His Son, and ended (in its most pronounced form) with the
assertion that the divine Nature is no mystery at all, even to us. It is an insult to the memory of
Aristotle to call such shallow hasty syllogising from ill-selected and unsifted first principles by his
name. Aristotle himself teaches a higher logic than this. But at this date Aristotelianism proper was
extinct. It only survived in the form of ‘pure’ logic, adopted by the Platonists, but also studied for

32 Thisillustrates the famous paradox of Cardina Newman (Development, ed. 1878, pp. 142—4), that the condemnation of
Arian Christology left vacant athronein heaven which the medieval Church legitimately filled with the Blessed Virgin; that the
Nicene condemnation of the Arian theology is the vindication of the medieval; that ‘the votaries of Mary do not exceed the true
faith, unless the blasphemers of her Son come up to it.” But the question here was one of wor ship, not of theology. The Arians
wor shipped Christ, whom they regarded as a created being: therefore, the Nicene fathers urge with one consent, they were
idolaters. The idea of a created being capable of being wor shipped was an Arian legacy to the Church, no doubt. But this very
idea, to Athanasius and Hilary, marked them out as idolaters. It was reserved for later times ‘to find a subject for an Arian
predicate’ (Mozley). The argument is an astonishing admission.
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its own sake in connection with rhetoric and the art of arguing (cf. Socr. ii. 35). Such an instrument
might well be acause of confusion in the hands of men who used it without regard to the conditions
of the subject-matter. An illogical compromise between the theology of Paul of Samosata and of
Origen, the marvel is that Arianism satisfied any one even in the age of its birth. What has been
said above with regard to the conception of God in the early Church may help to explain it; the
germ of ethical insight which is latent in adoptionism, and which when neglected by the Church
has always made itself felt by reaction, must also receive justice; once again, its inherent
intellectualism was in harmony with the dominant theology of the Eastern Church, that iswith one
side of Origenism. Where anal ogous conditions have prevailed, as for example in the England of
the early eighteenth century, Arianism has tended to reappear with no one of its attendant
incongruities missing.

But for al that, the doom of Arianism was uttered at Nicasa and verified in the six decades
which followed. Every possible alternative formulaof belief asto the Person of Christ was forced
upon the mind of the early Church, wasfully tried, and was found wanting. Arianism above all was
fully tried and above all found lacking. The Nicene formulaalone has been found to render possible
thelife, to satisfy theinstincts of the Church of Christ. The choice lies—nothing is clearer—between
that and the doctrine of Paul of Samosata. The latter, it has been said, was misunderstood, was
never fairly tried. As a claimant to represent the true sense of Christianity it was | think once for
all rglected when thefirst Apostles gave theright hand of fellowship to S. Paul (see above, p. xxii.);
its future trial must be in the form of naturalism, as arival to Christianity, on the basis of a denial
of the claim of Christ to be the One Saviour of the World, and of His Gospel to be the Absolute
Religion. But Arianism, adding to all the difficulties of a supernatural Christology the spirit of the
shallowest rationalism and the fundamental postulate of agnosticism, can surely count for nothing
in the Armageddon of the latter days,

Spiacente aDio ed @ nemici suoi.

(b) The duoovaiov as atheologica formula®.
The distinction, which in the foregoing discussion we have frequently had under our notice,
between the niotic and yv@oig of the early Church, the niotig common to al, and formulated in
[ TN the tessera or rule of faith, the yv@oig the property of apologists and theologians aiming at the
X0 expression of faith in terms of the thought of their age, and at times, though for long only slightly,
reacting upon therule of faith itself (Aquileia, Caesarea, Gregory Thaumaturgus), makes itself felt
in the account of the Nicene Council. That the legacy of the first world-wide gathering of the
Church’s rulersis a Rule of Faith moulded by theological reflexion, one in which the of the
Church supplements her miotig, is @ momentous fact; a fact for which we have to thank not
Athanasius but Arius. The rtiotig of the Fathers repudiated Arianism as a novelty; but to exclude
it from the Church some test was indispensable; and to find a test was the task of theology, of
yv@oig. TheNicene Confession isthe Rule of Faith explained asagainst Arianism. Arianism started

33 , pp. 185 to 193, and his notes and excursus embodied in this volume, especially that appended to Epist. Euseb. p. 77,
Zahn's Marcellus, pp. 11-27 (also p. 87), perhaps the best modern discussion; Harnack ii. pp. 228-230, and note 3; Loofs
8832-34; Shedd i. 362-372; and the Introduction to the Tomus and ad Afros in this volume pp. 482, 488. The use of ovcia in
Aristotleistabulated by Bonitz in the fifth volume (index) to the Berlin edition: itsusein Plato islessfrequent and lesstechnical,
but see the brief account in Liddell and Scott.
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with the Christian profession of belief in our Lord's Sonship. If the result was incompatible with
such belief, it was inevitable that an explanation should be given, not indeed of the full meaning
of divine Sonship, but of that element in theideawhich wasignored or assailed by the misconception
of Arius. Such an explanation is attempted in the words €k tfig ovolag To0 Tatpdg, opoovoLaV TG
Matpi, and again in the condemnation of the formula £€ étépag vMootdoewg f ovoiag. This
explanation was not adopted without hesitation, nor would it have been adopted had any other
barrier against the heresy, which all but very few wished to exclude, appeared effective. We now
have to examinefirstly the grounds of this hesitation, secondly the justification of the formulaitself.

The objections felt to the word at the council were (1) philosophical, based on the
identification of ~ with either eiSoc (i.e. asimplying a‘formal essence’ prior to Father and Son
alike) or UAn; (2) dogmatic, based on the identification of with , and on the consequent
Sabellian sense of the ; (3) Scriptural, based on the non-occurrence of the word in the Bible;
(4) Ecclesiastical, based on the condemnation of the word by the Synod which deposed Paul at
Antioch in 269.

All these objections were made and felt bona fide, although Arians would of course make the
most of them. The subsequent history will show that their force was outweighed only for the moment
with many of the fathers, and that to reconcile the ‘ conservatism’ of the Asiatic bishops to the new
formula must be a matter of time. The third or Scriptural objection need not now be discussed at
length. Precedent could be pleaded for the introduction into creeds of words not expressly found
in Scripture (e.g. the word ‘catholic’ applied to the Church in many ancient creeds, the creed of
Gregory Thaumaturgus with , &C. &c.); the only question was, were the non-scriptura
words expressive of acriptural idea? Thiswasthe pith of the question debated between Athanasius
and his opponents for a generation after the council; the ‘ conservative’ mgority eventually came
round to the conviction that Athanasius was right. But the question depends upon the meaning of
the word itself.

The word means sharing in a joint or common essence, (cf. oudvupog, sharing the same
name, &c. &c.). What thenis  ? The word was introduced into philosophical use, so far as we
know, by Plato, and itstechnical value wasfixed for future ages by hispupil Aristotle. Setting aside
itsuseto express ‘existence’ in the abstract, we take the more general use of theword asindicating
that which exists in the concrete. In this sense it takes its place at the centre of his system of
‘categories,” asthe something to which all determinations of quality, quantity, relation and the rest
attach, and which itself attaches to nothing; in Aristotle's words it alone is self-existent, ,
whereas all that comes under any of the other categoriesis , hon-existent except as a property
of some . But herethe difficulty begins. We may look at a concrete term as denoting either this
or that individual simply (téd¢ t1), or asexpressing its nature, and so as common to moreindividuals
than one. Now properly (rtpwtwg) is only appropriate to the former purpose. But it may be
employed in a secondary sense to designate the latter; in this sense species and genera are

, the wider class being less truly than the narrower. In fact we here detect the transition of
theideaof  from the category of ovoia proper to that of moiov (cf. Athan. p. 478 sq.; he uses
ovoia freely inthe secondary sense for non-theological purposesin contra Gentes, whereit isoften
best rendered ‘ nature’). Aristotle accordingly uses ovoia freely to designate what we call substances,
whether simple or compound, such as iron, gold, earth, the heavens, t6 dxivnrtov, &c., &c.
Corresponding again, to the logical distinction of yévog and eidoc is the metaphysical distinction
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(not exactly of matter and form, but) of matter simply, regarded as t6 Unokeuévov, and matter
regarded as existing in this or that form, t& modv 1o év tfj oboi& 139, T T fv eival, the
meeting-point of logic and metaphysicsin Aristotle’ s system. Agreeably to this distinction, ovoia
is used sometimes of the latter—the concrete thing regarded in its essential nature, sometimes of
the former 1 Omokelpévn ovoia wg VAN, BAn being in fact the summum genus of the material world.

Now the use of the word in Christian theology had exemplified nearly every one of the above
senses. Inthe quasi-material sense opoovotov had been used in the school of Valentinian to express
the homogeneity of the two factorsin the fundamental dualism of the Universe of intelligent beings.
In a somewhat similar sense it is used in the Clementine Homilies xx. 7. The Platonic phrase for
the Divine Nature, énékeiva ndong ovoiag, adopted by Origen and by Athanasius contra Gentes,
appears to retain something of the idea of ovsia asimplying material existence; and this train of
associations had to be expressly disclaimed in defending the Nicene formula. In the sense of
homogeneity the word ouoovaotov is expressly applied by Origen, as we have seen, to the Father
and the Son: on the other hand, taking ovesia in the ‘primary’ Aristotelian sense, he has €tepog kat’
ovolav Kat vmokelpévov In the West (see above on Tertullian and Novatian) the Latin substantia
(Cicero had in vain attempted to give currency to the less euphonious but more suitable essentia)
had taken its place in the phrase unius substantise orcommunio substantiag intended to denote not
only the homogeneity but the Unity of Father and Son. Accordingly we find Dionysius of Rome
pressing the test upon his namesake of Alexandria and the latter not declining it (below, p. 183).
But a few years later we find the Origenist bishops, who with the concurrence of Dionysius of
Rome deposed Paul of Samosata, expressly repudiating the term. This fact, which is as certain as
any fact in Church history (see Routh Rell. iii. 364 &c., Caspari Alte u. Neue. Q., pp. 161 sqq.),
was a powerful support to the Ariansin their subsequent endeavours to unite the conservative East
in reaction against the council. Scholars arefairly equally divided as to the explanation of the fact.
Some hold, following Athanasius and Basil, that Paul imputed the 6pooveiov (in a materialising

N sense) to his opponents, as a consequence of the doctrine they opposed to his own, and that ‘the

80’ in repudiating the word, repudiated the idea that the divine nature could be divided by the

emanation of aportion of it in the Logos. Hilary, on the other hand, tells us that the word was used

by Paul himself (‘male dpooveiov Paulus confessus est, sed numquid melius Arii negaverunt?) If

S0, it must have been meant to deny the existence of the Logos as an ovoia (i.e. Hypostasis) distinct

from the Father. Unfortunately we have not the original documents to refer to. But in either case

the word was repudiated at Antioch in one sense, enacted at Nicaeain another. The fact however

remains that the term does not exclude ambiguity. Athanasius is therefore going beyond strict

accuracy when he claims (p. 164) that no one who is not an Arian can fail to be in agreement with

the Synod. Marcellus and Photinus alone prove the contrary. But he isright in regarding the word
asrigidly excluding the heresy of Arius.

This brings us to the question in what sense ovoia is used in the Nicene definition. We must
remember the strong Western and anti-Origenist influence which prevailed in the council (above,
p. xvii.), and the use of vndotaocic and ovoia as convertibletermsin the anathematism (see Excursus
A, pp. 77, sqq. below). Now going back for amoment to the correspondence of the two Dionysii,
we see that Dionysius of Rome had contended not so much against the subordination of the Son
to the Father as against their undue separation (pepepiopéval vootdoelg). In other words he had
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pressed the opoovoiov upon his namesake in the interest rather of the unity than of the equality of
the Persons in the Holy Trinity. At Nicass, the problem was (as shewn above) to explain (at least
negatively) how the Church understood the Generation of the Son. Accordingly wefind Athanasius
in later years explaining that the Council meant to place beyond doubt the Essential Relation of
the Divine Persons to one another (t6 1d1ov tfi¢ ovolag, tavtoTng, See de Decr. pp. 161, 163 sq.,
165, 168, 319; of course including identity of Nature, pp. 396, 413, 232), and maintaining to the
end (where he expresses his own view, p. 490, &c.) the convertibility of ovsia and Ondotacig for
this purpose. By the word 6 86¢ or 8e6¢ he understands o0dev €tepov 1| v ovciav Tob dvtog (de
Decr. 22). The conclusion isthat in their original sense the definitions of Nicaaa assert not merely
the specific identity of the Son with the Father (as Peter qua man is of one ovsia with Paul, or the
Emperor’ s statue of one form with the Emperor himself, p. 396), but the full unbroken continuation
of the Being of the Father in the Son, theinseparabl e unity of the Son with the Father in the Oneness
of the Godhead. Here the phrase is ‘balanced’ by the ¢k tfi¢ [Unootdocwg f] ovoiag tod Matpdc,
not as though merely one ovsia had given existence to another, but in the sense that with such
origination the ovoia remained the same. Thisis a‘first approximation to the mysterious doctrine
of the mepiywpnorg’ coinherence, or ‘circuminsessio,” which is necessary to guard the doctrine of
the Trinity against tritheism, but which, it must be observed, liftsit out of the reach of the categories
of any system of thought in which the workings of human intelligence have ever been able to
organise themselves. The doctrine of the Holy Trinity vindicated by the Nicene formulaon the one
hand remains, after the exclusion of others, asthe one direction in which the Christian intellect can
travel without frustrating and limiting the movement of faith, without bringing to a halt the instinct
of faith in Christ as Saviour, implanted in the Church by the teaching of S. Paul and of S. John, of
theLord Himself: on the other hand it isnot afull solution of theintellectual difficultieswith which
the analysis of that faith and those instincts brings us face to face. That God is One, and that the
SonisGod, aretruths of revelation which the category of * substance’ failsto synthesise. The Nicene
Definition furnishes a basis of agreement for the purpose of Christian devotion, worship, and life,
but leaves two theol ogies face to face, with mutual recognition as the condition of the healthy life
of either. The theology of Athanasius and of the West is that of the Nicene formulain its original

sense. The inseparable Unity of the God of Revelation is its pivot. The conception of personality
inthe Godhead isitsdifficulty. The distinctness of the Father, Son, and Spiritisfelt (dAAog 0 Tlatrp
dAAoc 6 vi& 231+), but cannot be formulated so as to satisfy our full idea of personality. For this
Athanasius had no word; péswrov meant too little (implying as it did no more than an aspect
possibly worn but for aspecia period or purpose), vréotactg (implying such personality as separates
Peter from Paul) too much. But he recognised the admissibility of the sense in which the Nicene
formula eventually, in the theology of the Cappadocian fathers, won its way to supremacy in the
East. To them Undotacig was an appropriate term to express the distinction of Persons in the
Godhead, while ovoia expressed the divine Nature which they possessed in common (see Excursus
A.p. 77 5q9.). Thissense of odoia approximated to that of species, or eido¢ (Aristotle’ s secondary’

ovoia), whilethat of tndotaoig gravitated toward that of personality in the empirical sense. But in
neither case did the approximation amount to compl ete identity. The idea of trine personality was
limited by the consideration of the Unity; the nepixwpnoic was recognised, although in asomewhat
different form, the prominent ideain Athanasius being that of coinherence or immanence, whereas
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the Cappadocians, while using, of course, the language of John xiv. 11, yet prefer the metaphor of
successive dependence comep £€ alVosw. (Bas. Ep. 38, p. 118 D). To Athanasius, the Godhead is
complete not in the Father alone, still less in the Three Persons as parts of the one ovoia, but in
each Person as much as in all. The Cappadocian Fathers go back to the Origenist view that the
Godhead is complete primarily in the Father alone, but mediately in the Son or Spirit, by virtue of
their origination from the Father as mnyn or aitia tfig Oedtntog. To Athanasius the distinct
Personality of Son and Spirit wasthe difficulty; hisdifferencefrom Origen waswide, from Marcellus
subtle. To the Cappadocians the difficulty was the Unity of the Persons; to Marcellus they were
toto cado opposed, they are the pupils of Origen®. Accordingly when Basil makes a distinction
between ovsia and Undotaocig in the Nicene anathematism, heis giving not historical exegesis but
his own opinion.

The Nicene definition in this sense emphasized the Unity of the Godhead in Three Persons,
against the Arian division of the Son from the Father. How then did it escape the danger of lending
countenance to M onarchianism? Athanasi us feel sthe difficulty without solving it, for thedistinction
given by him, p. 84, between ouoovoiog and povoovteiog is without real meaning (we say with
Tertullian * of one substance’). On thewholein mature years he held that thetitle* Son” was sufficient
to secure the Trinity of Persons. ‘By the name Father we confute Arius, by the name of Son we
overthrow Sabellius' (p. 434; cf. p. 413); and wefind that the council initsrevision of the Caesarean
creed shifted vi& 231G to the principal position where it took the place of Adyog. Beyond this the
Creed imposed no additional test in that direction (the ¢ tfjg ovolag isimportant but not decisive
in this respect). This was felt as an objection to the Creed, and the objection was pointed by the

’;ﬁ% influence of Marcellus at the council. The historical position of Marcellus is in fact, as we shall
see, the principal key to the ‘conservative’ reaction which followed. The insertion into the
conservative creeds of a clause asserting the endlessness of Christ’s Kingdom, which eventually
received ecumenical authority, was an expression of thisfeeling. But afinal explanation between
the Nicene doctrine and Monarchianism could not come about until the idea of Personality had
been tested in the light of the appearance of the Son in the Flesh. The solution, or rather definition,
of the problem is to be sought in the history of the Christological questions which began with
Apollinarius of Laodicea

The above account of the anti-Arian test formulated at Nicaaawill sufficeto explain the motives
for its adoption, the difficulties which made that adoption reluctant, and the fact of the reaction
which followed. One thing is clear, namely that given the actual conditions, nothing short of the
test adopted would have availed to exclude the Arian doctrine. It isalso | think clear, that not only
was the current theology of the Eastern Church unable to cope with Arianism, but that it was itself
a danger to the Church and in need of the corrective check of the Nicene definition. Hellenic as
wasthe system of Origen, itwasinitsspirit Christian, and saturated with theinfluence of Scripture.
It could never havetaken its place asthe expression of thewhole mind of the Church; but it remains
as the noblest monument of a Christian intellect resolutely in love with truth for its own sake, and
bent upon claiming for Christ the whole range of the legitimate activity of the human spirit. But

e Gregory Thaumaturgus was the great Origenist influence in northern Asia Minor: the Cappadocian fathers were also
influenced in the direction of the poovciov by Apollinarius: see the correspondence between Basil and the latter, Bas. Epp. 8,
9, edited by Dréseke in Ztschr. fiir K.G. viii. 85 sqg. Apollinarius was of course equally opposed to Arianism and to Origen: see
also p. 449 sq.
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the age had inherited only the wreck of Origenism, and its partial victory in the Church had brought
confusion in its train, the leaders of the Church were characterised by secular knowledge rather
than grasp of first principles, by dogmatic intellectualism rather than central apprehension of God
in Christ. Eusebius of Caesareais their typical representative. The Nicene definition and the work
of Athanasius which followed were a summons back to the simple first principles of the Gospel
and the Rule of Faith. What thenistheir valueto ourselves? Aboveall, this, that they have preserved
to us what Arianism would have destroyed, that assurance of Knowledge of, and Reconciliation
to, God in Christ of which the divinity of the Saviour is the indispensable condition; if we are now
Christiansin the sense of S. Paul we owe it under God to the work of the great synod. Not that the
synod explained al; or did more than effectually ‘block off false forms of thought or avenues of
unbalanced inference’ which ‘challenged the acceptance of Christian people.” The decisions of
councils are ‘primarily not the Church saying “yes’ to fresh truths or developments or forms of
consciousness; but rather saying “no” to untrue and misleading modes of shaping and stating her
truth,” (Lux Mundi, ed. i. p. 240, cf. p. 334). It is objected that the Nicene Formula, especialy as
understood by Athanasius, isitself a‘false form of thought,” aflat contradiction in terms. That the
latter is true we do not dispute (see Newman's notes infra, p. 336, note 1, &c.). But before
pronouncing the form of thought for that reason afalse one, we must consider what the ‘terms’ are,
and towhat they are applied. To myself it appearsthat areligion which brought the divine existence
into the compass of the categories of any philosophy would by that very fact forfeit its claim to the
character of revelation. The categories of human thought are the outcome of organised experience
of a sensible world, and beyond the limits of that world they fail us. Thisis true quite apart from
revelation. The ideas of essence and substance, personality and will, separateness and continuity,
cause and effect, unity and plurality, are al in different degrees helps which the mind usesin order
to arrange its knowledge, and valid within the range of experience, but which become a danger
when invested with absolute validity asthingsin themselves. Even the mathematician reaches real
results by operating with terms which contain a perfect contradiction (e.g. -, and to some extent the
‘calculus of operations'). Theidea of Will in man, of Personality in God, present difficultieswhich
reason cannot reconcile.

The revelation of Christ is addressed primarily to the will not to the intellect, its appeal is to
Faith not to Theology. Theology is the endeavour of the Christian intellect to frame for itself
conceptions of matters belonging to the immediate consequences of our faith, matters about which
we must believe something, but as to which the Lord and His Apostles have delivered nothing
formally explicit. Theology has no doubt its certainties beyond the express teaching of our Lord
and the New Testament writers; but itswork is subject to more than the usual limitations of human
thought: we deal with things outside the range of experience, with celestial things; but ‘we have
no celestial language.” To abandon all theology would be to acquiesce in a dumb faith: we are to
teach, to explain, to defend; the Adyo¢ cogiag and Adyog yvwoewg have from the first been gifts
of the Spirit for the building up of the Body. But we know in part and prophesy in part, and our
terms begin to fail usjust in the region where the problem of guarding the faith of the simple ends
and theinevitable metaphysic, into which all pure reflexion merges, begins. Efte o0v gilosogntéov
gite un @rlocogntéov, prhocopntéov, ‘man is metaphysical nolens volens:” only let us recollect
that when we find ourselves in the region of antinomies we are crossing the frontier line between
revelation and speculation, between the domain of theology and that of ontology. That thislineis
approached in the definition of the great council no onewill deny. But it was reached by the council
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and by the subsequent consent of the Church reluctantly and under compulsion. The bold assumption
that we can argue from the revelation of God in Christ to mysteries beyond our experience was
made by the Gnostics, by Arius: the Church met them by a denial of what struck at the root of her
belief, not by the claim to erect formulae applied merely for the lack of better into a revealed
ontology. In the terms Person, Hypostasis, Will, Essence, Nature, Generation, Procession, we have
the embodiment of ideas extracted from experience, and, as applied to God, representing merely
the best attempt we can make to explain what we mean when we speak of God as Father and of
Christ asHis Son. Even these |ast sacred names convey their full meaning to usonly in view of the
historical person of Christ and of our relation to God through Him. That thismeaning is based upon
an absolute relation of Christ to the Father is the rock of our faith. That relation is mirrored in the
name Son of God: but what it isin itself, when the empirical connotations of Sonship are stripped
away, we cannot possibly know. ‘Ouoovasiog t@ Matpl, €k tfig ovoiag tod Matpdg these words
assert at once our faith that such relation exists and our ignorance of its nature. To the smplicity
of faith it is enough to know (and this knowledge is what our formula secures) that in Christ we
have not only the perfect Example of Human Loveto God, but the direct expression and assurance
of the Father’s Loveto us.

(c) Materials for Reaction.

‘Thevictory of Nicaaawas rather asurprise than asolid conquest. Asit was not the spontaneous

N\ and deliberate purpose of the bishops present, but arevolution which aminority had forced through

by sheer strength of clearer Christian thought, areaction wasinevitable as soon asthe half-convinced

conservatives returned home' (Gwatkin). The reaction, however, was not for along time overtly

doctrinal. The defeat, the moral humiliation of Arianism at the council was too signal, the prestige

of the council itself too overpowering, the Emperor too resolute in supporting its definition, to

permit of this. Not till after the death of Constantine in 337 does the policy become manifest of

raising alternative symbols to a coordinate rank with that of Nicas; not till six years after the

establishment of Constantius as sole Emperor,—i.e. not till 357,—did Arianism once again set its

mouith to the trumpet. During the reign of Constantine the reaction, though doctrinal in its motive,

was personal in its ostensible grounds. The leaders of the victorious minority at Nicaea are one by

one attacked on this or that pretence and removed from their Sees, till at the time of Constantine's

death the East is in the hands of their opponents. What were the forces at work which made this
possible?

(1) Persecuted Arians. Foremost of all, the harsh measures adopted by Constantine with at |east
the tacit approval of the Nicene leaders furnished material for reaction. Arius and his principal
friends were sent into exile, and as we have seen they went in bitterness of spirit. Arius himself
was banished to Illyricum, and would seem to have remained therefive or six years. (The chronology
of hisrecall isobscure, but see D.C.B. ii. 364, and Gwatkin, p. 86, note 2). It would be antecedently
very unlikely that areligious exile would spare exertionsto gain sympathy for himself and converts
to his opinions. As a matter of fact, Arianism had no more active supporters during the next
half-century than two bishops of the neighbouring province of Pannonia, Valens of Mursa
(Mitrowitz), and Ursacius® of Singidunum (Belgrade). Vaensand Ursacius are described as pupils
of Arius, and thereisevery reason to trace their personal relationswith the heresiarch to hislllyrian

35 They were probably not yet bishops at thistime, asthey were young bishops at Tyrein 335; evidently they are ‘thefairest
of God’s youthful flock’ (!) alludedtoin Eus. V. C. iv. 43.
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exile. The seeds sown in Illyria at this time were still bearing fruit nearly 50 years later (pp. 489,
494, note). Secundus nursed his bitterness fully thirty years (p. 294; cf. 456). Theognis grasped at
revenge at Tyrein 335 (pp. 104, 114). Eusebius of Nicomedia, recalled from exile with hisfriend
and neighbour Theognis, not long after the election of Athanasiusin 328, was ready to move heaven
and earth to efface the results of the council. The harsh measures against the Arians then, if
insufficient to account for the reaction, at any rate furnished it with the energy of personal bitterness
and sense of wrong.

(2) The Eusebians and the Court. Until the council of Sardica (i.e. a short time after the death
of Eusebius of Nicomedia), the motive power of the reaction proceeded from the environment of
Eusebius, ot epi EvoéPiov. It should be observed once for all that the term ‘ Eusebians’ isthe later
and inexact equivalent of the last named Greek phrase, which (excepting perhaps p. 436) has
reference to Eusebius of Nicomediaonly, and not to his namesake of Caesarea. Thelatter, no doubt,
lent his support to the action of the party, but ought not to suffer in our estimation from the misfortune
of hisname. Again, the ‘ Eusebians' are not a heresy, nor atheological party or school; they are the
‘ring,” or personal entourage, of one man, amaster of intrigue, who succeeded in combining avery
large number of men of very different opinions in more or less close association for common
ecclesiastical action. The *Eusebians sensu latiori are the majority of Asiatic bishops who were
in reaction against the council and its leaders; in the stricter sense the term denotes the pure Arians
like Eusebius, Theognis, and the rest, and those ‘political Arians' who without settled adherence
to Arian principles, were, for al practical purposes, hand in glove with Eusebius and his fellows.
To the former class emphatically belong Valens and Ursacius, whose recantation in 347 is the
solitary and insufficient foundation for the sweeping generalisation of Socrates (ii. 37), that they
‘alwaysinclined to the party in power,” and George, the presbyter of Alexandria, afterwards bishop
of the Syrian Laodicea, who, although he went through a phase of * conservatism,” 357-359, began
and ended (Gwatkin, pp. 181-183) as an Arian, pure and simple. Among *political Arians’ of this
period Eusebius of Ceesareaisthe chief. He was not, aswe have said above, an Arian theologically,
yet whatever alowances may be made for his conduct during this period (D.C.B., ii. 315, 316) it
tended all in one direction. But on the whole, political Arianism is more abundantly exemplified
inthe Homaeans of the next generation, whose activity begins about the time of the death of Constans.
The Eusebians proper were political indeed i tiveg kai &AAot, but their essential Arianism is the
one element of principle about them. Above all, the employment of the term * Semi-Arians asa
synonym for Eusebians, or indeed as a designation of any party at this period, is to be strongly
deprecated. It is the (possibly somewhat misleading, but reasonable and accepted) term for the
younger generation of convinced ‘ conservatives,” whom we find in the sixth decade of the century
becoming conscious of their essential difference in principle from the Arians, whether political or
pure, and feeling their way toward fusion with the Nicenes. These are adefinite party, with adefinite
theological position, to which nothing in the earlier period exactly corresponds. The Eusebians
proper were not semi-, but real Arians. Eusebius of Caesarea and the Asiatic conservatives are the
predecessors of the semi-Arians, but their position is not quite the same. Reserving them for a
moment, we must complete our account of the Eusebians proper. Their nucleus consisted of the
able and influential circle of ‘Lucianists;’ it has been remarked by an unprejudiced observer that,

36 At the same time Arius himself and all hisfellow Lucianists (unlike the obscure Secundus and Theonas, and the later
generation of Eunomians) are open to the charge of subserviency at a pinch.
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so far as we know, not one of them was eminent as areligious character (Harnack, ii. 185); their
strength was in fixity of policy and in ecclesiastical intrigue; and their battery was the imperial
court. Within three years of the Council, Constantine had begun to waver, not in his resolution to
maintain the Nicene Creed, that he never relaxed, but in his sternness toward its known opponents.
His policy was dictated by the desire for unity: he was made to feel the lurking dissatisfaction of
the bishops of Asia, perhaps as his anger was softened by time he missed the ability and ready
counsel of the extruded bishop of his residential city. An Arian presbyter (‘Eustathius or
‘Eutokius ?), who was akind of chaplain to Constantia, sister of Constantine and widow of Licinius,
issaid to have kept the subject before the Emperor’s mind after her death (in 328, see Socr. i. 25).
At last, aswe have seen, first Eusebius and Theogniswererecalled, then Arius himself was pardoned
upon his general assurance of agreement with the faith of the Synod.
N The atmosphere of acourt is seldom favourable to ahigh standard of moral or religious principle;
and the place-hunters and hangers-on of the imperial courts of these days were an exceptionally
worthless crew (see Gwatkin, p. 60, 100, 234). It isatribute to the Nicene cause that their influence
was steadily on the other side, and to the character of Constantine that he was able throughout the
greater part of the period to resist it, at any rate as far as Athanasius was concerned. But on the
whole the court was the centre whence the webs of Eusebian intrigue extended to Egypt, Antioch,
and many other obscurer centres of attack.

The influences outside the Church were less directly operative in the campaign, but such as
they were they served the Eusebian plans. The expulsion of a powerful bishop from the midst of a
loyal flock was greatly assisted by the co-operation of afriendly mob; and Jews (pp. 94, 296), and
heathen alike were willing to aid the Arian cause. The army, the civil service, education, the life
of society were still largely heathen; the inevitable influx of heathen into the Church, now that the
empire had become Christian, brought with it multitudesto whom Arianism wasamoreintelligible
creed than that of Nicaeg; the influence of the philosophers was a serious factor, they might well
welcome Arianism as a ‘ Selbstersetzung des Christentums.” This is not inconsistent with the
instances of persecution of heathenism by Arian bishops, and of savage heathen reprisals, associated
with the names of George of Alexandria, Patrophilus, Mark of Arethusa, and others. (For afuller
discussion, with references, see Gwatkin, pp. 53-59.)

(3.) The Ecclesiastical Conservatives. Something has already been said in more than one
connection to explain how it came to pass that the very provinces whose bishops made up the large
numerical majority at Nicaes, also furnished the numbers which swelled the ranks of the Eusebians
at Tyre, Antioch, and Philippopolis. The actual men were, of course, in many cases*” changed in
the course of years, but the seeswere the same, and there is ampl e evidence that the staunch Nicene
party werein ahopelessminority in AsiaMinor and but little stronger in Syria. Theindefiniteness
of this mass of episcopal opinion justifies the title * Conservative.” In adopting it freely, we must
not forget, what the whole foregoing account has gone to shew, that their conservatism was of the
empirical or short-sighted kind, prone to acquiesce in things as they are, hard to arouse to a sense
of agreat crisis, reluctant to step out of itsgroove. If by conservatism we mean action which really

37 Alexander of Thessalonica had been at Nicas, Dianius of Caes. Capp. had not. The two are typical of the better sort of
conservatives.
38 For Asia besides Marcellus we have only Diodorus of Tenedos, not at Nicas, but expelled soon after 330, p. 271; signs

at Sardica, p. 147, banished again p. 276, not in D.C.B.; for Syriathe names p. 271, cf. p. 256.
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tendsto preserve thevital strength of an institution, then Athanasius and the leaders of Nicaeawere
the only conservatives. But it is not an unknown thing for vulgar conservatism to take alarm at the
clear grasp of principlesand facts which aone can carry the State over agreat crisis, and by wrapping
itself up in its prejudices to play into the hands of anarchy. Common men do not easily rise to the
level of mighty issues. Where Demosthenes saw the crisis of his nation’s destiny, AEschines saw
materialsfor apersona impeachment of hisrival. In the anti-Nicene reaction the want of clearness
of thought coincided with the fatal readiness to magnify personal issues. Here was the opportunity
of the Arian leaders: a confused succession of personal skirmishes, in which the mass of men saw
no religious principle, nor any combined purpose (Soc. i. 13, vuktouayiag te o0dev ameixe T
ywvéueva) was conducted from headquarters with afixed steady aim. But their machinationswould
have been fruitless had the mass of the bishops been really in sympathy with the council to which
they were still by their own action committed. ‘Arian hatred of the council would have been
powerlessif it had not rested on aformidable mass of conservative discontent: whilethe conservative
discontent might have died away if the court had not supplied it with the means of action’ (Gwatkin,
p. 61. He explainsthe policy of the court by the religious sympathies of AsiaMinor® and itspolitical
importance, pp. 90-91.) But the authority of the council remained unchallenged during the lifetime
of Constantine, and no Arian raised his voice against it. One doctrinal controversy there was, of
subordinate importance, but of akind to rivet the conservativesto their attitude of sullen reaction.
It follows from what has been said of the influence of Origen in moulding the current theology

of the Eastern Church, that the one theological principle which was most vividly and generally
grasped was the horror of Monarchian and especially of ‘ Sabellian’ teaching. Now in replying to
Asterius the spokesman of early Arianism, no less a person than Marcellus, bishop of Ancyra
(Angora) in Galatia, and one of the principal leaders of Nicaeg, had laid himself open to this charge.
It was brought with zeal and learning (in 336) in two successive works by Eusebius of Caesarea,
which, with Ath., Orat. iv. are our principal source of information asto the tenets of Marcellus (see
D.C.B.ii. 341, sq., Zahn Marcellus 99 sqg., fragments collected by Rettberg Marcelliana). On the
other hand he was uniformly supported by the Nicene party, and especially by Athanasius and the
Roman Church. His book was examined at Sardica, and on somewhat ex parte grounds (p. 125)
pronounced innocent: a personal estrangement from Athanasius shortly after (Hilar. Fragm. ii. 21,
23) on account of certain * ambiguaepraedicationes eius, in quam Photinus erupit, doctrinag’ did not
amount to aformal breach of communion (heis mentioned 14 years|ater asan exiled Nicene bishop,
pp. 256, 271), nor did the anxious questioning of Epiphanius (see Haa. 72. 4.) succeed in extracting
from the then aged Athanasius more than a significant smile. He refuses to condemn him, and in
arguing against opinions which appear to be his, he refrains from mentioning the name even of
N Photinus®. It may be well therefore to sketch in a few touches what we know of the system of
Marcellus, in order that we may appreciate the relative right of Eusebius in attacking, and of
Athanasius and the Romans in supporting him. Marcellus is a representative of the traditional
theology of Asia Minor, as we find it in Ignatius and Irenaaus (see above, pp. XXii.—XXiV., XXVi.

39 Always an important factor in the stability of the Byzantine throne, see, on Justinian, D.C.B. iii. 545a, sub fin. Newman,
Arians, Appendix v., brings no conclusive proof of strong Nicene feeling among the masses of the laity in thisregion. But ‘the
people’ in Galatia, according to Basil, remained devoted to Marcellus.

40 At the sametime he adopts acertain reservein speaking of Marcellus, and hisnameisabsent from theroll of the orthodox,
p. 227.
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fin.), and is independent of any influence of, or rather in conscious reaction against, Origenism.
We cannot prove that he had studied either Ignatius or Irenseus, but we find the doctrine of
avakepalaiwotg with reference to Creation and the Incarnation, and the Ignatian thought of the
Divine Silence, and a general unmistakeable affinity (cf. Zahn 236-244). Marcellus ‘ appeals from
Origento S. John.” He beginswith the idea of Sonship, as Arius and the Nicene Council had done.
Perceiving that on the one hand Arians and Origenists alike were led by the idea of Sonship as
dependent on paternal will to infer the inferiority of the Son to the Father, and in the more extreme
case to deny His coeternity, feeling on the other hand (with Irenaaus I1. xxviii. 6) our inability to
find an idea to correspond with the relation implied in the eternal Sonship, he turns to the first
chapter of S. John as the classic passage for the pre-existent nature of Christ. He finds that before
the Incarnation the Saviour is spoken of as Logos only: accordingly all other designations, even
that of Son, must be reserved for the Incarnate. Moreover (Joh. i. 1) the Word is strictly coeternal,
and no name implying an act (such as yévvnoic) can express the relation of the Word to God. But
in view of the Divine Purpose of Creation and Redemption (for the latter isinvolved in the former
by the doctrine of dvakepalaiwoig) there is a process, a stirring within the divine Monad. The
Word which is potentially (Suvayet) eternally latent in God proceeds forth in Actuality (évepyei&
139°), yet without ceasing to be potentially in God aswell. In this évépyeia dpactikn, to which the
word yévvnoig may be applied, beginsthe great drama of the Universe which risesto the height of
the Incarnation, and which, after the Economy is completed, and fallen man restored (and more
than restored) to the Sonship of God which he had lost, endsin thereturn of the Logosto the Father,
the handing over of His Kingdom by the Son, that God may be al in all.

What strikes one throughout the scheme is the intense difficulty caused to Marcellus by the
unsolved problem which underlies the whole theology of the Nicene leaders, the problem of
personality. The Manhood of Christ wasto Marcellus per se non-personal. The seat of its personality
was the indwelling Logos. But in what sense was the Logos itself personal? Here Marcellus |oses
hisfooting: in what sense can any idea of personality attach to amerely potential existence? Again,
if it wasonly inthe évépyeia dpaotikn that the personality of the Word was realised, and this only
reached its fulness in the Incarnation of Christ, was the transition difficult to the plain assertion
that the personality of the Son, or of the Word, originated with the Incarnation? But if this were
not so, and if the Person of the Word wasto recede at the consummation of all thingsinto the Unity
of the Godhead, what was to become of the Nature He had assumed? That it too could merge into
apotential existence within the Godhead was of course impossible; what then wasits destiny? The
answer of Marcelluswas simple: hedid not know (Zahn, 179); for Scripture taught nothing beyond
1 Cor. xv. 28.

We now perceive the subtle difference between Marcellus and Athanasius. Neither of them
could formulate the idea of Personality inthe Holy Trinity. But Athanasius, apparently on the basis
of a more thorough intelligence of Scripture (for Marcellus, though a devout, was a partial and
somewhat ignorant biblical theologian), felt what Marcellus did not, the steady inherent personal
distinctness of the Father and the Son. Accordingly, while Athanasius laid down and adhered to
the doctrine of eternal yévvnoig, Marcellus involved himself in the mystical and confused idea of
adivinem\atuouog and cuotoAn. Moreover, while Athanasiuswas clearsighted in hisapprehension
of the problem of the day, Marcellus was after all merely conservative: he went behind the
conservatism of the Origenists,—behind even that of the West, where Tertullian had | eft a sharper
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sense of personal distinction in the Godhead,—to an archaic conservatism akin to the ‘naive
modalism’ of the early Church; upon this he engrafted reflexion, in part that of the old Asiatic
theology, in part his own. As the result, his faith was such as Athanasius could not but recognise
assincere; but in hisattempt to giveit theological expression he split upon the rocks of Personality,
of Eschatology, of the divineimmutability. Histheology was an honest and interesting but mistaken
attempt to grapple with a problem before he understood another which lay at its base. In doing so
he exposed himself justly to attack; but we may with Athanasius, while acknowledging this, retain
a kindly sympathy for this veteran ally of many confessors and sturdy opponent of the alliance
between science and theology.

The feeling against Marcellus might have been less strong, at any rate it would have had less
show of reason, but for the fact that he was the teacher of Photinus. This person became bishop of
Sirmium between 330 and 340, gave great offence by his teaching, and was deposed by the Arian
party ineffectually in 347, finally in 351. After his expulsion he occupied himself with writing
books in Greek and in Latin, including awork ‘against all heresies,” in which he expounded his
own (Socr. ii. 30). None of his works have survived, and our information is very scanty (Zahn,
Marc. 189-196 isthe best account), but he seemsto have solved the central difficulty of Marcellus
by placing the seat of the Personality of Christ in His Human Soul. How much of the system of his
master he retained is uncertain, but the result was in substance pure Unitarianism. It is instructive
to observe that even Photinus was passively supported for atime by the Nicenes. He was apparently
(Hil. Fr.ii. 19, sqg.) condemned at a council at Milan in 345, but not at Rome till 380. Athanasius
(pp. 444-447) abstains from mentioning his name although he refutes his opinions; once only he
mentions him asaheretic, and with apparent reluctance (c. Apoll. ii. 19, tod Aeyouévov @wtetvoD).
Thefirst* condemnation of him on the Nicene sidein the East is by Paulinus of Antioch in 362 (p.
486). On the other hand the Eusebians eagerly caught at so irresistible aweapon. Again and again
they hurled anathemas at Photinus, at first smply identifying him with Marcellus, but afterwards
with full appreciation of his position. And even to the last the new Nicene party in Asia were
aggrieved at the refusal of the old Nicenes at Alexandria and Rome to anathematise the master of
such a heretic. Photinus was the scandal of Marcellus, Marcellus of the Council of Nicasa.

84. Early years of his Episcopate. The Anti-Nicene reaction, 328-335.

Athanasius was el ected bishop by general consent. Alexander, aswe have seen, had practically

nominated him, and a large body of popular opinion clamoured for his election, as “the good, the

N pious, a Christian, one of the ascetics, a genuine bishop.” The actual election appears (p. 103) to

X have rested with the bishops of Egypt and Libya, who testify ten years later (ib.) that the majority*
of their body elected him.

4 But he is condemned by name in the alleged Coptic Acts of the Council of 362; moreover Eustathius appears to have
written against him, see Cowper, Syr. Misc. 60.

42 Eager opposition, however, was not lacking. The accounts are confused, but the statement of the bishops leaves room for
astrong minority of malcontents, who may have elected ‘ Theonas' (was he the exiled Arian bishop of Marmarica? the electors
of ‘Theonas' in Epiph. Heg'. 68 are Meletians, but thereisno Theonasin the Meletian catal ogue of 327; the Ariansand Meletians
very likely combined; the latter properly had no votes, but they were not likely to regard this; see Gwatkin, p. 66, note, Church
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The see to which he succeeded was the second in Christendom; it had long enjoyed direct
jurisdiction over the bishops of all Egypt and Libya (p. 178, Socr. i. 9), the bishops of Alexandria
enjoyed the position and power of secular potentates, although in aless degree than those of Rome,
or of Alexandriaitself in later times (Socr. vii. 11, cf. 7). The bishop had command of large funds,
which, however, were fully claimed for church purposes and alms (see p. 105). In particular, the
‘pope’ of Alexandria had practically in his hands the appointment to the sees in his province:
accordingly, as years go on, we find Arianism disappear entirely from the Egyptian episcopate.
The bishop of Alexandria, like many other influential bishopsin antiquity, was commonly spoken
of as Papa or Pope; he also was known as the Apxieriokomog, as we learn from a contemporary
inscription (see p. 564, note 2).

The earliest biographer of Athanasius (see Introduction to Hist. Aceph. p. 495, 496, below)
divides the episcopate of Athanasius into periods of ‘quiet’ and of exile, marking the periods of
each according to what appears to be the reckoning officially preserved in the episcopal archives.
Hisfirst period of ‘quiet’ lasts from June 8, 328, to July 11, 335 (departure for Tyre), a period of
seven years, one month and three days; it isthus the third longest period of undisturbed occupancy
of his see, the next being the last from hisfinal restoration under Vaenstill his death (seven years
and three months), and the longest of all being the golden decade (346-356, really nine years and
aquarter) preceding the Third Exile.

Of theinternal events of thisfirst septennium of quiet we know little that is definite. At the end
of it, however, we find him supported by the solid body of the Egyptian episcopate: and at the
beginning one of his first steps (autumn of 329) was to make a visitation of the province ‘to
strengthen the churches of God’ (Vit. Pach., cf. also Epiph. Hag. 68. 6). We learn from the life of
Pachomius (on which see below, p. 189), that he penetrated asfar as Syene on the Ethiopian frontier,
and, as he passed Tabenne, was welcomed by Pachomius and his monks with great regjoicings. At
the request of Saprion, bishop of Tentyra, in whose diocese the island was, he appears to have
ordained Pachomius to the presbyterate, thus constituting his community a self-contained body
(Acta SS. Mai. iii. 30, Appx.). The supposed consecration of Frumentius at this time must be
reserved, in accordance with preponderating evidence, for 87.

Meanwhile, the anti-Nicene reaction was being skilfully fostered by the strategy of Eusebius
of Nicomedia. Within ayear of the election of Athanasiuswe find him restored to imperial favour,
and at once the assault upon the Nicene strongholds begins. The controversy between Marcellus
and Eusebius of Caesarea (supra, p. Xxxv.), appears to have begun later, but the |l atter was already,
in conjunction with his friend Paulinus of Tyre and with Patrophilus, at theological war with
Eustathius of Antioch. A synod of Arian and reactionary bishops assembled at Antioch, and deposed
the latter on the two charges (equally de rigueur in such cases) of Sabellianism and immorality.
Backed by a complaint (possibly founded on fact) that he had indiscreetly repeated a current tale
(p. 271, n. 2) concerning Helena, the Emperor’s mother, the sentence of the council had the full
support of the civil arm, and Eustathius lost his see for ever. Although he lived till about 358, no
council ventured to ‘restore’ him (discussed by Gwatkin, pp. 73, 74, note), but the Christian public

Quarterly Review. xvi. p. 393). The protests of the opposition were apparently disregarded and Athanasius consecrated before
the other side considered the question as closed, (The statement of Epiph. Hea'. 69, that the Arians chose one Achillas, is
unsupported.) Athanasius was probably only just thirty years old, and his opponents did not fail to question whether he were not
under the canonical age.
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of Antioch violently resented his extrusion, and a compact body of the Church-people steadily
refused to recognise any other bishop during, and even after, his lifetime (infr. p. 481). Asclepas
of Gaza was next disposed of, then Eutropius of Hadrianople, and many others (names, p. 271).
Meanwhile everything was done to foment disturbance in Egypt. The Meletians had been stirring
ever since the death of Alexander, and Eusebius was not slow to use such an opportune lever. The
object in view was two-fold, the restoration of Ariusto communion in Alexandria, without which
themoral triumph of the reaction would be unachieved, and the extrusion of Athanasius. Accordingly
afusion took place® between the Arians of Egypt and the Meletians, now under the |eadership of
N John*‘Arcaph, whom Meéletius on his death-bed had consecrated as his successor against the terms
X of the Nicene settlement. At any rate, the Meletians were attached to the cause by Eusebius by
means of large promises. At the same time (3307) Eusebius, having obtained the recall of Arius
from exile, wrote to Athanasius requesting him to admit Arius and his friends (Euzoius, Pistus,
&c.) to communion; the bearer of the letter conveyed the assurance of dire consequences in the
event of his non-compliance (p. 131). Athanasius refused to admit persons convicted of heresy at
the Ecumenical Council. This brought a letter from the Emperor himself, threatening deposition
by an imperial mandate unless he would freely admit ‘all who should desire it;’—a somewhat
sweeping demand. Athanasius replied firmly and, it would seem, with effect, that ‘the
Christ-opposing heresy had no fellowship with the Catholic Church.” Thereupon Eusebius played
what proved to be the first card of along suit. A deputation of three Meletian bishops arrived at
the Palace with a complaint. Athanasius had, they said, levied a precept (kavwv) upon Egypt for
Church expenses: they had been among the first victims of the exaction. Luckily, two Presbyters
of Alexandriawere at court, and were able to disprove the charge, which accordingly drew astern
rebuke upon its authors. Constantine wrote to Athanasius summoning him to an audience, probably
with the intention of satisfying himself as to other miscellaneous accusations which were busily
ventilated at this date, e.g., that he was too young (cf. p. 133) when elected bishop, that he had
governed with arrogance and violence, that he used magic (this charge was again made 30 years
later, Ammian. xv. 7), and subsidised treasonabl e persons. Athanasius accordingly started for court,
asit would seem, late in 330 (see Letter 3, p. 512 sq.). His visit was successful, but matters went
slowly; Athanasius himself had an illness, which lasted a long time, and upon his recovery the
winter storms made communication impossible. Accordingly, his Easter letter for 332 (Letter 4)
was sent unusually late—apparently in the first navigable wesather of that year—and Athanasius
reached home, after more than ayear’s absence*, when Lent was aready half over.

The principal matters investigated by Constantine during the visit of Athanasius were certain
charges made by the three Meletian bishops, whom Eusebius had detained for the purpose; one of
these, the story of Macarius and the broken chalice, will be given at length presently. All alikewere
treated as frivolous, and Athanasius carried home with him a commendatory letter from Augustus
himself. Defeated for the moment, the puppets of Eusebius matured their accusations, and in a
year’ stime two highly damaging stories were ripe for an ecclesiastical investigation.

3 Soz. ii. 21, 22: the account is not very clear; probably there was agradual approximation, thefirst step being the Meletian
support of the Arian Theonas against Athanasius in 328, if the view suggested above is correct.

na Fest. Ind. iii. The Index is of courseright in giving 330—331 asthe year of his departure for Nicomedia, but makesaslip
in assigning his absence as the cause of delay in the despatch of the Letter for that year instead of for the following one. See p.
512 note 1.
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() The case of Ischyras. This person had been ordained presbyter by Colluthus, and his
ordination had been, as we have seen (82), pronounced null and void by the Alexandrian Council
of 324. In spite of this he had persisted in carrying on his ministrations at the village where he lived
(Irene Secontaruri, possibly the hamlet ‘ Irene’ belonged to thetownship of S., there was apresbyter
for the township, pp. 133, 145, but none at Irene, p. 106). His place of worship was a cottage
inhabited only by an orphan child; of the few inhabitants of the place, only seven, and those his
own relations, would attend his services. During avisitation of his diocese, Athanasius, had heard
of this from the presbyter of the township, and had sent Macarius, one of the clergy who were
attending him on histour (cf. pp. 109, 139), to summon Ischyras for explanations. Macarius found
the poor man ill in bed and unable to come, but urged his father to dissuade him from hisirregular
proceedings. But instead of desisting, Ischyras joined the Meletians. Hisfirst version of the matter
appears to have been that Macarius had used violence, and broken his chalice. The Meletians
communicate thisto Eusebius, who eggs them on to get up the case. The story gradually improves.
Ischyras, it now appeared, had been actually celebrating the Eucharist; Macarius had burst in upon
him, and not only broken the chalice but upset the Holy Table. In thisform the tale had been carried
to Constantine when Athanasius was at Nicomedia. The relations of Ischyras, however, prevailed
upon him to recall his statements, and he presented the Bishop with a written statement that the
whole story was false, and had been extorted from him by violence. Ischyras was forgiven, but
placed under censure, which probably led to his eventually renewing the charge with increased
bitterness. Athanasius now was accused of personally breaking the chalice, &c. In theletter of the
council of Philippopolisthe cottage of I1schyras becomesa*basilica’ which Athanasius had caused
to be thrown down.

(b) The case of Arsenius. Arseniuswas Mée etian bishop of Hypsele (not in the Meletian catal ogue
of 327). By alarge bribe, asit is stated, he was induced by John Arcaph to go into hiding among
the Meletian monks of the Thebaid; rumours were quietly set in motion that Athanasius had had
him murdered, and had procured one of his hands for magical purposes. A hand was circulated
purporting to be the very hand in question. A report of the case, including the last version of the
Ischyras scandal, was sent to Constantine, who, startled by the new accusation, sent orders to his
half-brother, Dalmatius, a high official at Antioch, to enquire into the case. He appears to have
suggested a council at Caesarea under the presidency of Eusebius, which was to meet at some time
intheyear 334 (  , p. 141, cf. note 2 there, also Gwatkin, p. 84 note; the * 30 months’ of Soz. ii.
25 is an exaggeration). Athanasius, however, obstinately declined atrial before a judge whom he
regarded as biassed; his refusal bitterly offended the aged historian. Accordingly the venue was
fixed for Tyre in the succeeding year; a Count Dionysius was to represent the Emperor, and see
that al was conducted fairly, and Athanasius was stringently (p. 137) summoned to attend.

N Meanwhile a trusted deacon was on the tracks of the missing man. Arsenius was traced to a
‘monastery’ of Meletian brethren in the nome of Antasopolisin Upper Egypt. Pinnes, the presbyter
of the community, got wind of the discovery, and smuggled Arsenius away down the Nile; presently

he was spirited away to Tyre. The deacon, however, very astutely made a sudden descent upon the
monastery in force, seized Pinnes, carried him to Alexandria, brought him before the ‘Duke;’
confronted him with the monk who had escorted Arsenius away, and forced them to confess to the

whole plot. As soon as he was able to do so, Pinnes wrote to John Arcaph, warning him of the
exposure, and suggesting that the charge had better be dropped (p. 135; the letter is an amusingly

naive exhibition of human rascality). Meanwhile (Socr. i. 29) Arsenius was heard of at aninnin
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Tyre by the servant of amagistrate; the latter had him arrested, and informed Athanasius®. Arsenius
stoutly denied his identity, but was recognised by the bishop of Tyre, and at last confessed. The
Emperor was informed and wrote to Athanasius (p. 135), expressing hisindignation at the plot, as
also did Alexander, bishop of Thessalonica. Arsenius made his peace with Athanasius, and in due
time succeeded (according to the Nicene rule) to the sole episcopate of Hypsele (p. 548). John
Arcaph even admitted his guilt and renounced his schisms and was invited to Court (p. 136); but
his submission was not permanent.

According to the Apology of Athanasius, all this took place some time before the council of
Tyre; we cannot fix the date, except that it must have come after the Easter of 332 (see above). It
appears most natural, from the language of Apol. Ar. 71, to fix the exposure of Arsenius not very
long before the summoning of the council of Tyre, but long enough to allow for the renewed
intrigues which led to its being convened. But this pushes us back behind the intended council of
Caesarea in 334; we seem therefore compelled to keep Arsenius waiting at Tyre from about 333 to
the summer of 335.

It must be remembered that the Council of Tyrewas merely andapepyov to the great Dedication
Meeting at Jerusalem, which wasto celebrate the Tricennalia of Constanting’ sreign by consecrating
his grand church on Mount Calvary. On their way to Jerusalem the bishops were to despatch at
Tyre their business of quieting the Egyptian troubles® (Eus. V. C. iv. 41). To Tyre accordingly
Athanasius repaired. He left Alexandriaon July 11, 335, and was absent, as it proved (according
to the reckoning of the Hist. Aceph., below, p. 496), two years, four months and eleven days.

85. The Council of Tyre and First Exile of Athanasius, 335-337.

Many of the bishops who were making their way to the great festival met at Tyre. The Arian
element was very strong. Eusebius of Nicomedia, Narcissus, Maris, Theognis, Patrophilus, George,
now bishop of Laodicea, are all familiar names. Ursacius and Valens, ‘young* both in years and
inmind’ maketheir first entrance on the stage of ecclesiastical intrigue; Eusebius of Caesarea headed
a large body of ‘conservative’ malcontents. in the total number of perhaps 150, the friends of
Athanasius were outnumbered by nearly two to one. (See Gwatkin’s note, p. 85, Hefeleii. 17, Eng

Tra.) Eusebius of Caesareatook the chair (yet see D.C.B. ii. 316b). The proceedings of the Council
were heated and disorderly; promiscuous accusations were flung from side to side; the president
himself was charged by an excited Egyptian Confessor with having sacrificed to idols (p. 104, n.
2), while against Athanasius every possible charge was raked up. The principal one was that of

45 Who perhaps visited Tyre himself at thistime, according to an allusion in Hist. Aceph. xii., see Sievers, Einl. p. 131.

46 The conduct of Constantine will appear fairly consistent if we suppose that after ordering the investigation at Antioch,
supr. (332?) hereceived proofs (333) of thefalsehood of the Arsenius story, but that, finding that the complaints were constantly
renewed, and that Ath. refused to meet his accusers at Caesarea, he yielded to the suggestion (Eus. Nic.?) that the assembly of
so many bishops at Jerusalem might be avaluable opportunity for finally dealing with so troublesome amatter. He desired peace,
and had not lost hisfaith in councils. Hefele follows Socratesi. 29, in his error as to the date of the discovery of Arsenius (E.
Tr.ii. 21).

a7 p. 107: Euseb. V. C. iv. 43, callsthem ‘the fairest of God' s youthful flock.” The Council of Sardicain 343 describesthem
as ‘ungodly and foolish youths,” Hil. Frag. ii., cf. pp. 120, 122.
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harshness and violence. Callinicus, bishop of Pelusium, according to a later story*®, had taken up
the cause of Ischyras, and been deposed by Athanasius in consequence. A certain Mark had been
appointed to supersede him, and he had been subjected to military force. Certain M el etian bishops
who had refused to communicate with Athanasius on account of his irregular election, had been
beaten and imprisoned. A document from Alexandria testified that the Churches were emptied on
account of the strong popular feeling against these proceedings. The number of witnesses, and the
evident readiness of the majority of bishops to believe the worst against him, inspired Athanasius
with profound misgivings as to his chance of obtaining justice. He had in vain objected to certain
bishops as biassed judges; when it was decided to investigate the case of |schyras on the spot, the
commission of six was chosen from among the very persons challenged (p. 138). Equally
unsuccessful was the protest of the Egyptian bishops against the credit of the Meletian witnesses
(p. 140). But on one point the accusers walked into atrap. The *hand of Arsenius was produced,
and naturally made adeep impression (Thdt. H. E. i. 30). But Athanasiuswasready. ‘ Did you know
Arsenius personally? ‘Yes' isthe eager reply from many sides. Promptly Arseniusis ushered in
alive, wrapped up in acloak. The Synod expected an explanation of the way he had lost his hand.
Athanasius turned up his cloak and shewed that one hand at |east was there. There was a moment
of suspense, artfully managed by Athanasius. Then the other hand was exposed, and the accusers
were reguested to point out whence the third had been cut off (Socr. i. 29). Thiswas too much for
John Arcaph, who precipitately fled (so Socr., he seems to have gone to Egypt with the couriers
mentioned below, cf. p. 142). But the Eusebians were made of sterner stuff: the whole affair was
apiece of magic; or there had been an attempt to murder Arsenius, who had hid himself from fear.
At any rate Athanasius must not be allowed to clear himself so easily. Accordingly, in order partly
to gain time and partly to get up a more satisfactory case, they prevailed on Count Dionysius, in
the face of strong remonstrances from Athanasius (p. 138), to despatch a commission of enquiry
to the Mareotis in order to ascertain the real facts about Ischyras. The nature of the commission
may be inferred, firstly, from its composition, four strong Arians and two (Theodore of Heraclea,
and Macedonius of Mopsuestia) reactionaries; secondly, from the fact that they took Ischyras with
them, but left Macarius behind in custody; thirdly, from the fact that couriers were sent to Egypt
with four days start, and with an urgent message to the Meletians to collect at once in as large
numbersaspossible at Irene, so asto impress the commissionerswith theimportance of the Meletian
community at that place. The Egyptian bishops present at Tyre handed in strongly-worded protests
to the Council, and to Count Dionysius, who received also awei ghty remonstrance from the respected
Alexander, Bishop of Thessalonica. Thisdrew forth from him an energetic protest to the Eusebians
(p. 142 sq.) against the composition of the commission. His protest was not, however, enforced in
any practical way, and the Egyptians thereupon appealed to the Emperor (ib.). Athanasius himself
escaped in an open boat with four of his bishops, and found his way to Constantinople, where he
arrived on October 30. The Emperor was out riding when he was accosted by one of a group of
pedestrians. He could scarcely credit his eyes and the assurance of his attendants that the stranger
was none other than the culprit of Tyre. Much annoyed at his appearance, he refused all
communication; but the persistency of Athanasius and the reasonableness of hisdemand prevailed.

48 Soz. ii. 25. But Callinicus was a Méeletian all along: pp. 132, 137, 517.
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The Emperor wrote to Jerusalem to summon to his presence all who had been at the Council of
Tyre (pp. 105, 145).

M eanwhile the Mareotic Commission had proceeded with itstask. Their report was kept secret,
but eventually sent to Julius of Rome, who handed it over to Athanasius in 339 (p. 143). Their
enquiry was carried on with the aid of Philagrius the prefect, a strong Arian sympathiser, whose
guard pricked the witnesses if they failed to respond to the hints of the commissioners and the
threats of the prefect himself. The clergy of Alexandria and the Mareotis were excluded from the
court, and catechumens, Jews and heathen, none of whom could properly have been present on the
occasion, were examined as to the interruption of the eucharistic service by Macarius (p. 119).
Even with these precautions the evidence was not al that could be wished. To begin with, it had
all taken place on an ordinary week-day, when there would be no Communion (pp. 115, 125, 143);
secondly, when Macarius camein Ischyraswasin bed; thirdly, certain witnesseswhom Athanasius
had been accused of secreting came forward in evidence of the contrary (p. 107). The prefect
consoled himself by letting loose the violence of the heathen mob (p. 108) against the ‘virgins' of
the Church. The catholic party were helpless; all they could do was to protest in writing to the
commission, the council, and the prefect (pp. 138-140. The latter protest is dated 10th of Thoth,
i.e. Sep. 8, 335, Diocletian leap-year).

The commission returned to Tyre, where the council passed aresolution (Soz. ii. 25) deposing
Athanasius. They then proceeded to Jerusalem for the Dedication® of the Church of the Holy
Sepulchre. Here Arius with certain others (probably including Euzoius) was received to communion
on the strength of the confession of faith he had presented to Constantine afew years before, and
the assembled bishops drew up a synodal letter announcing the fact to Egypt and the Church at
large (pp. 144, 460). At thisjuncture the summons from Constantine arrived. Thetermsof it shewed
that the Emperor was not disposed to hear more of the broken chalice or the murdered Arsenius:
but the Eusebians were not at aloss. They advised the bishops to go quietly to their homes, while
five of the inner circle, accompanied by Eusebius of Caesarea, who had a panegyric to deliver in
theimperial presence, responded to the summons of royalty. They made short work of Athanasius.
The whole farrago of charges examined at Tyre was thrown aside. He had threatened to starve the
navevdaipwv matpic, the chosen capital of Constantine, by stopping the grain shipswhich regularly
left Alexandriaevery autumn. It wasin vain for Athanasiusto protest that he had neither the means
nor the power to do anything of the kind. ‘Y ou are a rich man,” replied Eusebius of Nicomedia,
‘and can do whatever you like.” The Emperor was touched in a sore place®. He promptly ordered
the banishment of Athanasiusto Treveri, whither he started, as it would seem, on Feb. 5, 336 (pp.
105, 146, 503, note 11). The friends of Athanasius professed to regard the banishment as an act of
imperia clemency, in view of what might have been treated as a capital matter, involving asit did
the charge of treason (p. 105); and Constantine 1., immediately after his father’ s death, stated (pp.
146, 272, 288) in a letter (written before he became Augustus in Sept. 337) that he had been sent
to Treveri merely to keep him out of danger, and that Constantine had been prevented only by death
from carrying out hisintention of restoring him. These charitable constructions need not be rudely

49 The Greek Church still commemorates this Festival on Sep. 13; the Chron. Pasch. gives Sep. 17 for the Dedication. But
if the Mareotic Commissioners returned to Tyre, as they certainly did (Soz. |.c.), these dates are untrustworthy.
S0 The philosopher Sopater had been put to death on a similar charge afew years before, D.C.B. i. 631.
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ignored; but in all probability the anxiety to berid of acause of disturbance was at least one motive
with the peace-loving Emperor. At any rate the Eusebians could not obtain the imperial sanction

N\ to their proposed election of a successor (Pistus?) to Athanasius. On his return after the death of
Constantine he found his see waiting for him unoccupied (Apol. c. Ar. 29, p. 115).

The close of the Tricennalia was made the occasion of a council at Constantinople (winter
335-336). Marcellus was deposed for heresy and Basil nominated to the see of Ancyra, Eusebius
of Caesarea undertaking to refute the ‘ new Samosatene.” Other minor depositions were apparently
carried out at the same time, and several Western bishops, including Protogenes of Sardica, had
reason later on to repent of their signatures to the proceedings (Hil. Fragm. iii.).

Death of Arius. From Jerusalem Arius had goneto Alexandria, but (Soz. ii. 29) had not succeeded
in obtaining admission to the Communion of the Church there. Accordingly he repaired to the
capital about the time of the Council just mentioned. The Eusebians resolved that here at any rate
he should not be repelled. Arius appeared before the Emperor and satisfied him by asworn profession
of orthodoxy, and aday wasfixed for his reception to communion. The story of the distress caused
to the aged bishop Alexander is well known. He was heard to pray in the church that either Arius
or himself might be taken away before such an outrage to the faith should be permitted. Asamatter
of fact Arius died suddenly the day before his intended reception. His friends ascribed his death to
magic, those of Alexander to the judgment of God, the public generally to the effect of excitement
on adiseased heart (Soz. I. c.). Athanasius, while taking the second view, describes the occurrence
with becoming sobriety and reserve (pp. 233, 565). Alexander himself died very soon after, and
Paul was elected in hisplace (D.C.B. art. Macedonius (2)), but was soon bani shed on some unknown
charge, whereupon Eusebius of Nicomediawas trand ated to the capital see (between 336 and 340;
date uncertain. Cf. D.C.B. ii. 367a).

Of the sojourn of Athanasius at Treveri, the noble home of the Emperors on the banks of the
Mosel, we know few details, but his presence there appeal sto the historic imagination. (See D.C.B.
i. 186a.) He cannot have been there much above a year. He kept the Easter festival, probably of
336, certainly of 337, in the still unfinished Church (p. 244: the present Cathedral is said to occupy
the site of what was then an Imperial palace: but the main palace is apparently represented by the
‘Roman baths).” He was not suffered to want (p. 146): he had certain Egyptian brethren with him;
and found a sympathetic friend in the good Bishop Maximinus (cf. p. 239). The tenth festal letter,
81, preserves a short extract from aletter written from Trier to hisclergy.

Constantine died at Nicomedia, having previously received baptism from the hands of Eusebius,
on Whit-Sunday, May 22, 337. None of his sons were present, and the will is said to have been
entrusted to the Arian chaplain mentioned above (p. xxxiv). Couriers carried the news to the three
Caesars, and at avery moderate®™ rate of reckoning, it may have been known at Trier by about June
4. Constantine, as the eldest son, probably expected more from his father’s will than he actually
obtained. At any rate, on June 17 hewrote aletter to the people and clergy of Alexandria, announcing
the restoration of their bishop in pursuance of an intention of hisfather’s, which only death had cut
short. Constantius meanwhile hastened (from the East, probably Antioch) to Constantinople (D.C.B.

xli

51 The courier Palladius, who was considered amarvel, could carry a message from Nisibisto CP. on horseback in three
days, about 250 miles aday, Socr. vii. 19. At 100 milesaday, i.e. eight miles an hour for 12% hours out of the 24, the 1,300
miles from Nicomediato Treveri would be easily covered by a horseman in the time specified; see Gibbon quoted p. 115, note
1, and for other examples, Gwatkin, p. 137.
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i. 651): he too had expectations, for he was his father’s favourite. The brothers met at Sirmium,
and agreed upon adivision of the Empire, Constantiustaking the East, Constans Italy and Illyricum,
and Constantine the Gauls and Africa. On Sep. 9 they formally assumed the title Augustus®.
Athanasius had apparently accompanied Constantine to Sirmium, and on his way eastward met
Constantius at Viminacium (p. 240), his first interview with his future persecutor. He presently
reached Constantinople (p. 272), and on his way southward, at Caesarea in Cappadocia, again met
Constantius, who was hurrying to the Persian frontier. On Nov. 23 he reached Alexandria amid
great rejoicings (pp. 104, 503, Fest. Ind. X.), the clergy especially ‘ esteeming that the happiest day
of their lives.” But the happiness was marred by tumults (Soz. ii. 2, 5, Hil. Fragm. iii. 8, Fest. Ind.
Xi., next year ‘again’), which were, however, checked by the civil power, the prefect Theodorus
being, apparently, favourable to Athanasius (pp. 102, 527, note 2). The festal letter for 338 would
seem to have been finished at Alexandria, but the point is not absolutely clear. Here begins his
second period of ‘quiet,” of one year, four months and twenty-four days, i.e., from Athyr 27 (Nov.
23), 337, to Pharmuthi 21 (April 16), 339.

86. Renewal of Troubles. Second Exile. Pistus and Gregory, Culmination of Eusebian Intrigue.
Rome and Sardica. (337-346).

(2). The stay of Athanasius at Alexandria was brief and troubled. The city was still disturbed
by Arian malcontents, who had the sympathy of Jews and Pagans, and it was reported that the
monks, and especialy the famous hermit Antony, were on their side. This impression, however,

N\ was dissipated by the appearance of the great Ascetic himself, who, at the urgent request of the
orthodox (pp. 214 sg., 503), consented to shew himself for two daysin the uncongenial atmosphere
of the city. The mystery and marvellous reputation, which even then surrounded this much-tal ked-of
character, attracted Christians and heathen alike, in large numbers, to hear and see him, and, if
possible, to derive some physical benefit from his touch. He denounced Arianism as the worst of
heresies, and was solemnly escorted out of town by the bishop in person. As an annalist toward the
close of the century tellsus, ‘ Antony, the great |eader, cameto Alexandria, and though he remained
there only two days, shewed himself wonderful in many things, and healed many. He departed on

the third of Messori’ (i.e., July 27, 338).

Meanwhile the Eusebians were busy. In the new Emperor Constantius, the Nicomedian found
a willing patron: probably his translation to the See of Constantinople falls at this time. It was
represented to the Emperor that the restoration of the exiled Bishopsin 337, and especially that of
Athanasius, wasagainst all ecclesiastical order. Men deposed by a Synod of the Church had presumed
to return to their sees under the sanction of the secular authority. Thiswas technically true, but the
proceedings at Tyre were regarded by Athan. as depriving that Synod of any title to ecclesiastical
authority (pp. 104, 271). It is impossible to accept au pied de la lettre the protests on either side
against state interference with the Church: both partieswerewilling to useit on their own side, and
to protest against its use by their opponents. Constantine had summoned> the Council of Nicas,

52 Thisdateis certain (Gwatk., 108, note), but the meeting at Sirmium may possibly fall in the following summer.
53 As he had previously referred the Donatist schism to the commission of Rome and the Council of Arles.
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had (Soz. i. 17) fixed the order of its proceedings, and had enforced its decisions by civil penalties.
The indignant rhetoric of Hist. Ar. 52 (p. 289) might mutatis nominibus have been word for word
the remonstrance of a Secundus or Theonas against the great Ecumenical Synod of Christendom.
At Tyre, Jerusalem, and CP., the Eusebians had their turn, and again at Antioch, 338-341. The
Council of Sardicarelied on the protection of Constans, that of Philippopolis on Constantius. The
reign of the latter was the period of Arian triumph; that of Theodosius secured authority to the
Catholics. The only consistent opponents of civil intervention in Church affairs were the Donatists
in the West and the Eunomians or later Ariansin the East (with the obscure exception of Secundus
and Theonas, the original Arians cannot claim the compliment paid by Fialon, p. 115, to their
independence). To the Donatists is due the classical protest against Erastianism, ‘ Quid Imperatori
cum ecclesia (D.C.B. 1. 652). Believing, asthe present writer does, that the Donatist protest expresses
atrue principle, and that the subjection of religion to the State is equally mischievous with that of
the State to the Church, it is impossible not to regret these consequences of the conversion of
Constantine. But allowance must be made for the sanguine expectations with which the astonishing
novelty of a Christian Emperor filled men’sminds. It was only as men cameto realise that the civil
sword might be drawn in support of heresy that they began to reflect on the impropriety of allowing
to even a Christian Emperor a voice in Church councils. Athanasius was the first to grasp this
clearly. The voice of protest™ soundsin the letter of the Egyptian Synod of 338-9; throughout his
exiles he steadily regarded himself, and was regarded by his flock, as the sole rightful Bishop of
Alexandria, and continued to issue his Easter Letters from first to last. At the same time, it must
be admitted that if he was right in returning to Alexandriain 337 without restoration by a Synod,
he could not logically object to the return of Eusebius and Theognis (p. 104), who had not been
deposed at Nicaen, but banished by the Emperor. The technical rights of Chrestus and Amphion (l.
c.) were no better than those of Gregory or George. The spiritual elevation of Athanasius over the
head and shoulders of hisopponentsis plainto ourselves, we see clearly themoral contrast between
the councils of Rome and Antioch (340-41), of Sardica and Philippopolis (343), of Alexandria
(362) and Seleucia (359). But to men like the Eastern ‘ conservatives' the technical point of view
necessarily presented itself with great force, and in judging of their conduct we must not assume
that it was either ‘ meaningless diabolism’ or deliberate sympathy with Arianism that led so many
bishops of good character to see in Athanasius and the other exiles contumacious offenders against
Church order. (I am quite unable to accept M. Fialon's sweeping verdict upon the majority of
Oriental bishops as ‘weak, vicious, more devoted to their own interests than to the Church,” &c.,
p. 116. He takes asliterally exact the somewhat turgid rhetorical complaints of Greg. Naz.)

But the Eusebians were not limited to technical complaints. They had stirring accountsto give
of the disorders which the return of Athanasius had excited, of the ruthless severity with which
they had been put down by the prefect, who was, it was probably added, a mere tool in the hands
of the bishop. Accordingly in the course of 338 the subservient Theodorus was recalled, and
Philagrius the Cappadocian, who had governed with immense® popularity in 335-337 (Fest. Ind.

54 But they complain, p. 104, 88, of coercion not of Erastianism.

55 The ordinary time for the entry of the Prefect upon his duties seems to have been about the end of the Egyptian Y ear (end
of August). Accordingly the prefectures and years in Fest. Ind. roughly correspond: Philagrius was already Prefect when the
Mareotic Commission arrived (Aug. 335). According to the headings to the Festal Letters vi., vii., he had superseded Paternus
in 334: either the Index or the headings are mistaken. For the popularity of Philagrius, see Greg. Naz. Orat. xxi. 28, who mentions
that his reappointment was due to the request of a deputation from Alex. (this must have come from the Arians!) and that the
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and p. 107 sq.), was sent to fill the office a second time. This was regarded at Alexandria as an
Ariantriumph (seep. 527, note 2). Hisarrival did not tend to allay the disorders. Old charges against
Athanasius were raked up, and a new one added, namely that of embezzlement of the corn
appropriated to the support of widows by the imperial bounty. The Emperor appears to have sent
a letter of complaint to Athanasius (p. 273), but to have paid little attention to his defence. The
Eusebians now ventured to send a bishop of their own to Alexandria in the person of Pistus, one
of the original Arian presbyters, who was consecrated by the implacable Secundus. The date of
this proceeding is obscure, probably it was conducted in an irregular manner, so as to render it
possibletoignoreit altogether if, as proved to be the case, astronger candidate should be necessary.
First, however, it was necessary to try the temper of the West. A deputation consisting of apresbyter
Macarius and two deacons, Martyrius and Hesychius, was sent to Julius, bishop of Rome, to lay
before him the enormities of Athanasius, Marcellus, Paul, Asclepas and the rest, and to urge the
N\ superior title of Pistus to the recognition of the Church. But upon hearing of this Athanasius
summoned the Egyptian Episcopate together (winter 338—-339), and composed acircular letter (pp.
101-110) dealing fully with the charges against him, especially with regard to the manner of his
election and the irregularity of his return a year before. Two presbyters carried the letter in haste
to Rome, and enlightened the Church there asto the antecedents of Pistus. Next day it was announced
that Macarius, ‘in spite of a bodily ailment,” had decamped in the night. The deacons however
remained, and requested Julius to call a council, undertaking that if Athanasius and the Eusebians
were confronted all the charges brought by the latter should be made good. This proposal seemed
unobjectionable, and Julius wrote inviting all partiesto a council at Rome, or some other place to
be agreed upon (p. 272); his messengers to the Eusebians were the Roman presbyters Elpidius and
Philoxenus®, (p. 111). The council was fixed for the following summer (so it would seem); but no
reply was received from the Eusebians, who kept the presbyters in the East until the following
January, when they at length started for Rome bearing a querulous and somewhat shifty reply
(answered by Julius, p. 111, sqg.). But before the invitation had reached the Eusebians they had
assembled at Antioch, where Constantius was in residence for the winter (laws dated Dec. 27; the
court thereon January ? p. 92), repeated the deposition of Athanasius, and appointed Gregory, a
Cappadocian, to succeed him. It had become clear that Pistus was a bad candidate; perhaps no
formal synod could be induced to commit themselves to a man excommunicated at Nicaea and
consecrated by Secundus. At any rate they tried to find an unexceptionable nominee. But their first,
Eusebius, afterwards bishop of Emesa, refused the post, and so they came to Gregory®’, aformer
student of Alexandria, and under personal obligations to its bishop (Greg. Naz. Or. xxi. 15).

rejoicings which welcomed his return exceeded any that could have greeted the Emperor, and nearly equalled those which had
welcomed the return of Athanasius himself. But Gregory is arhetorician; see p. 138, and Tillem. viii. 664.

56 It is possible, however, that these carried a second letter, after the arrival of Ath. See pp. 110, 273.

57 Gregory shewed his Arianism by employing Ammon as his secretary, see p. 96. The curious parallelism between Gregory
and George (infr. §88),—the names differing (in Latin) by asingle letter only, both Arians, both Cappadocians, both intruded
bishops of Alexandria, both arriving from court, both arriving in Lent, both exercising violence, both charged by Ath. with the
storming of churches, with similar scenes of desecration, maltreatment of virgins, &c., in either case,—is one of the strangest
examplesof history repeating itself within afew years. What wonder that the fifth-century historians confuse the two still further
together, and that they still find followers? The most important point of confusion is the alleged murder of Gregory (due to
Theodoret), who really died a natural death. It is none too soon for this time-honoured blunder to do the like. On the inveterate
tendency of Georges and Gregories to coalesce, and exchange names in transcription (to say nothing of modern typography),
see D.C.B. ii. pp. 640-650, 778 sg., 798 sq., passim.
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All was now ready for the blow at Athanasius. It fell in Lent (pp. 94, 503). His position since
the arrival of Philagrius had been one of unrest. ‘In thisyear again,” says our annalist, ‘there were
many tumults. On the xxii Phamenoth (i.e. Sunday, Mar. 18, 339) he was sought after by his
persecutors in the night. On the next morning he fled from the Church of Theonas after he had
baptized many. Then on the fourth day (Mar. 22) Gregory the Cappadocian entered the city as
bishop’ (Fest. Ind. xi.). But Athanasius (p. 95), remained quietly in the town for about four weeks
more®. He drew up for circulation ‘throughout the tribes' (cf. Judges xix. 29) a memorandum and
appeal, describing the intrusion of Gregory and the gross outrages which had accompanied it. This
letter waswritten on or just after Easter Day (April 15), and immediately after this he escaped from
Alexandria and made his way to Rome. The data as to the duration of the periods of ‘quiet’ and
exile fix the date of his departure for Easter Monday, April 16. This absence from Alexandriawas
hislongest, lasting ‘ ninety months and three days,” i.e. from Pharmuthi 21 (April 16) 339 to Paophi
24 (October 21), 346.

(2.) The Second Exile of Athanasius fallsinto two sections, the first of four years (p. 239), to
the council of Sardica (339-343), the second of three years, to hisreturn in Oct. 346. The odd six
months cannot be distributed with certainty unless we can arrive at a more exact result than at
present appears attainable for the month and duration of the Sardican synod.

In May, 339, Athanasius, accompanied by afew of hisclergy (story of the ‘detachment’ of his
monk Ammoniusin Socr. iv. 23, sub fin.), arrived at Rome. He was within three months followed
by Marcellus, Paul of CP., Asclepas, and other exiles who had been restored at the end of 337 but
had once more been gected. Soon after, Carpones, an original Arian of Alexandria, appeared as
envoy of Gregory. He confirmed al that had been alleged against Pistus, but failed to convince
Julius that his own bishop was anything but an Arian. Meanwhile time wore on, and no reply came
from the Eusebians. Athanasius gave himself up to enforced leisure and to the services of the
Church. Instead of hisusual Easter letter for the following spring, he sent afew linesto the clergy
of Alexandria and a letter to his right-hand man, bishop Serapion of Thmuis, requesting him to
make the necessary announcement of the season. Gregory made his first attempt (apparently also
his last) to fix the Easter Festival, but in the middle of Lent, to the amusement of the public,
discovered that amistake had been made, the correction of which involved hisadherentsin an extra
week of Lenten austerities. We can well imagine that the spectacle of the abstracted asceticism of
Ammonius aroused the curiosity and veneration of the Roman Christians, and thus gave animpulse
to the ascetic life in the West (see Jerome, cited below, p. 191). That is all we know of the life of
Athanasius during the first eighteen months of his stay at Rome.

In the early spring of 340 the presbyters returned (see above) with aletter from a number of
bishops, including the Eusebian leaders, who had assembled at Antioch in January. This letter is
carefully dissected inthereply of the Roman Council, and appearsto have been highly acrimonious

N initstone. Julius kept it secret for atime (p. 111), hoping against hope that after al some of the
Orientals would come for the council; but at length he gave up all expectations of the kind, and
convoked the bishops of Italy, who examined the cases of the various exiles (p. 114). All the old

charges against Athanasius were goneinto with the aid of the Mareotic report (the ex parte character

58 In some church other than ‘ Theonas,” probably ‘Quirinus,” which latter, however, was stormed on Easter Day, pp. 273,
95, note 3. The statement, Hist. Ar. 10, that he sailed for Rome before Gregory’ s arrival isin any case verbally inexact, but it
may refer to hisflight from ‘ Theonas.’
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of which Julius strongly emphasises) and of the account of the proceedings at Tyre. The council
had no difficulty in pronouncing Athanasius completely innocent on all points. The charge of
ignoring the proceedings of a council was disposed of by pointing out the uncanonical character
of Gregory’ s appointment (p. 115), and the infraction by the complainants of the decrees of Nicasa.
With regard to Marcellus, he responded to the request of the bishops by volunteering a written
confession of hisfaith (p. 116, Epiph. Haa. 72), which wasin fact the creed of the Roman Church
itself (Caspari, Quellen iii. 28, note, argues that the creed must have been tendered at an earlier
visit, 336—337, but without cogent reasons). Either Julius and his bishops were (like the fathers of
Sardica) very easily satisfied, or Marcellus exercised extreme reserve asto his peculiar tenets (Zahn,
p. 71, makes out the best case he can for his candour). The other exiles were also pronounced
innocent, and the synod ‘restored’ them all. It remained to communi cate the result to the Oriental
bishops. Thiswas done by Juliusin aletter drawn up in the name of the council, and preserved by
Athanasiusin his Apology. Its subject matter has been sufficiently indicated, but its statesmanlike
logic and grave severity must be appreciated by reference to the document itself. It has been truly
called ‘one of the ablest documents in the entire controversy.” It is worth observing that Julius
makes no claim whatever to pass afina judgment as successor of S. Peter, although the Orientals
had expressly asserted the equal authority of all bishops, however important the cities in which
they ruled (p. 113); on the contrary he merely claims that without his own consent, proceedings
against bishops would lack the weight of universal consent (p. 118). At the same time he claims
to be in possession of the traditions of S. Paul and especially of S. Peter, and is careful to found
upon precedent (that of Dionysius) a claim to be consulted in matters alleged against a bishop of
Alexandria. Thisclaim, by its modesty, isin striking contrast with that which Socrates (ii. 17) and
Sozom. (iii. 8, 10) make for him,—that owing to the greatness of his see, the care of all the churches
pertained to him: and this again, which represents what the Greek Church of the early fifth century
was accustomed to hear from Rome, isvery different from the claim to ajurisdiction of divineright
which we find formulated in Leo the Great.

The letter of Julius was considered at the famous Council of the Dedication (of Constantine's
‘Golden’ Church at Antioch, see Eus. V. C. iii. 50), held in the summer of 341 (between May 22
and Sept. 1, see Gwatkin, p. 114, note). Eusebius of Constantinople was there (he had only afew
months longer to live), and most of the Arian leaders. Caesarea was represented by Acacius, who
had succeeded Eusebius some two years before; a man of Whom we shall hear more. But of the
ninety-odd bishops who attended, the majority must have been conservative in feeling, such as
Dianius of Caesarea, who possibly presided. At any rate Hilary (de Syn. 32) calls it ‘a synod of
saints,’” and its canons passed into the accepted body of Church Law. Their reply to Julius is not
extant, but we gather from the historians that it was not conciliatory. (Socr. ii. 15, 17; Soz. iii. 8,
10; they arein such hopeless confusion as to dates and the order of eventsthat it is difficult to use
them here; Theodoret is more accurate but less full.)

But the council marks an epoch in amoreimportant respect; with it beginstheformal Doctrinal
Reaction against the Nicene Formula. We have traces of previous confessions, such asthat of Arius
and Euzoius, 330-335, and an alleged creed drawn up at CP. in 336. But only now beginsthe long
series of attempts to raise some other formula to a position of equality with the Nicene, so as to
eventually depose the opooveiov from its position as an ecumenical test.

The first suggestion of a new creed came from the Arian bishops, who propounded a formula
(p. 146, 822), with a disavowal of any intention of disparaging that of Nicaaa (Socr. ii. 10), but
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suspiciously akin to the evasive confession of Arius, and prefaced with asuicidally worded protest
against being considered as followers of the latter. The fate of this creed in the council is obscure;
but it would seem to have failed to commend itself to the magjority, who put forward a creed alleged
to have been composed by Lucian the martyr. This (see above, p. xxviii, and p. 461, notes 5-9),
was hardly true of the creed asit stood, but it may have been signed by Lucian as a test when he
made his peace with bishop Cyril. At any rate the creed is catholic in asserting the exact Likeness
of the Son to the Father’s Essence (yet the Arians could admit this as de facto true, though not
originally so; only the word Essence would, if honestly taken, fairly exclude their sense), but
anti-Nicene in omitting the 6poovoiov, and in the phrase tfj pev Unootdoet tpia, tf] d¢ cLUPWVI&
139- €v, an artfully chosen point of contact between Origen on the one hand, and Asterius, Lucian,
and Paul of Samosata on the other. The anathemas, also, let in an Arian interpretation. This creed
isusually referred to as the ‘ Creed of the Dedication’ or ‘Lucianic’ Creed, and represents, on the
one hand the extreme limit of concession to which Arians were willing to go, on the other the
theological rallying point of the gradually forming body of reasoned conservative opinion which
under the nickname of ‘semi-Arianism’ (Epiph. Haa. 73; it was repudiated by Basil of Ancyra,
&c.) gradually worked toward the recognition of the Nicene formula.

A third formula was presented by Theophronius, bishop of Tyana, as a personal statement of
belief, and waswidely signed by way of approval. It insistslike the Lucianic creed on the pretemporal
Yévvnoig, against Marcellus, adding two other points (hypostatic pre-existence and eternal kingdom
of the Son) in the same direction, and closing with an anathema against Marcellus, Sabellius, Paul,
and all who communicate with any of their supporters. Thiswas of course adirect defiance of Julius
and the Westerns (Mr. Gwatkin, by a dlip, assigns this anathema to the ‘fourth’ creed).

Lastly, afew months after the council (late autumn of 341) afew bishops reassembled in order
to send a deputation to Constans (since 340 sole Western Emperor). They decided to substitute for
the genuine creeds of the council a fourth formulary, which accordingly the Arians Maris and
Narcissus, and the neutrals Theodore of Heraclea and Mark of Arethusa, conveyed to the West.
The assertion of the eternal reign of Christ was strengthened, and the name of Marcellus omitted,
but the Nicene anathemas were skilfully adapted so as to strike at the Marcellian and admit the
Arian doctrine of the divine Sonship. This creed became the basis on which the subsequent Arianising

xlv

confessionsof 343 (Philippopolis), 344 (Macrostich), and 351 (Sirmium) were moul ded by additions
to and modifications of the anathemas. This seriesof creeds mark ‘ the stationary period of Arianism,’
i.e. between the close of the first generation (Arius, Asterius, Eusebius of Nicomedia) and the
beginnings of the divergence of parties under the sole reign of Constantius. At present opposition
to the school of Marcellus and to the impregnable strength of the West under a Catholic Emperor
kept the reactionary party united.

It has been necessary to dwell upon the work of this famous Council in view of its subsequent
importance. It is easy to see how the Eastern bishops were prevailed upon to take the bold step of
putting forth aCreed to rival the Niceneformula. Theformal approval of Marcellus at Rome shewed,
so they felt, the inadequacy of that formula to exclude Sabellianism, or rather the direct support
which that heresy could find in the word *homotision.” This being so, provided they made it clear
that they were not favouring Arianism, they would be doing no more than their duty in providing
amore efficient test. But here the Arian group saw their opportunity. Conservative willingness to
go behind Nicaaa must be made to subserve the supreme end of revoking the condemnation of
Arianism. Hence the confusion of counselsreflected in the multiplicity of creeds. Theresult pleased
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no one. The Lucianic Creed, with its anti-Arian clauses, tempered by equivocal qualifications, was
afeeble and indirect weapon against Marcellus, who could admit in asense the pre-asonian yévvnoig
and the‘true’ sonship. On the other hand, the three creeds which only succeeded in gaining secondary
ratification, while express against Marcellus, were worthless as against Arianism. On the whole,
thefourth creed, in spite of itsirregular sanction, was found the most useful for the time (341-351);
but astheir doctrinal position took definite form, the Conservative wing fell back onthe‘Lucianic’
Creed, and found in it a bridge to the Nicene (cf. pp. 470, 472, Hil. de Syn. 33, and Gwatkin, p.
119, note).

(3.) Athanasius remained in Rome more than three years after his departure from Alexandria
(April, 339-May? 342, see p. 239). During the last of these years, the dispute connected with him
had been referred by Julius to Constans, who had requested his brother to send some Oriental
bishops with a statement of their case: this was the reason of the deputation (see above) of the
winter of 341. They found Constans at Treveri, but owing to the warnings of good Bishop
Maximinus®, he refused to accept their assurances, and sent them ignominiously away. This probably
falls in the summer of 342, the deputation on arriving in Italy having found that Constans had
aready left Milan for his campaign against the Franks (Gwatkin, p. 122, note 3). If this be so,
Constans had already made up his mind that a General Council was the only remedy, and had
written to Constantiusto arrange for one. Beforeleaving Milan he had summoned Athanasiusfrom
Rome, and announced to him what he had done. The young Prince was evidently an admirer of
Athanasius, who had received from himin reply to aletter of self-defence, written from Alexandria,
an order for certain moktia, or bound volumes of the Scriptures (see Montfaucon, Animadv. xv.,
in Migne xxv., p. cIxxvi.). The volumes had been delivered before this date. Constans hurried off
to Gaul, while Athanasius remained at Milan, where he afterwards received a summons to follow
the Emperor to Treveri®; here he met the venerable Hosius and others, and learned that the Emperors
had fixed upon Sardica (now Sophiain Bulgaria), on thefrontier line of the dominions of Constans®,
asthe venuefor the great Council, which wasto assemble in the ensuing summer. Athanasius must
have kept the Easter of 343 at Treveri: he had written hisusual Easter letter (now lost) most probably
from Rome or Milan, in the previous spring. The date of assembly and duration of the Sardican
synod are, unfortunately, obscure. But the proceedings must have been protracted by the negotiations
which ended in the departure of the Easterns, and (p. 124, note 2) by the care with which the evidence
against the incriminated bishops was afterwards gone into.

59 Bitter complaint in Hil. Fragm. iii. 27; cf. infr. p. 462, Soz. iii. 10, who wrongly gives ‘Italy’ asthe place.

60 This may have been in the autumn, after the close of the campaign, but seeinfr. ch. v. 83, c, d.

61 Hefelei. 91, issingular in placing it in the empire of Constantius. The Ichtiman range between Sophia and Philippopolis
was the natural boundary between Thrace and Maesig, or ‘DaciaMedia’

62 On the one hand the deputation after the council reached Constantius at Antioch about Easter (April 15), 344. They were,

however sent not directly by the Council, but by Constans after its close (Thdt. ii. 8). We may be certain that their arrival at
Antioch was at the very least two months after the close of the council; but in all probability theinterval was much longer. Again,
the course of events described above forbids us to put the council earlier than the early summer of 343. But according to the
Festal Index xv. the council at any rate began before the end of August in that year. If the bishops|eft their churches after Easter
(avery natural and usual arrangement, compare Nicasa, the Dedication, &c.), they could easily assemble by the end of June. The
Orientals came somewhat later. The beginning of July is accordingly our terminus a quo, the end of January our terminus ad
quem. What exact part of theinterval the council occupied we cannot decide.
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We shall probably be safe in supposing that the Council occupied the whole of August and
N September, and that Constans sent Bishops Euphrates and Vincent to hisbrother at Antioch as soon
as the worst weather of winter was over.

The Western bishops assembled at Sardicato the number of about 95 (see p. 147). Athanasius,
Marcellus, and Asclepas arrived with Hosius from Treveri. Paul of Constantinople, for some
unknown reason, was absent, but was represented by Asclepas®. The Orientals came in a body,
and with suspicion. They had the Counts Musonianus and Hesychius, and (according to Fest. Ind.,
cf. p. 276) the ex-Prefect Philagrius, as advisers and protectors. they were lodged in a body at the
Palace of Sophia. The proceedingswere blocked by aquestion of privilege. The Easterns demanded
that the accused bishops should not be allowed to take their seatsin the Council; the majority replied
that, pending the present enquiry, all previous decisions against them must bein fairness considered
suspended. There was something to be said on both sides (see Hefele, p. 99), but on the whole, the
synod being convoked expressly to re-hear both sides, the majority were perhapsjustified in refusing
to exclude the accused. A long interchange (p. 119), of communications followed, and at last,
alleging that they were summoned home by the news of the victory in the Persian war, the minority
disappeared by night, sending their excuse by the Sardican Presbyter Eustathius (p. 275). At
Philippopolis, within the dominions of Constantius, they halted and drew up along and extremely
wild and angry statement of what had occurred, deposing and condemning all concerned, from
Hosius, Julius and Athanasius downward. They added the Antiochene Confession (‘fourth’ of 341),
with the addition of some anathemas directed at the system of Marcellus. Among the signatures,
which included most of the surviving Arian leaders, along with Basil of Ancyra, and other moderate
men, we recognise that of Ischyras, ‘ bishop from the Mareotis,” who had enjoyed the dignity without
the burdens of the Episcopate since the Council of Tyre (p. 144). The document was sent far and
wide, among the rest to the Donatists of Africa (Hef., p. 171).

This rupture doomed the purpose of the council to failure: instead of leading to agreement it
had made the difference a hopeless one. But the Westerns were still a respectable number, and
might do much to forward the cause of justice and of the Nicene Faith. Two of the Easterns had
joined them, Asterius of Petra and Arius, bishop of an unknown see in Palestine. The only other
Oriental present, Diodorus of Tenedos, appears to have come, like Asclepas, &c., independently
of therest. The work of the council was partly judicial, partly legislative. The question was raised
of issuing a supplement to, or formula explanatory of, the Nicene creed, and a draft (preserved
Thdt. H. E. ii. 8) was actually made, but the council declined to sanction anything which should
imply that the Nicene creed was insufficient (p. 484, correcting Thdt. ubi supra, and Soz. iii. 12).

The charges against al the exiles were carefully examined and dismissed. This was also the
case with the complaints against the orthodoxy of Marcellus, who was allowed to evade the very
point which gave most offence (p. 125). Probably the ocular evidence (p. 124) of the violence which
many present had suffered, indisposed the fathers to believe any accusations from such a quarter.
The synod next proceeded to legisate. Their canons were twenty in number, the most important
being canons 3-5, which permit a deposed bishop to demand the reference of his case to ‘Julius
bishop of Rome,” “honouring the memory of Peter the Apostle;’ the deposition to be suspended

63 The statement in the synodal letter of Philippolis that Asclepas had been deposed ‘ seventeen’ years beforeis clearly
corrupt. The true reading may be ‘seven’ (council of CP. in 336) or xiii, which might easily be changed to xvii. (Cf. Hefele, pp.
89, 90).
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pending such reference; the Roman bishop, if the appeal seem reasonable, to request the rehearing
of the caseinitsown province, and if at the request of the accused he sends a presbyter to represent
him, such presbyter to rank as though he were his principal in person. The whole scheme appears
to be novel and to have been suggested by the history of the case of the exiles. The canons are very
important in their subsequent history, but need not be discussed here. (Elaborate discussions in
Hefele, pp. 112-129; seealso D.C.A. pp. 127 sq., 1658, 1671, Greenwood, Cath. Petr. i. 204-208,
D.C.B. iii. 662 a, and especially 529-531.) The only legislation, however, to which Athanasius
alludes is that establishing a period of 50 years during which Rome and Alexandria should agree
asto the period for Easter (Fest. Ind. xv., infr. p. 544, also Hefele pp. 157 sqq.). The arrangement
averted a dispute in 346, but differences occurred in spite of it in 349, 350, 360, and 368.

The synod addressed an encyclical letter to all Christendom (p. 123), embodying their decisions
and announcing their deposition of eight or nine Oriental bishops (including Theodore of Heraclea,
Acacius, and several Arian leaders) for complicity with Arianism. They also wrote to the Church
of Alexandriaand to the bishops of Egypt with special referenceto Athanasiusand to the Alexandrian
Church, to Julius announcing their decisions, and to the Mareotis (Migne xxvi. 1331 sqg. printed
with Letters 46, 47. Hefele ii. 165 questions the genuineness of all three, but without reason; see
p. 554, note 1).

The effect of the Council was not at first pacific. Constantius shared the indignation of the
Eastern bishops, and began severe measures against all the Nicene-minded bishopsin hisdominions
(pp. 275 sqq). Theodulus, Bishop of Trajanople, died of his injuries before the Sardican Bishops
had completed their work. At Hadrianople savage cruelties were perpetrated (ib.); and aclose watch
wasinstituted in case Athanasius should attempt to return on the strength of his synodical acquittal.
Accordingly, he passed the winter and spring at Naissus (now Nish, see Fest. Ind. xvi.), and during

N\ the summer, in obedience to an invitation from Constans, repaired to Aquileia, where he spent the
Easter of 345.

Meanwhile, Constans had made the cause of the Sardican mgjority his own. At the beginning
of the year 344 he sent two of its most respected members to urge upon Constantius the propriety
of restoring the exiles. Either now or later he hinted that refusal would be regarded by him as a
casus belli. His remonstrance gained unexpected moral support from an episode, strange evenin
that age of unprincipled intrigue. In rage and pain at the apparent success of the envoys, Stephen,
Bishop of Antioch, sought to discredit them by atruly diabolical trick (see p. 276). Its discovery,
just after Easter, 344, roused the moral sense of Constantius. A Council was summoned, and met
during the summer® (p. 462, 826, ‘three years after’ the Dedication at Midsummer, 341). Stephen
was ignominiously deposed (see Gwatkin 125, note 1), and Leontius, an Arian, but alover of quiet
and atemporiser, appointed. The Council also re-issued the ‘fourth” Antiochene Creed with avery
long explanatory addition, mildly condemning certain Arian phrases, fiercely anathematising
Marcellus and Photinus, and with a side-thrust at supposed implications of the Nicene formula. A
deputation was sent to Italy, consisting of Eudoxius of Germanicia and three others. They reached
Milan at the Synod of 345, and were able to procure a condemnation of Photinus (not Marcellus),
but on being asked to anathematise Arianism refused, and retired in anger. At the same Synod of
Milan, however, Vaens and Ursacius, whose deposition at Sardica was in imminent danger of

64 The ‘ten months' of Hist. Ar. 21, p. 277, are to be reckoned, not from Easter 344, but from the letters of Const. to
Alexandria some months after.
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being enforced by Constans, followed the former example of Eusebius of Nicomedia, Maris,
Theognis, and Arius himself, by making their submission, which was followed up two years later
by aletter in abject terms addressed to Julius, and another in atone of veiled insolence to Athanasius
(p. 131). In return, they were able to beat up a Synod at Sirmium against Photinus (Hil. Frag. ii.
19), but without success in the attempt to dislodge him.

Meanwhile, Constantius had followed up the Council at Antioch by cancelling his severe
measures against the Nicene party. He restored to Alexandria certain Presbyters whom he had
expelled, and in the course of the summer wrote a public letter to forbid any further persecution of
the Athanasiansin that city. This must have been in August, 344, and ‘ about ten months later’ (p.
277), i.e., on June 26, 345 (F. 1. xviii.), Gregory, who had been in bad health for fully four years,
died®. Constantius, according to his own statement (pp. 127, 277), had already before the death of
Gregory written twice to Athanasius (from Edessa; he was at Nisibis on May 12, 345), and had
sent aPresbyter to request him urgently to come and see him with aview to hiseventual restoration.
As Gregory was known to be in adying state, thisis quite intelligible, but the language of Hist. Ar.
21, which seemsto put all three letters after Gregory’ s death, cannot stand if we are to accept the
assurance of Constantius. Athanasius, at any rate, hesitated to obey, and stayed on at Aquileia (344
till early in 346), where he received a third and still more pressing invitation, promising him
immediate restoration. He at once went to Rome to bid farewell to Julius, who wrote (p. 128 sq.)
amost cordial and nobly-worded letter of congratulation for Athanasiusto take hometo his Church.
Thence he proceeded to Trier to take leave of Constans (p. 239), and rapidly travelled by way of
Hadrianople (p. 276) to Antioch (p. 240), where he was cordially received® by Constantius. His
visit was short but remarkable. Constantius gave him the strongest assurances (pp. 277, 285) of
goodwill for the future, but begged that Athanasius would allow the Arians at Alexandria the use
of asingle Church. Hereplied that he would do so if the Eustathians of Antioch (with whom alone
he communicated during this visit) might have the same privilege. But this Leontius would not
sanction, so the proposal came to nothing (Soc. ii. 23, Soz. iii. 20), and Athanasius hastened on his
way. At Jerusalem he was detained by the welcome of a Council, which Bishop Maximus had
summoned to greet him (p. 130), but on the twenty-first of October his reception by his flock took
place; ‘the people, and those in authority, met him a hundred miles distant’ (Fest. Ind. xviii.), and
amid splendid rejoicings (cf. p. xlii., note 3), he entered Alexandria, to remain therein ‘quiet’ ‘nine
years, three months and nineteen days' (Hist. Aceph. iv., cf. p. 496), viz., from Paophi 24 (Oct. 21),
346, to Mechir 13 (Feb. 8), 356. This period was his longest undisturbed residence in his see; he
entered upon it in the very prime of life (he was 48 years old), and its internal happiness earns it

N\ thetitle of agolden decade.

XIvii

87. The Golden Decade, 346-356.

65 It must be observed that the Index isloose in its statement here: see Gwatkin, p. 105, Sievers, p. 108. The statement of
Thdt., &c., that he was murdered is simply due to the usual confusion of Gregory with George (cf. p. xliii. note 5).
66 Thisvisit cannot have been between May 7 and Aug. 27, when Const. was at CP. Nor can it well have been before May

7. We must, therefore, with Sievers, p. 110, put it in September. Y et see Gwatkin, p. 127, note.
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(). This period is divided into two by the death of Constans in 350, or perhaps more exactly
by the final settlement of sole power in the hands of Constantius on the day of Mursa, Sept. 28,
351%. The internal condition of the Church at Alexandria, however, was not seriously disturbed
even in the second period. From this point of view the entire period may be treated as one. Its
opening was auspicious. Egypt fully participated in the ‘ profound and wonderful peace’ (p. 278)
of the Churches. The Bishops of province after province were sending in their letters of adhesion
to the Synod of Sardica (ib. and p. 127), and those of Egypt signed to a man.

The public rgjoicing of the Alexandrian Church had something of the character of a“mission’
in modern Church life. A wave of religious enthusiasm passed over the whole community. ‘ How
many widows and how many orphans, who were before hungry and naked, now through the great
zeal of the people were no longer hungry, and went forth clothed;’ *in aword, so great was their
emulationinvirtue, that you would have thought every family and every house a Church, by reason
of the goodness of its inmates and the prayers which were offered to God' (p. 278). Increased
strictness of life, the sanctification of home, renewed application to prayer, and practical charity,
these were a worthy welcome to their long-lost pastor. But most conspicuous was the impulse to
asceticism. Marriages were renounced and even dissolved in favour of the monastic life; the same
instincts were at work (but in greater intensity) as had asserted themselves at the close of the era
of the pagan persecutions (p. 200, 84, fin.). Our knowledge of the history of the Egyptian Church
under the ten years' peaceful rule of Athanasius is confined to a few details and to what we can
infer from results.

Strong as was the position of Athanasiusin Egypt upon hisreturn from exile, his hold upon the
country grew with each year of the decade. When circumstances set Constantius free to resume the
Arian campaign, it was against Athanasius that he worked; at first from the remote West, then by
attempts to remove or coax him from Alexandria. But Athanasius was in an impregnable position,
and when at last the city was seized by the coup de main of 356, from his hidings places in Egypt
hewas moreinaccessible still, more securein hisdefence, morefreeto attack. Now the extraordinary
development of Egyptian Monachism must be placed in the first rank of the causes which
strengthened Athanasius in Egypt. The institution was already firmly rooted there (cf. p. 190), and
Pachomius, a dlightly older contemporary of Athanasius himself, had converted a sporadic
manifestation of the ascetic impulseinto an organised form of Community Life. Pachomius himself
had died on May 9, 346 (infr. p. Ix., note 3, and p. 569, note 3: cf. Theolog. Literaturztg. 1890, p.
622), but Athanasius was welcomed soon after his arrival by a deputation from the Society of
Tabenne, who also conveyed a special message from the aged Antony. Athanasius placed himself
at the head of the monastic movement, and we cannot doubt that while he won the enthusiastic
devotion of these dogged and ardent Copts, his influence on the movement tended to restrain
extravagances and to correct the morbid exaltation of the monastic ideal. It is remarkable that the
only letters which survive from this decade (pp. 556-560) are to monks, and that they both support
what has just been said. The army of Egyptian monks was destined to become a too powerful
weapon, a scandal and a danger to the Church: but the monks were the main secret of the power
and ubiquitous activity of Athanasiusin histhird exile, and that power was aboveall built up during
the golden decade.

67 See below.
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Coupled with the growth of monachism isthe transformation of the episcopate. The great power
enjoyed by the Archbishop of Alexandriamadeit amatter of course that in a prolonged episcopate
discordant elements would gradually vanish and unanimity increase. This was the case under
Athanasius. but the unanimity reflected in the letter ad Afros had practically already come about
in the year of the return of Ath. from Aquileia, when nearly every bishop in Egypt signed the
Sardican letter (p. 127; the names include the new bishops of 346—7 in Letter 19, with one or two
exceptions). Athanasius not infrequently (pp. 559 sg. and Vit. Pach. 72) filled up vacanciesin the
episcopate from among the monks, and Serapion of Thmuis, his most trusted suffragan, remained
after his elevation in very close relation with the monasteries.

Athanasius consecrated bishops not only for Egypt, but for the remote Abyssinian kingdom of
Auxumeaswell. Thevisit of Frumentiusto Alexandria, and his consecration as bishop for Auxume,
arereferred by Rufinusi. 9 (Socr. i. 19, &c.) to the beginning of the episcopate of Athanasius. But
the chronology of the story (Gwatkin, pp. 93 sqqg., D.C.B. ii. 236 where the argument is faulty)
forbids this altogether, while the letter of Constantius (p. 250) is most natural if the consecration
of Frumentius were then a comparatively recent matter, scarcely intelligible if it had taken place
before the ‘deposition’ of Athan. by the council of Tyre. Athanasius had found Egypt distracted
by religious dissensions; but by the time of the third exile we hear very little of Arians excepting
in Alexandriaitself (seep. 564); the‘ Arians' of therest of Egypt werethe remnant of the Mel etians,
whose monks are still mentioned by Theodoret (cf. p. 299 sg.). Anincident which shewsthe growing
numbers of the Alexandrian Church during this period isthe necessity which arose at Easter in one
year of using the unfinished Church of the Cassareum (for its history cf. p. 243, note 6, and Hist.
Aceph. vi., Fest. Ind. xxxvii., Xxxxviii., xI.) owing to the vast crowds of worshippers. The Church
was a gift of Constantius, and had been begun by Gregory, and its use before completion and
dedication was treated by the Arians as an act of presumption and disrespect on the part of

Athanasius.
N (2.) But while all was so happy in Egypt, the ‘profound peace’ of the rest of the Church was
more apparent than real. The temporary revulsion of feeling on the part of Constantius, the engrossing

urgency of the Persian war, the readiness of Constans to use his formidable power to secure justice
to the Nicene bishops in the East, all these were causes which compelled peace, while leaving the
deeper elements of strifeto smoulder untouched. Therival depositions and anathemas of the hostile
Councils remained without effect. Valens was in possession at Mursa, Photinus at Sirmium.
Marcellus was, probably, not at Ancyra (Zahn 82); but the Arians deposed at Sardica were all
undisturbed, while Athanasius was more firmly established than ever at Alexandria. On the whole,
the Episcopate of the East was entirely in the hands of the reaction—the Nicene element, often
large, among the laity wasin many cases conciliated with difficulty. Thisis conspicuously the case
at Antioch, where the temporising policy of Leontius managed to retain in communion a powerful
body of orthodox Christians, headed by Diodorus and Flavian, whose energy neutralised the effect

4
of his own steadily Arian policy (particulars, Gwatkin, pp. 133, sqg., Newman, Arians , p.

455—from Thdt. H. E. ii. 24). The Eustathian schism at Antioch was, apparently, paralleled by a
Marcellian schism at Ancyra, but such cases were decidedly the exception.

Of the mass of instances where the bishops were not Arian but simply conservative, the Church
of Jerusalem is the type. We have the instructions given to the Catechumens of this city between
348 and 350 by Cyril, who inthelatter year (Hort, p. 92) became bishop, and whose career istypical
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of the rise and development of so-called semi-Arianism. Cyril, like the conservatives generaly, is
strongly under the influence of Origen (see Caspari iv. 146-162, and of. the Catechesisin Heurtley
de Fid. et Symb. 62 with the RegulaFidei in Orig. de Princ. i.). Theinstructionsinsist strongly on
the necessity of scriptural language, and while contradicting the doctrines of Arius (without
mentioning his name; cf. Athanasius on Marcellus and Photinus in pp. 433-447) Cyril tacitly
protests against the opoovsiov as of human contrivance (Cat. v. 12), and uses in preference the
words ‘like to the Father according to the Scriptures’ or ‘in al things.” This language is that of
Athanasiusa so, especidly in hisearlier works (pp. 84 sq.), but in the latter phase of the controversy,
especialy in the Dated Creed of 359, which presents striking resemblances to Cyril’ s Catecheses,
it became the watchword of the party of reaction. The Church of Jerusalem then was orthodox
substantially, but rejected the Nicene formula, and this was the case in the East generally, except
where the bishops were positively Arian. All were aggrieved at the way in which the Eastern
councils had been treated by the West, and smarted under a sense of defeat (cf. Bright, Introd. to
Hist. Tr., p. xviii.).

Accordingly the murder of Constans in 350 was the harbinger of renewed religious discord.
For a time the political future was doubtful. Magnentius, knowing what Athanasius had to fear
from Constantius, made a bid for the support of Egypt. Clementius and Valens, two members of a
deputation to Constantius, came round by way of Egypt to ascertain the disposition of the country,
and especialy of its Bishop. Athanasius received them with bitter lamentations for Constans, and,
fearing the possibility of an invasion by Magnentius, he called upon his congregation to pray for
the Eastern Emperor. The response was immediate and unanimous. ‘O Christ, send help to
Constantius' (p. 242). The Emperor had, in fact, sought to secure the fidelity of Athanasius by a
letter (pp. 247, 278), assuring him of his continued support. And until the defeat of Magnentius at
Mursa, he kept hisword. That victory, which was as decisive for Valens as it was for Constantius
(Gibbon, ii. 381, iii. 66, ed. Smith), was followed up by a Council at Sirmium, which successfully
ousted thetoo popular Photinus (cf. pp. 280, 298; on the appeal of Photinus, and the debate between
him and Basil of Ancyra, apparently in 355, see Gwatkin, pp. 145 sq., note 6). This was made the
occasion for anew onslaught upon Marcellus in the anathemas appended to areissue of the *fourth
Antiochene’ or Philippopolitan Creed (p. 465; on the tentative character of these anathemas as a
polemical move, cf. Gwatkin, p. 147, note 1). The Emperor was occupied for more than ayear with
the final suppression of Magnentius (Aug. 10, 353), but ‘the first Winter after his victory, which
he spent at Arles, was employed against an enemy more odious to him than the vanquished tyrant
of Gaul’ (Gibbon).

It is unnecessary to detail the tedious and unedifying story of the councils of Arles and Milan.
The former was a provincial council of Gaul, attended by legates of the Roman see. All present
submissively registered the imperial condemnation of Athanasius. The latter, delayed till 355 by
the Rhenish campaign of Constantius, was due to the request of Liberius, who desired to undo the
evil work of his legates, and to the desire of the Emperor to follow up the verdict of a provincial
with that of a more representative Synod. The number of bishops present was probably very small
(the numbers in Socrates ii. 36, Soz. iv. 9, may refer to those who afterwards signed under
compulsion, p. 280, cf. the case of Sardica, p. 127, note 10). The proceedings were adramain three
acts, first, submission, thelegates protesting; secondly, stormy protest, after the arrival of Eusebius
of Vercellaa thirdly, open coercion. The deposition of Athanasius was proffered to each bishop for
signature, and, if he refused, a sentence of banishment was at once pronounced, the emperor sitting
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with the ‘velum’ drawn, much as though an English judge were to assume the black cap at the
beginning of acapital trial. He cut short argument by announcing that ‘ he was for the prosecution,’
and remonstrance by the sentence of exile (p. 299); the nep £yw BovAouatl tovto kKavwv put into
his mouth by Athanasius (p. 281) represents at any rate the spirit of his proceedings as justly as

does ‘la tradizione son’ i0’ that of the autocrat of a more recent council. At this council no creed
D was put forth: until the enemy was dislodged from Alexandria the next step would be premature.
But aband of exileswere sent in strict custody to the East, of some of whom we shall hear later on
(pp. 561, 481, 281, cf. p. 256, and the excellent monograph of Kriger, Lucifer von Calaris, pp.
9-23).

Meanwhile, Athanasius had been peacefully pursuing his diocesan duties, but not without a
careful outlook as the clouds gathered on the horizon. The prospect of a revival of the charges
against him moved him to set in order an unanswerable array of documents, in proof, firstly of the
unanimity, secondly of the good reason, with which he had been acquitted of them (see p. 97). He
had also, in view of revived assertions of Arianism, drawn up the two letters or memoranda on the
rationale of the Nicene formula and on the opinion ascribed to his famous predecessor, Dionysius
(the Apology was probably written about 351, the date of the de Decr., and de Sent. Dion.® falsa
little later). In 353 he began to apprehend danger, from the hopes with which the establishment of
Constantius in the sole possession of the Empire was inspiring his enemies, headed by Vaensin
the West, and Acacius of Caesarea in the East. Accordingly, he despatched a powerful deputation
to Constantius, who was then at Milan, headed by Serapion, his most trusted suffragan (cf. p. 560,
note 3a; p. 497, 83, copied by Soz. iv. 9; Fest. Ind. xxv.). The legates sailed May 19, but on the
23rd Montanus, an officer of the Palace, arrived with an Imperial letter, declining to receive any
legates, but granting an alleged request of Athanasius to be alowed to cometo Italy (p. 245 sq.).
As he had made no request of the kind, Athanasius naturally suspected a plot to entice him away
from hisstronghold. Theletter of Constantius did not convey an absol ute command, so Athanasius,
protesting his willingness to come when ordered to do so, resolved to remain where he was for the
present. ‘All the people were exceedingly troubled,” according to our chroniclers. ‘In this year
M ontanus was sent against the bishop, but atumult having been excited, he retired without effect.’
Two years and two months later, i.e., in July—Aug. 355 (p. 497), force was attempted instead of
stratagem, which the proceedings of Arleshad, of course, made useless. ‘ In thisyear Diogenes, the
Secretary of the Emperor, came with the intention of seizing the bishop,” and ‘ Diogenes pressed
hard upon all, trying to dislodge the bishop from the city, and he afflicted all pretty severely; but
on Sept. 4° he pressed sharply, and stormed a Church, and this he did continualy for four
months...until Dec. 23. But as the people and magistrates vehemently withstood Diogenes, he
returned back without effect on the 23rd of December aforesaid’ (Fest. Ind. xxvii., Hist. Aceph.
iii.). The fatal blow was clearly imminent. By this time the exiles had begun to arrive in the East,
and rumours came” that not even the powerful and popular Liberius, not even ‘Father’ Hosius
himself, had been spared. Athanasius might well point out to Dracontius (p. 558) that in declining
the bishopric of the *country district of Alexandria® he was avoiding the post of danger. On the

68 In de Sent. Dion. 23, 24, Ariusis spoken of in away consistent with his being still alive. But the phase of the Arian
controversy to which the tract relates begins a decade after Arius’ death, and we therefore follow the indications which classthe
de Sent. with the de Decr.

69 All the following dates are affected by Leap-Y ear, 355-6, see Table C, p. 501, and correct p. 246, note 3, to Jan. 6.

70 Definite information came only after Feb. 8, see p. 248.
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sixth of January the ‘Duke’ Syrianus arrived in Alexandria, concentrating in the city drafts from
al the legions stationed in Egypt and Libya. Rumour was active as to the intentions of the
commandant, and Athanasius felt justified in asking him whether he came with any orders from
the Court. Syrianus replied that he did not, and Athanasius then produced the letter of Constantius
referred to above (written 350-351). The magistrates and people joined in the remonstrance, and
at last Syrianus protested ‘by the life of Caesar’ that he would remain quiet until the matter had
been referred to the Emperor. Thisrestored confidence, and on Thursday night, Feb. 8, Athanasius
was presiding at a crowded service of preparation for a Communion on the following morning
(Friday after Septuagesima) in the Church of Theonas, which with the exception of the unfinished
Caesareum was the largest in the city (p. 243). Suddenly the church was surrounded and the doors
broken in, and just after midnight Syrianus and the ‘notary’ Hilary ‘entered with an infinite force
of soldiers.” Athanasius (hisfullest account is p. 263) calmly took his seat upon the throne (in the
recess of the apse), and ordered the deacon to begin the 136th psalm, the peopl e responding at each
verse ‘for Hismercy endureth for ever.” Meanwhile the soldiers crowded up to the chancel, and in
spite of entreaties the bishop refused to escape until the congregation were in safety. He ordered
the prayers to proceed, and only at the last moment a crowd of monks and clergy seized the
Archbishop and managed to convey him in the confusion out of the church in a half-fainting state
(protest of Alexandrians, p. 301), but thankful that he had been able to secure the escape of his

people before hisown (p. 264). From that moment Athanasiuswas|ost to public view for ‘ six years
m and fourteen days (Hist. Aceph., i.e.,, Mechir 13, 356-Mechir 27, 362), ‘for he remembered that
which was written, Hide thyself as it were for a little moment, until the indignation be overpast
(pp. 288, 252, 262). Constantius and the Arians had planned their blow with skill and delivered it
with decisive effect. But they had won a‘ Cadmean Victory.’

88. The Third Exile, 356-362.

The third exile of Athanasius marks the summit of his achievement. I1ts commencement is the
triumph, its conclusion the collapse of Arianism. It is true that after the death of Constantius the
battle went on with variations of fortune for twenty years, mostly under the reign of an ardently
Arian Emperor (364—378). But by 362 the utter lack of inner coherence in the Arian ranks was
manifest to al; theissue of the fight might be postponed by circumstances but could not bein doubt.
The break-up of the Arian power was due to its own lack of reality: as soon as it had a free hand,
it began to go to pieces. But the watchful eye of Athanasiusfollowed each step in the processfrom
his hiding-place, and the event was greatly due to his powerful personality and ready pen, knowing
whom to overwhelm and whom to conciliate, where to strike and where to spare. This period then
of forced abstention from affairs was the most stirring in spiritual and literary activity in thewhole
life of Athanasius. It produced more than half of the treatises which fill thisvolume, and more than
half of his entire extant works. With this we shall have to deal presently; but let it be noted once
for all how completely the amazing power wielded by the wandering fugitive was based upon the
devoted fidelity of Egypt to its pastor. Towns and villages, deserts and monasteries, the very tombs
were scoured by the Imperial inquisitors in the search for Athanasius; but all in vain; not once do
we hear of any suspicion of betrayal. The work of the golden decade was bearing its fruit.
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(1.) On leaving the church of Theonas, Athanasius appears to have made his escape from the
city. If for once we may hazard a conjecture, the numerous cells of the Nitrian desert offered a not
too distant but fairly inpenetrable refuge. He must at any rate have selected a place where he could
gain time to reflect on the situation, and above all ensure that he should be kept well informed of
events from time to time. For in Athanasius we never see the panic-stricken outlaw; he is aways
the general meditating his next movement and full of the prospects of his cause. He made up his
mind to appeal to Constantiusin person. He could not believe that an Emperor would go back upon
his solemn pledges, especially such a voluntary assurance as he had received after the death of
Constans. Accordingly he drew up a carefully elaborated defence (Ap. Const. 1-26) dealing with
the four principal charges against him, and set off through the Libyan™ desert with the intention of
crossing to Italy and finding Constantius at Milan. But while he was on his way, he encountered
rumours confirming the reports of the wholesal e banishment not only of the recal citrants of Milan,
but of Liberius of Rome and the great Hosius of Spain. Next came the news of the severe measures
against Egyptian bishops, and of the banishment of sixteen of their number, coupled with the
violence practised by the troops at Alexandria on Easter Day (p. 248 sq.); however, his journey
was continued, until he received copies of letters from the Emperor, one denouncing him to the
Alexandrians and recommending a new bishop, one George, as their future guide, the other
summoning the princes of Auxumisto send Frumentius (supr. p. xlviii.) to Egypt in order that he
might unlearn what he had been taught by ‘the most wicked Athanasius and receive instruction
from the ‘venerable George.” These letters, which shew how completely the pursuers were off the
scent (p. 249), convinced Athanasiusthat a personal interview was out of the question. He returned
‘into the desert,” and at |ei sure completed hisapology (pp. 249-253), with the view partly of possible
future delivery, partly no doubt of literary circulation. Before turning back, however, he appears
to have drawn up his letter to the bishops of Egypt and Libya, warning them against the formula
(see p. 222) which was being tendered for their subscription, and encouraging them to endure
persecution, which had already begun at least in Libya (Ep. Ag.); the designation of George (87)
was already known, but he had not arrived, nor had Secundus (19) reappeared in Egypt, at any rate
not in Libya (he was there in Lent, 357, p. 294). The letter to the bishops, then, must have been
written about Easter, 356; not long after, because it contains no details of the persecution in Egypt;
not before, for the persecution had already begun, and Athanasiuswas already in Cyrenaica, whence
he turned back not earlier than April (to allow timefor Constantius (1) to hear that Athanasius was
thought to have fled to Ethiopia, (2) to write to Egypt, (3) for copies of the letter to overtake
Athanasius on hisway to Italy. Constantius was at Milan Jan.—April).

Meanwhile in Alexandria disorders had continued. The ‘duke appears to have been either
unablefor atime, or to have thought it needless, to take possession of the churches; but we hear of
aviolent dispersion of worshippersfrom the neighbourhood of the cemetery on Easter Day (p. 249,
cf. the Virgins after Syrianus but before Heraclius, p. 288); while throughout Egypt subscription
to an Arianising formulawas being enforced on the bishops under pain of expulsion. After Easter,
a change of governor took place, Maximus of Nicaea (pp. 301 sqq., 247) being succeeded by

1 The envoys of Magnentius had come from Italy through Libya in 350-351. The ‘desert’ (Apol. Const. 27, 32) must be
theregion between Alxa. and Cyrenaica, not Palestine as Tillem. viii. 186, infersfrom Ep. Z£g. 5. Thereisno evidence that Ath.
left his province during this exile, and Palestine was a most dangerous territory to venture into. The cautious vagueness of his
language, Ep. Ag. 5, while it baffles even our curiosity, yet favours the hypothesis that the events referred to belong to the
Egyptian persecution.
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Cataphronius, who reached Alexandriaon the 10th of June (Hist. Aceph. iv.). He was accompanied
by a Count Heraclius, who brought a letter from Constantius threatening the heathen with severe
measures (pp. 288, 290), unless active hogtilities against the Athanasian party were begun (this
letter was not the one given p. 249; Ath. rightly remarks* it reflected great discredit upon thewriter’).
Heraclius announced that by Imperial order the Churches were to be given up to the Arians, and
compelled all the magistrates, including the functionaries of heathen temples, to sign an undertaking
to execute the Imperial incitements to persecution, and to agree to receive as Bishop the Emperor’s
nominee. These incredible precautions shew the general esteem for Athanasius even outside the
Church, and the misgivings felt at Court as to the reception of the new bishop. The Gentiles
reluctantly agreed, and the next acts of violence were carried out with their aid, * or rather with that
of the more abandoned among them’ (p. 291). On the fourth day from the arrival of Cataphronius,
that isinthe early hours of Thursday, June 13, after a service (which had began overnight, pp. 290,
256 fin., Hist. Aceph. v.), just as all the congregation except a few women had |eft, the church of
Theonas was stormed and violences perpetrated which left far behind anything that Syrianus had
done. Women were murdered, the church wrecked and polluted with the very worst orgies of
heathenism, houses and even tombs were ransacked throughout the city and suburbs on pretence
of ‘seeking for Athanasius.” Sebastian the Manichee, who about thistime succeeded to the military
command of Syrianus, appearsto have carried on these outrages with the utmost zest (yet see Hist.
Ar. 60). Many more bishops were driven into exile (compare the twenty-six of p. 297 with the
‘sixteen’ p. 248, but some may belong to a till later period, see p. 257), and the Arian bishops and
clergy installed, including the bitterly vindictive Secundus in Libya (p. 257). The formal transfer
of churches at Alexandriatook place on Saturday, June 15 (infr., p. 290, note 9): the anniversary
of Eutychius (p. 292) was kept at Alexandria on July 11, (Martyrol. Vetust. Ed. 1668). After a
further delay of ‘ eight months and eleven days George, the new bishop, made his appearance (Feb.
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24, 3577, third Friday in Lent). His previous career™ and character™ were strange qualifications
for the second bishopric in Christendom. He had been a pork-contractor at Constantinople, and
according to his many enemies a fraudulent one; he had amassed considerable wealth, and was a
zealous Arian. Hisviolent temper perhaps recommended him asaman likely to crush the opposition
that was expected. The history of his episcopate may be briefly disposed of here. He entered upon
hisSeein Lent, 357, with an armed force. At Easter he renewed the violent persecution of bishops,
clergy, virgins, and lay people. In the week after Pentecost he let loose the cruel commandant
Sebastian against a number of persons who were worshipping at the cemetery instead of
communicating with himself; many werekilled, and many more banished. The expulsion of bishops
(‘over thirty,” p. 257, cf. other reff. above) was continued (the various data of Ath. are not easy to

72 Thisdate, coming from the common source of the Historia Acephala and Festal Index (i.e. from the accredited Alexandrian
chronology of the period), must be accepted unless there is cogent proof of its incorrectness. No such proof is offered: we have
no positive statement to the contrary, but only (1) the fact that theintrusion of Georgeisrelated, Apol. Fug. 6, immediately after
an attack on the great church, possibly the coup de main of Syrianus, but more probably that of p. 290, note 9, without any hint
of alonginterval. Thisistrue, and if there were no evidence the other way might justify a guess that George came in Lent, 356;
but no one would claim that the passage is conclusive by itself; (2) the ‘improbability’ of George delaying his arrival so long.
Improbability is arelative term; we know too little of George's consecration or movements to justify its use in the present
connection. All the evidence goes to shew that the court party were far from sanguine as to the nature of his reception, and that
their misgivings werewell-founded. The above considerations|ook very small when we compare them with the mass of positive
evidence the other way. (1.) The civil Governor had changed: Maximus held the post on Feb. 8, 356 (Hist. Ar. 81, &c.),
Cataphroniuswhen the churcheswere transferred to the party of George, see below, 6. (2.) The military Commander had changed:
Syrianus was replaced by Sebastian, who appearsjust after the transfer of churches, Hist. Ar. 55-60 (Dr. Brightin D.C.B. i. 194,
note, seems to admit that Sebastian belongs to alater date than the Lent of 356). (3.) The Wednesday (and Thursday) of Hist.
Ar. 55 werenot ‘in Lent.” They suit the data of Hist. Aceph. perfectly well. (4.) Had George arrived before Easter 356, Athan.
would have heard of it ‘in the Desert,” Apol. Const. 27; but he has only heard of his nomination w»voudosfn 28, probably from
the letters given in 8830, 31). (5.) The Letter to the Egyptian bishops was written from Libya or Cyrenaica, when the coercion
of the episcopate had begun: it postulates some time since his expulsion, but George was then (87) only in contemplation. (6.)
Thereis no evidence that the coup de main of Syrianus was other than unpopular in the city. This was reported to Const., who
after the (Easter) outrages on the Virgins (Ap. Const. 27; Hist. Ar. 48), and after the expulsion of the sixteen bishops (Hist. Ar.
54, this was probably about Easter, Ap. Const. 27) sent Heraclius (with the ‘ discreditable’ |etter), in whose company (Hist. Ar.
55) the new Prefect Cataphroniusfirst appears. Thislet loose the refuse of the heathen population as described, ib. 55-60. (7.)
Here the precise statement of the Hist. Aceph. fitsin exactly. The Presbyters and people of Ath. remained in possession of the
Churches until the arrival of the new Prefect, with Count Heraclius, on June 10. (8.) Heracliusis expressly called the precursor
of George (p. 288) and is evidently sent to disarm the reported hostility of the (even heathen) public to the appointment. It may
be added that if we areto take‘ probabilities’ into account, it iseasier to imagine areason for acourt nominee like George having
been slow to take up a dangerous post, than for the Alexandrian chronologists of the day having invented ayear’ sinterval when
none had existed. Montfaucon had already noticed that ‘a good deal must have happened’ between theirruption of Syrianus and
theentry of George. The dataof Athanasiusarefor thefirst time clearly explained by the light thrown on them by the chroniclers.
| should also have urged the fact that the commemoration of George' s Pentecost Martyrs on May 21 in the Roman Martyrology
suits 357 and not 356, had | succeeded in tracing the history of the entry, which has, however, so far eluded my efforts.

73 We are quite in the dark asto when, and by whom, George was consecrated bishop. The statement of Sozomeniv. 8, that
he was ordained by a council of thirty bishops at Antioch, including Theodore of Heraclea, who had died before the exile of
Liberiusin 355 (Thdt. H. E. ii. 16, p. 93. 13), isinvolved in too hopeless a tangle of anachronismsto be of any value for our
enquiry. But that George was ordained in Antioch isinitself likely enough, and if so, his ordination would probably follow close
upon the expulsion of Athanasius. But the repeated assurances of Ath. that George came from court would imply that after his
ordination George went to Italy. That at once puts hisarrival in Alxa. in Lent 356 out of the question.

7 The statements of Ath. asto George are made at secondhand, and must be taken cum grano. He is ‘ notoriously wealthy,’
yet ‘hired’ by the Arians. (Cf. p. 249; but apparently he combined wealth and avarice.) That he was *aheathen’ is certainly
untrue. His ‘ignorance’ isequally so: we know that he was a well-read man and possessed a remarkably good library (D.C.B.
ii. 638). That he had ‘ the temper of ahangman’ (p. 227) isin keeping with all that we know of him, and asto hisgeneral character,
the statements of Athanasius and other churchmen are not stronger than Amm. Marcell. XXI1I. xi. 4 (cf. Gibbon, iii. 171 sqq.,
ed. Smith, but correct hisjeu d’ esprit on ‘S. George and the Dragon’ by Bright, in D.C.B. ubi supra; yet see Stanley, Eastern
Church, Lect. vii. Il1..).
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reconcile, thefirst 16 of p. 257 may bethe‘sixteen’ of p. 248, before Easter, 356: we missthe name
of Serapion in al the lists!) Theodore, Bishop of Oxyrynchus, the largest town of middle Egypt,
upon submitting to George, was compelled by him to submit to reordination. The people refused
to have anything more to do with him, and did without a bishop for along time, until they obtained
apastor in one Heraclides, who is said to have becomea‘ Luciferian.” (Cf. Lib. Prec., and Le Quien
ii. p. 578.) George carried on his tyranny eighteen months, till Aug. 29, 358. His fierce insults
against Pagan worship were accompanied by the meanest and most oppressive rapacity. At last the
populace, exasperated by his ‘adder’s bites (Ammian.), attacked him, and he was rescued with
difficulty. On Oct. 2 he |eft the town, and the party of Athanasius expelled his followers from the
churcheson Oct. 11, but on Dec. 24, Sebastian came in from the country and restored the churches
to the peopl e of George. On June 23, 359, ‘ the notary Paul’ (‘in complicandis calumniarum nexibus
artifex dirus, unde ei Catenaeinditum est cognomentum,” Ammian. Marc. XIV. v., XV. iii.), the
Jeffreys of the day, held a commission of blood, and ‘ vindictively punished many™.” George was
at this time busy with the councils of Seleucia and Constantinople (he was not actually present at
thelatter, Thdt. H. E. ii. 28), and wasin no hurry to return. At last, just after the death of Constantius,
he ventured back, Nov. 26, 361, but on the proclamation of Julian on Nov. 30 was seized by the
populace and thrown into chains; on Dec. 24, ‘impatient of thetediousformsof judicial proceedings,’
the people dragged him from prison and lynched him with the utmost ignominy.

Athanasius meanwhile eluded all search. During part of the year 357—358 he was in conceal ment
in Alexandria itself, and he was supposed to be there two years later (Fest. Ind. xxx., xxxii.; the
latter gives some colour to the tale of Palladius—cf. Soz. v. 6—of his having during part of this
period remained concealed in the house of a Virgin of the church), but the greater part of histime
was undoubtedly spent in the numberless cells of Upper and Lower Egypt, where he was secure of
close concealment, and of loyal and efficient messengersto warn him of danger, keep himinformed
of events, and carry his letters and writings far and wide. The tale of Rufinus (i. 18) that helay hid
al the six yearsin adry cistern is probably a confused version of this general fact. The tombs of
kings and private persons were at this time the common abode of monks (cf. p. 564, note 1; also
Socr. iv. 13, asimilar mistake). Probably we must place the composition of the Life of Antony, the
great classic of Monasticism, at some date during this exile, although the question is surrounded
with difficulties (see pp. 188 sqqg.). The importance of the period, however, lies in the march of
events outside Egypt. (For abrilliant sketch of the desert life of Athanasius see D.C.B. i. 194 sq.;
also Bright, Hist. Treatises, p. Ixxiv. sq.)

(2.) With the accession of Constantius to sole power, the anti-Nicene reaction at last had afree
hand throughout the Empire. Of what elements did it now consist? The origina reaction was
conservativeinits numerical strength, Arianinits motive power. The stream was derived from the
two fountain heads of Paul of Samosata, the ancestor of Arius, and of Origen the founder of the
theology of the Eastern Church generally and especially of that of Eusebius of Caesarea. Flowing
from such heterogeneous sources, the two currents never thoroughly mingled. Common action,
dictated on the one hand by dread of Sabellianism, manipulated on the other hand by wire-pullers

7 p. 497. George was at Sirmium in the Spring of 359 (Soz. (v. 16). Paul Catena came to Alxa. from asimilar commission
at Scythopolis. He was apparently aided in both places by Modestus the Comes Orientis. From Liban. Ep. 205, we gather, to the
credit of George, that he wastheintermediary of requestsfor mitigation on some of the sentences. Hewas at thistime at Antioch,
from whence also ‘ Ex Comitatu Principis,” Amm. XXII. xi., he returned to Alxa. in 361, evidently before he had heard of the
Emperor’ s death. (Sievers, pp. 138 s9.)
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intheinterest of Arianism, united the East till after the death of Constantine in the campaign against
the leaders of Nicas. Then for the last ten years of the life of Constans, Arianism, or rather the
Reaction, had its ‘stationary period’ (Newman). The chaos of creeds at the Council of Antioch
(supr. p. xliv.) shewed the presence of discordant aims; but opposition to Western interference, and
the urgent panic of Photinus and his master, kept them together: the lead was still taken by the
Arianisers, asisshewn by the continued prominence of the fourth Antiochene Creed at Philippopolis
(343), Antioch (344), and Sirmium (351). But the second or Lucianic Creed was on record as the
protest of the conservative majority, and was not forgotten. Y et until after 351, when Photinus was
finally got rid of and Constantius master of the world, the reaction was still embodied in a fairly
compact and united party. But now the latent heterogeneity of the reaction began to make itself
felt. Differing in source and motive, thetwo main currents madein different directions. Theinfluence
of Aristotle and Paul and Lucian set steadily toward a harder and more consistent Arianism, that
of Plato and the Origenists toward an understanding with the Nicenes.

(a.) Theoriginal Arians, now gradually dying out, were all tainted with compromise and political
subserviency. Arius, Asterius, Eusebius of Nicomedia, and the rest (Secundus and Theonas are the
solitary exception), were all at one time or another, and in different degrees, willing to make
concessions and veil their more objectionabl e tenets under some evasive confession. But in many
cases temporary humiliation produced its natural result in subsequent uncompromising defiance.
Thisis exemplified in the history of Valens and Ursacius after 351. Valens, especidly, figures as

N\ the head of a new party of ‘Anomaeans’ or ultra-Arians. The rise of this party is associated with
the name of Aetius, its after-history with that of his pupil Eunomius, bishop of Cyzicus from 361.
It was marked by a genuine scorn for the compromises of earlier Arianism, from which it differed
in nothing except its more resolute sincerity. The career of Aetius (D.C.B. i. 50, sqq.) was that of
astruggling, self-made, self-confident man. A pupil of the Lucianists (supr., p. xxviii.), he shrunk
from none of the irreverent conclusions of Arianism. His loud voice and clear-cut logic lost none
of their effect by fear of offending the religious sensibilities of others. In 350 Leontius ordained
him deacon, with alicence to preach, at Antioch; but Flavian and Diodorus (see above, 87) raised
such a storm that the cautious bishop felt obliged to suspend him. On the appointment of George
hewasinvited to Alexandria, whither Eunomiuswas attracted by hisfame asateacher. Hisinfluence
gradually spread, and he found many kindred spirits among the bishops. The survivorsof theorigina
Arianswere with him at heart, as also were men like Eudoxius, bishop of Germanicia (of Antioch,
358, of CP. 360), who fell as far behind Aetius in sincerity as he surpassed him in profanity; the
Anomoaans (avouoiog) were numerically strong, and morally even more so; they were the wedge
which eventually broke up the reactionary mass, rousing the sincere horror of the Conservatives,
commanding the sometimes dissembled but always real sympathy of the true Arians, and seriously
embarrassing the political Arians, whose one aim was to keep their party together by disguising
differences of principle under some convenient phrase.

(b.) Thislatter party were headed by Acaciusin the East and in the West by Valens, who while
inreality, as stated above, making play for the Anomoean cause, was diplomatist enough to use the
influential * party of no principle’ as hisinstrument for the purpose. Vaens during the whol e period
of the sole reign of Constantius (and in fact until his own death about 375) was the heart and soul
of the new and last phase of Arianism, namely of the formal attempt to impose an Arian creed upon
the Churchinlieu of that of Nicaea. But this could only be done by skilful use of less extreme men,
and in thetrickery and statecraft necessary for such apurpose Vaenswasfacile princeps. Hismain

liv
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supporter in the East was A cacius, who had succeeded to the bishoprick, thelibrary, and the doctrina
position of his preceptor Eusebius of Caesarea. The latter, aswe saw (p. Xxvii. note 5), represented
‘the extreme left’ of the conservative reaction, meeting the right wing, or rather the extreme
concessions, of pure Arianism asrepresented by itsofficial advocate Asterius, whomin fact Eusebius
had defended against the onslaught of Marcellus. In so far then as the stream of pure Arianism
could be mingled with the waters of Conservatism, Acacius was the channel in which they joined.
Eusebius had not been an Arian, neither was Acacius; Eusebius had theological convictions, but
lacked clearness of perception, Acaciuswas a clear-headed man but without convictions; Eusebius
was substantially conservative in his theology, but tainted with political Arianism; Acacius was a
political Arian first, and anything you please afterwards. On the whole, his sympathies seem to
have been conservative, but he manifests a rooted dislike of principle of any kind. He appoints
orthodox bishops (Philost. v. 1), but quarrels with them as soon as he encounters their true mettle,
Cyril in 358, Méeletius in 361; he befriends Arians, but betrays the too honest Aetius in 360. His
ecclesiastical career begins with the council of four creedsin 341; in controversy with Marcellus
he developed the concessions of Asterius till he almost reached the Nicene standard; he hailed
effusively the Anomaosan Creed of Vaensin 358 (Soz. iv. 12), and in 359-60 forced that of Nike
in its amended form upon the Eastern Church far and wide. He is next heard of, signing the
‘Opoovatov, in 363, and lastly (Socr. iv. 2) under Vaensis named again aong with Eudoxius. The
real opinions of a man with such arecord are naturally not easy to determine, but we may be sure
that he was in thorough sympathy with the policy of Constantius, namely the union of all parties
in the Church on the basis of subserviency to the State.

Thedifficulty wasto find aformula. Thetest of Nicasa could not be superseded without putting
something in its place, which should include Arianism as effectually as the other had excluded it.
Such atest was eventually (after 357) found in the word Suotog™. It was aword with agood Catholic
history. Wefind it used freely by Athanasiusin hisearlier anti-Arian writings, and it was thoroughly
current in conservative theology, as for example in Cyril’s Catecheses (he has Suotov kata tag
ypadg and Suotov kata mavta). It would therefore permit even the full Nicene belief. On the
other hand many of the more earnest conservative theologians had begun to reflect on what was
involved in the ‘likeness of the Son to the Father, and had formulated the conviction that this
likeness was essential, not, as the Arians held, acquired. Thiswasin fact afair inference from the
ovoiag anapaAlakrov eikdva of the Dedication Creed. This question made an agreement between
men like Vaens and Basil difficult, but it could be evaded by keeping to the simple Guotov, and
deprecating non-scriptural precision. Lastly, there were the Anomaoaans to be considered. Now the
Suotov had the specious appearance of flatly contradicting this repellent avowal of the extremists;
but to Vaens and his friends it had the substantial recommendation of admitting it in reality.
‘Likeness isarelativeterm. If two thingsare only ‘like' they areipso facto to some extent unlike;
the two words are not contradictories but correlatives, and if the likeness is not essential, the
unlikenessis. Sofar then asthe*Homaosan' party rested on any doctrinal principleat al, that principle
wasthe principle of Arius; and that ishow Valensforwarded the Anomosan cause by putting himsel f

76 We cannot fix the date when thisword wasfirst adopted as a shibboleth. It occurs, but not conspicuously, in the Macrostich’
of 344, but not in any other creed till the ‘dated’ symbol of 359. But if (as Kriger, Lucif, p. 42, note, assumes) the o6potovoiov
was adopted as a protest against the bald Spotov, the latter must have been current long before 357, when the former was
proscribed. | incline to regard the Suotov (as a test word) as alater rival to the d6potovoiov
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at the head of the Homaeans. His plan of campaign had steadily matured. The deposition of Photinus
in 351 had sounded the note of war, Arlesand Milan (353-5) and the expulsion of Athanasius (356)
had cleared the field of opponents, George was now in possession at Alexandria, and in the summer
of 357 the triumph of Arianism was proclaimed. A small council of bishops met at Sirmium and
published a Latin Creed, insisting strongly (1) on the unigue Godhead of the Father, (2) on the
subjection of the Son ‘along with all things subjected to Him by the Father,” and (3) strictly
proscribing the terms opooveiov, ouotoveiov, and all discussion of ovsia, as unscriptural and
inscrutable.
This manifesto was none the less Anomoaan for not explicitly avowing the obnoxious phrase.
It forbids the definition of the ‘likeness as essential, and does not even condescend to use the
Guotov at al. The Nicene definition is for the first time overtly and bluntly denounced, and the
‘conservatives are commanded to hold their peace. The ‘Sirmium blasphemy’ was indeed a
trumpet-blast of defiance. The echo came back from the Homoaans assembled at Antioch, whence
Eudoxius the new bishop, Acacius, and their friends addressed the Pannonians with a letter of
N\ thanks. But the blast heralded the collapse of the Arian cause; the Reaction ‘fell to pieces the
moment Arianism ventured to haveapolicy of itsown’ (Gwatkin, p. 158, the whole account should
be consulted). Not only did orthodox Gaul, under Phoebadius of Agen, the most stalwart of the
lesser men whom Milan had spared, meet in synod and condemn the blasphemy, but the conservative
East was up in arms against Arianism, for the first time with thorough spontaneity. Times were
changed indeed; the East was at war with the West, but on the side of orthodoxy against Arianism.
(c) We must now take account of the party headed by Basil of Ancyra and usually (since
Epiphanius), but with some injustice, designated as Semi-Arians. Their theological ancestry and
antecedents have been aready sketched (pp. xxvii., xxxv.); they are the representatives of that
conservatism, moulded by the neo-Asiatic, or modified Origenist tradition, which warmly condemned
Arianism at Nicaag, but acquiesced with only half a heart in the test by which the Council resolved
to excludeit. They furnished the numerical strength, the material basissoto call it, of the anti-Nicene
reaction; but the reaction on their part had not been Arian in principle, but in part anti-Sabellian,
in part the empirical conservatism of men whose own principles are vague and ill-assorted, and
who fail to follow the keener sight which distinguishes the higher conservatism from the lower.
They lent themselves to the purposes of the Eusebians (a name which ought to be dropped after
342) on purely negative grounds and in view of questions of personal rights and accusations. A
positive doctrinal formula they did not possess. But in the course of years reflexion did its work.
A younger generation grew up who had not been taught to respect Nicaea, nor yet had imbibed
Arian principles. Cyril at Jerusalem, Meletius at Antioch, are specimens of a large class. The
Dedication Creed at Antioch represents an early stage in the growth of this body of conviction,
conviction not absolutely uniform everywhere, asthe result shews, but still with adistinct tendency
to settle down to aformal position with regard to the great question of the age. There was nothing
in the Nicene doctrine that men like this did not hold: but the word 6uooteiov opened the door to
the dreaded Sabellian error: was not the history of Marcellus and Photinus a significant comment
upon it? But if ovsia meant not individuality, but specific identity (supr., p. xxxi. sg.) even this
term might be innocently admitted. But to make that meaning plain, what was more effective than
the insertion of an iota? ‘Ouotovotog, then, was the satisfactory test which would banish Arius and
Marcellus alike. Who first used the word for the purpose, we do not know, but its first occurrence
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isits prohibition in the ‘blasphemy’ of Valensin 357. The leader of the ‘semi-Arians’ in 357 was
Basil of Ancyra, aman of deep learning and high character. George of Laodicea, an original Arian,
wasin active but short-lived” alliance with the party, other prominent membersof it were Eustathius,
Bishop of Sebaste (Sivas), Eleusius of Cyzicus, Macedonius of Constantinople, Eusebius of Emesa,
Cyril of Jerusalem, and Mark of Arethusa, ahigh-minded but violent man, who representsthe ‘ left’
wing of the party as Cyril and Basil represent the ‘right.’

Now the‘trumpet-blast’ of Vaensgavebirthtothe’ Semi-Arians asaformal party. An attempt
was made to reunite the reaction on a Homoean basis in 359, but the events of that year made the
breach more open than ever. The tendency towards the Nicene position which received itsimpul se
in 357 continued unchecked until the Nicene cause triumphed in Asia in the hands of the
‘conservatives of the next generation.

Immediately after the Acacian Synod at Antioch early in 358, George of Laodicea, who had
reasons of his own for indignation against Eudoxius, wrote off in hot haste to warn Basil of the
fearful encouragement that was being given to the doctrines of Aetiusin that city. Basil, who was
in communication (through Hilary) with Phoebadius and his colleagues, had invited twelve
nei ghbouring bishops to the dedication of achurch in Ancyraat thistime, and took the opportunity
of drawing up asynodical letter insisting on the Essential Likeness of the Son to the Father (Guotov
Kat ovoiav), and eighteen anathemas directed against Marcellus and the Anomaeans. (The censure
of opoovotlov 1 tavtoovastov isagainst the Marcellian sense of the 6uoovoiov). Basil, Eustathius,
and Eleusius then proceeded to the Court at Sirmium and were successful in gaining the ear of the
Emperor, who at this time had a high regard for Basil, and apparently obtained the ratification by
a council, at which Valens, &c., were present, of a composite formula of their own (Newman’'s
‘semi-Arian digest of three Confessions’) which was also signed by Liberius, who was thereupon
sent back to Rome. (Soz. iv. 15 is our only authority here, and his account of the formula is not
very clear: he seems to mean that two, not three, confessions were combined. (Cf. p. 449, note 4.)
On the whole, it is most probable that the ‘fourth’ Antiochene f