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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.

THE Second Edition is in the main a reprint of the first,
with a few passages inserted (by the courtesy of Messrs
Longmans) from my Arian Controversy, a few corrections and
amendments, and some account taken of more recent work
on the subject.

I have not however been in a position to give it the
thorough revision I could have wished, so that some things
are left unaltered which do not now fully satisfy me. The
whole question of Antony in particular urgently needs a com-
prehensive revision from the Coptic side, which few of us
are competent to give. Dom Butler has made a good be-
ginning, though he rightly points out that others may differ
greatly from him in their estimate of some conspicnous parts
of the evidence. Without entering on particular criticism, it
may safely be said that the investigation neceds to be much
more closely connected with the whole development of Roman
Egypt. What for example was the exact relation of Christian
asceticism to the old pagan asceticism ?

I may add that I cannot follow another of my critics in
setting down Athanasius as a genuine ascetic. If indeed all
self-denial be called asceticism, there must be a good deal of
asceticismm in every character that is not contemptible: but if
the word be limited as it ought to be to self-demal resting
on an idea that the pleasures of sense are of the nature of
sin, there are eomparatively few traces of it in Athanasius.

Paignrox,
July 1900.



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION (1882).

THE present work is not so much a formal history of Arian-
ism as a review of the forces at work in the different stages of
the controversy, traced out with special regard to the sequence
of events and to their connexion with the social characteristics
and political history of the Empire. Thus I have felt at liberty
in most cases to omit detailed accounts of well-known scenes,
and sometimes to leave out subjects of great importance.
Anything indeed pretending to the character of a monograph
would have been quite beyond my power in the fragments of
time which have been at my disposal.

No student is likely to doubt that there is ample room for
such a review. Too many of the current church histories pay
more attention to the lives of individuals than to the deeper
movements of the time, and not unfrequently miss the signifi-
cance even of these by limiting themselves too strictly to
ecclesiastical affairs. Not a few of them also systematically
ignore the discoveries of the last forty years. For example, the
old date for the council of Sardica is still allowed to stultify
history, though it has been untenable since the discovery of the
Festal Letters. The lives of Antony and Hilarion are not yet
recognised to be mere romances and we are still gravely told
that the Nicene creed was formally revised at Constantinople.
Some are not ashamed even to revive the Athanasian author-
ship of the Quicunque. The Benedictines did a noble work in
their generation, but even their oversights are only too faith-
fully copied.

Far be it from us to undervalue the gigantic labour of



PREFACE. ix

Godefroy or Montfaugon, Valesius or Tillemont; but we do
them no honour by slavish copying. What we need is a closer
analysis of our original authorities. What is the exact value for
example of those parts of Socrates or Sozomen which cannot
be traced to Rufinus or Athanasius? What is the relation of
the two historians to each other, and of Theodoret to both, and
what fragments of original matter can be gleaned from the late
Byzantines ? It is a mere question of labour to settle these
questions, and it has not been done yet. The little of 1t which
has fallen to my share mostly concerns Rufinus and the Chro-
nicon Paschale. When once it i1s completely done, we may hope
to be spared the frequent scandal of seeing the consensus ecclesice
resolve itself into some mendacious novel-writer and his tail of
copyists.

Now for my obligations to modern writers'. These are
mostly due to the Germans. The only general history I have
used much 1s Neander’s, though Baur is often suggestive. 'The
monographs however are numerous and of the highest value.
The chief of them are Zahn's Marcellus, Rode’s and Miicke’s
Julian, Keim’s Constantin, Reinkens’ Hilarius, Ullmann’s Gre-
gorius, Weingarten's Ursprung des Monchtums with Keim'’s
reply and Israél’s extension, and especially the laborious works
of Sievers. Doctrine is represented by Dorner, Nitzsch and
Caspari’s Quellen, and on Athanasius we have Killing, and the
complementary works of Voigt and Atzberger. The Roman
Catholic view is given by Mohler and Hefele, and the secular
side of the history by Preuss, Richter, Hertzberg, Pallmann,
von Wietersheim and Kaufmann. Burckhardt’s Constantin
and Dahn’s Kinige der Germanen unfortunately reached my
hands too late to be used. Standard works on antiquities and
literature hardly need mention, such as Marquardt or Kuhn,
Teuffel, Wattenbach, Ebert or Nicolai, or Herzog’s Realencyclo-
pidie, so far as the new edition is yet published.

English writers are fewer, and too many of them little better
than copyists or partizans. By far the most suggestive work is

! Full titles are given on p. xii.
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Dr Hort’s Two Dissertations. Mr Hateh’s Organization of the
Early Christian Churches bears more on an earlier period; but
I have learned much from the unrivalled monographs of Bishop
Lightfoot and Mr Rendall on Euscbins of Cewsarea and on
Julian’s attack on Christianity, and from the thoughtful articles
of Dr Reynolds and Mr Wordsworth in the Dictionary of
Christian Biography. For chronology we have Clinton’s great
Fasti Romant, though a new edition of it is much needed ; and
among secular historians, Gibbon is still beyond comparison.
His dislike of Christianity rather limits than distorts his view;
but its outbreaks of Roman Jingoism (if the word may be
allowed) need to be checked at every step by the juster views of
Finlay, Freeman or Professor Seecley. The last original con-
tribution to this part of the subject is Mr Hodgkin's interesting
work on [taly and her Invaders. In case the reader should
notice in the present work coincidences with a review of this
last which appeared in the Church Quarterly, it may be as well
to acknowledge its authorship.

Comparatively little has been done in France since the
Revolution. Of recent writers Broglie is lively enough, but
too much of a special pleader, while Fialon’s works are hardly
more than spirited and suggestive sketches. Monographs are
scarce, but we may name Chastel’s Destruction du Paganisme
and Couret’s Palestine. Montaut’s Questions historiques is also
deserving of mention, and the names of some minor works are
given below. Still there are few French students of the Nicene
age who will bear comparison with the best writers of Germany
or England, or with the giant scholars of the Ancien Régime.

My best thanks are due for the sympathy and advice of many
friends, especially Mr Graves and Professors Mayor and Bonney
of St John’s College, and Mr W. E. Barnes of St Peter’s College ;
also for more than one oral hint to Professors Hort and Swainson.

The errors of my predecessors 1 have usually corrected
in respectful silence, and I trust my own will not be found
unpardonable. 1 have at least worked over the originals and
endeavoured to make their thoughts my own.



PREFACE. xi

I rise from my subject with an ever-deepening sense of its
surpassing grandeur. The Epic of Arianism will task a much
abler hand than mine. But let me claim here a student’s
privilege to record my conviction that the old Eastern contro-
versies on the Person of the Lord were not mere word-battles in
their own time. Neither arc they obsolete in ours; for they
have a direct bearing on our modern scientific difficulties. In a
few years the theory of evolution may be as firmly established as
that of gravitation. The evidence of genealogy can be applied to
other things beside textual criticism. It has already thrown a
new light on some of the most difficult problems connected with
the history of life, such as those presented by the fauna of New
Zealand or Madagascar ; and the method is capable of a vast ex-
tension as materials accumulate. But whatever evolution may
explain, it cannot explain itself. However clearly it may enable
us to trace through past ages the working of a power of life, it
will never tell us what that power is, or how it came upon the
earth. Whatever we may find inside the domain of matter, our
cunning must for ever fail us on the mysterious borderland
where we come face to face with powers of another order. Yet
if our Saviour’s resurrection is historic fact, the whole mystery
of the Incarnation must have some true kinship to the laws of
God in nature, and the Person of the Lord must be a solid link
between the world of matter and a world beyond. Now the
definition of Chalcedon was not drawn up by men of science,
but by bishops; neither was it reached by any zoological in-
vestigation, but by the study of Secripture : yet that memorable
formula—ain0ds, Tenéws, adiarpétws, acvyyvTtws—in which
Hooker sums up the council’s work, seems to point to a
universal law which rules at every meeting-point of carth and
heaven, of matter and the spirit world. Adolphe Monod’s
thought will bear extension. The likeness is not merely of the
personal Word of God to his written word. It extends also
to at least the Christian conception of prophecy and miracle,
to the whole problem of grace and freewill, and even to

1 Swainson Jduthority of the New Testament 144.
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this material frame of ours. The unrcasoning confusion of
spirit with matter is just as gross a superstition as their
arbitrary separation.

Our first impulse may be to dismiss as fanciful the idea that
there is a true analogy of the Chalcedonian doctrine to the
constitution of nature. Yet the more we ponder it, the more it
seems to challenge explanation. Every disbeliever is at least a
witness that it is no foregone conclusion from fixed laws of
human thought. Little as we know for certain, that little is
full of solemn meaning. It points to much, and may hercafter
be the clue to more. The eyes of sense survey the realm
of matter, the arms of faith stretch outward to the spirit world,
and heavenly light will one day fill the intervening gulf of death.
That light is cven now the light of men; and whenever the
scales of sin fall from our darkened eyes, we shall recognize in
it the brightness of immortal Love, the effulgence of his glory
who liveth and was dead, and is alive for evermore, and hath the
keys of death and Hades.
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CHAPTER 1L
INTRODUCTORY SKETCH.

EcCLESIASTICAL history is the spiritual counterpart of secular,
running in the same channel all along its course, pervading it
and permeated by it with the subtlest and most various in-
fluences. The worshippers of material progress may ignore the
one, the ascetics of historic study may despise the other, but the
two form one organic and indissoluble whole. History is one
in breadth as well as length, claiming for a single record every
aspect of human welfare as well as every age of man’s existence
on the earth. And if we look to their deeper relations, the
movements of ecclesiastical history are of much the same sort as
those of secular, due to similar causes and often fairly coincident
even in date. The wranglings of theologians no more make up
the one than the intrigues of politicians constitute the other.
In both we see periods of splendour and of deep corruption, of
heroic effort and of selfish quarrelling, of creative energy and
of ignoble stagnation. In both we find trains of obscure causes
silently transforming the face of history, or bursting out in
earthquake shocks which seem to break its continuity. These
sudden revolutions are the problems of history, and it is in
their study that we can best trace the forces which in times of
quiet are working underneath.

Such a problem, and one of the most striking in the whole
course of ecclesiastical history, is the reaction which followed
the Council of Nicea. Arianism had started with a vigour
promising a great career, and in a few years seemed no unequal
claimant for the supremacy of the East. But its strength
collapsed the moment the Council met, withered up by the
universal reprobation of the Christian world. The fathers at

G. 1
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Nicza condemned it all but unanimously, and their subscription
held them to their decision. The very creed of Christendom
was amended in order to exclude the heresy for ever, and its
few faithful defenders were sent into exile as the penalty of
stubborn misbelief. Arianism seemed hopelessly crushed when
the Council closed.

Yet it instantly renewed the contest, and fought with
orthodoxy on equal terms for nothing less than the dominion
of the world. It was a hard-fought struggle—more than half a
century of ups and downs and stormy controversy—but Arianism
for a long time had the best of it. Even when extinguished
by Theodosius (379—395) as a political power inside the Empire,
it was able to fall back upon its converts among the northern
nations. Its future was far from hopeless till the fall of the
Gothic power in Aquitaine (507) and Italy (553), and the
long contest was ended only by the conversion of the Visigoths
and Lombards at the end of the sixth century.

This is the history as it appears on the surface. But why
was not Arianism crushed at once by its overwhelming defeat at
Nicea ? Where did it find strength for a battle of giants like
this?  Where were the elements of moral power which so long
sustained it ? These are the questions which force themselves
upon us; and no true student will be content to pass them by.
Its extent and duration are enough to shew that it was no
mere outbreak of unmeaning wickedness. There must have
been historic causes for its victories, historic causes also for its
decline and fall.

Few will look to Arian doctrine as a source of Arian
strength. Some attractions it certainly had. It seemed simpler
than orthodoxy, and was more symmetrical than Semiarianism,
more human than Sabellianism, while to the heathen it sounded
very Christian. But as a system, Arianism was utterly
illogical and unspiritual, a eclear step back to heathenism,
and a plain anachronism even for its own time. It began
by attempting to establish Christian positions, and ended by
subverting each and all of them. It maintained the unity
of God by opening the door to polytheism. It upheld the
Lord’s divinity by making the Son of God a creature, and
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then worshipped him to escape the reproach of heathenism.
It lost even his true humanity in a phantastic? theory of the
Incarnation which refused the Son of Man a human soul.
Above all, no true revelation of love could come from a God
of abstract infinity and mystery, condemned to stand aloof
for ever from the world lest it perish at his touch; no true
atonement from a created mediator, neither truly God nor truly
man; no true sanctification from a subject Spirit far beneath
the dignity even of the first of creatures. In a word, there
could be no intrinsic strength in a system which covered the
whole field of Christian doctrine with the ruins of its pretentious
failures.

Some again will answer that Arianism ceased to be a
religious belief when its defenders signed a creed at the bid-
ding of a heathen emperor, and that it was henceforth nothing
better than a court faction dependent on back-stairs intrigues,
so that we shall waste our time if we condescend to enquire
whether its leaders had any definite belief at all. On this
theory the Arian reaction was nothing more than as it were an
accident of history, an outbreak of imperial wickedness and
tyranny against an orthodox and unoffending church.

There is an clement of truth in this, for all authorities are
agreed that Arian successes began and ended with Arian
command of the palace. We might disregard the complaints
of zealots like Lucifer of Calaris; but Athanasius puts the
matter quite as plainly in the writings of his exile, and even
Hilary’s calmer spirit breaks out a little later in language
scarcely falling short of Lucifer's unmeasured violence. It is
clear that Arianism worked throughout by court intrigue and
military outrage, and that the Semiarian leaders were all
infected with the stain of persecution. In the West indeed
Arianism scarcely had any legitimate footing at all. The
Council of Milan might be overawed with soldiers, that of
Ariminum worn out by delays and cajolery ; but the victory was

! So Eustathius of Antioch (Migne demonstrare, quia non phantastice et
Patrol. xviii. 694). Homini vero heec  putative, sed ipsa veritate totum homi-
applicanda sunt proprie, qui ex anima  nem indutus est Deus perfecte assu-
constat et corpore; congruit enim ex mens.
ipsis humanis et innoxiis motibus

1—2
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ephemeral, and the conquerors remained isolated in a crowd
of hostile bishops.

It is a coarse view of history which can see nothing in it but
the flash of swords. We are told in effect that the Empire was
a despotism, which we knew before ; and that the initiative had
to come from the court, which was also clear. But this is all.
We get no account of the forces on which the reaction must
have depended—for even a despot must have a party of some
sort behind him. Nor is it any credit to the Nicene church, or
even barc historic justice, to represent it in this manner as a
crowd of timeservers and emperor-worshippers. The long re-
sistance, for example, of the Semiarians at Seleucia is in striking
contrast to the abject servility of the Eastern bishops in the
age of Justinian or Ireme. If Constantius carried his point,
it was only by deceiving the deputies of the council, not by
overcoming the council itself. The long struggle shews that
the recalcitrant bishops at least had a belief of their own,
independent of the emperor’s. Nor are there wanting in the
reaction evidently respectable elements to shew that if 1t was a
court intrigue, it was also something more. It was not with a
mere synagogue of Satan that men like Cyril of Jerusalem,
Dianius of Casarea, and Meletius of Antioch so long took part.
Nor is it to a conspiracy of atheists and blasphemers that we owe
almost all the mission work of Christendom in that age of deep
despair when the Empire seemed dragging the whole order of
nature after it to ruin.

This may suffice for the present to shew that the Arian
reaction was more than a mere court intrigue, and needs a
closer analysis of its constituent elements. We must therefore
take up the neglected data, examining the initial relation of
Arianism to contemporary thought and education, heathen as
well as Christian, the actual state of parties in the Nicene
Council, and their mutual reactions as far as the Council of
Constantinople.

Our first task is to form a clear conception of the develop-
ment of the doctrine of the Person of Christ at the appearance
of Arius—to find out what principles had been already laid down
and how far they were generally accepted ; what problems came
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next for solution, how far they were already answered, and
what difficulties stood in the way of further progress. A mere
sketch of results may suffice for the earlier period®.

In the first place then Christianity inherited from Judaism
together with the scriptures of the Old Testament, their funda-
mental prineiple of the unity of God and the distinetion of the
divinity from the world, in clear opposition to every Hellenic
confusion of it with the world, whether as pervading the whole
or as distributed among its parts. It was yet to be seen whether
it was possible to rest in earlier views of the divine essence as
lying in abstract infinity or isolation from the world; but so
far as regards its mere unity and distinction from the world,
the declarations of the Gospel were as emphatic as those of
Judaism.

But side by side with the unity of God, Christianity held as
its own fundamental doctrine the historic fact of the coming
of the Lord, the Incarnation and the Resurreetion, with all
their momentous consequences. It was not orthodoxy alone
which felt from the first that the Person of the Lord must have
a universal and eternal meaning, stretching over history
and reaching back to the' inmost sphere of the divine.
Ebionism shews us the old Jewish spirit struggling with this
conviction, and Gnosticism itself in all its varied forms is little
more than Oriental thought moditied and often mastered by it.
And in the third century, when Christianity had lived down
early scandal, even heathenism became dimly conscious of the
secret of its strength, and would willingly have cnrolled the
Crucified in its strange Pantheon of the benefactors of mankind,
along with Orpheus and Moses, Soerates and Abraham. Far
more did the Christian church feel that the fulness of the Lord
is more than human fulness, that the life which flows from him
is more than human life, that the atonement through him is
with the Supreme himself, that the Person of the Lord is the
infinite and final revelation of the Father. Thus the Lord’s
divinity was from the first as fixed an axiom of Christianity as

. ! Fuller accounts are given in the the doctrines of Athanasius: also
histories of doctrine; esp. Dorner, Harnack Dogmengesch.
Nitzsch, and Voigt and Atzberger for
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the unity of God, while his humanity was plainly declared
by the original apostolic testimony, and both together were
necessary to give reality to the Incarnation. It remained to
reconcile this view of the Lord’s Person with the first funda-
mental principle of the unity of God.

The earliest Christian writers were hardly conscious of the
problem before them. Their greatness was in life rather than
in thought, and their works are one long hymn of overflowing
thankfulness for the gift of life in Christ. Their task was rather
to repeat the apostolic testimony than to discuss it, to urge
historic facts rather than to deduce their dogmatic consequences.
Hence it is on the Lord’s divinity that they lay special stress, as
the obvious distinction of Christian from Judaic and philosophic
belief alike. But they merely insist upon it as a historic fact, and
their utmost endeavour is to prove its correspondence with the
prophecies and types of the Old Testament. They scarcely seem
to see the difficulty of reconciling divinity with suffering—for
this rather than the Resurrection was the stumbling-block of
their time. “If he suffered,” said the Ebionites, “he was
not divine.” “If he was divine,” answered the Docetists,
“his sufferings were unreal” The subapostolic Fathers were
content to reply that he was divine and that he truly suffered,
without attempting to explain the difficulty. Thus the church
had yet to pass from the traditional assertion of the Lord’s full
deity to its deliberate enunciation in clear consciousness of the
difficulties involved in it.

But a firmer base waswanted for research. The Old Testament
needed the teaching of the Lord for its own interpretation, and
even the apostolic tradition became more and more dependent
on the evidence of documents. As soon as Christianity had
Scriptures of its own, Christian research could work upon them,
and soon essayed the central problem of the Person of the Lord.
Even the second century was a period of greater literary activity
than its scanty relics would seem to shew. The last collector of
the Lord’s discourses from the lips of his disciples was also the
first orthodox commentator on the Gospels. Apologists started
up in all directions to defend the truth of Christianity or to
put its doctrines in a clearer form. Quadratus, Aristides, Justin,
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Tatian, Theophilus and Athenagoras all belong to this period.
Christian antiquities called forth the work of Hegesippus,
Christian controversies those of Agrippa Castor, Melito, Mil-
tiades, Claudius Apollinarius and Dionysius of Corinth ; and
even fiction has its representatives in the Shepherd of Hermas,
the Clementine writings, and a host of spurious gospels. Scrip-
ture also was studied then as well as now, as we see from the
commentary of Papias, the Diatessaron of Tatian, and the
Muratorian fragment on the Canon. Even the heretics, though
their voluminous writings have mostly perished, contributed the
labours of Marcion and others? to its criticism, those of Basilides,
Ptolemzus and Heracleon to its interpretation. And if much
of this literature is unsatisfactory, and scarcely any of it reaches
the highest excellence, it marks at any rate a period of busy
study.

When once investigation reached the doctrine of the Lord’s
Person, its difficulties became apparent. 1t also became evident
that the method of the subapostolic Fathers was inadequate.
As heresy was dislodged from its broad denials of the historic
facts of the revelation, so it drove orthodoxy from its bare
assertions of them. The appeal to the “rule of faith” or
historical® tradition which could only urge the reality of the
facts, was useless now that the question was of their interpre-
tation, There was nothing left but to fall back more and

1 Anon. ap. Eus. H. E. v. 28.
2 Early references to the ‘‘rule of
faith” are collected by Swainson

Law and the Prophets with the cove-
nant given during the Lord’s presence
on earth”; or, in other words, the

Nicene and Apostles’ Creeds pp. 26—47.
It is important to notice their histori-
cal character and cautious adherence
to the bare facts without any attempt
to build dogmatic schemes upon them.

Clement of Alexandria may serve
as an example. He speaks much like
Iren®us of a wapddoois Strom. i. § 11,
p. 322, or of & true yrdoes Strom. vi.
§ 68, p. 774, committed by the Lord to
his disciples, and by them delivered in
due course to the yrworikol (not neces-
sarily the bishops) of later times. He
also appeals under variant names to a
kavwy ékkAnoiactikbs, through neglect
of which the Gnostic errors had arisen.
But this he defines Strom. vi. § 125,
p. 803, to be ‘‘the agreement of the

traditional principle of the continuity
of Seripture. Instead of being an in-
dependent source of doctrine, the xavaw
éxkAnoiaoTikds is nothing more than
the confession that each part of Serip-
ture is an authoritative commentary
on the other. Thus when Clement
draws upon tradition, it is only for
allegorical embellishments of the Old
Testament, of which a large store had
by this time been accumulated in the
chureh. Yet he can scarcely mean to
say that the whole of his mystical
explanation of the decalogue was
received from tradition. On these sub-
jects see Kaye Clement pp. 362—396;
Westcott in Dict. of Chr. Biogr.; also
Faye’s Clément d’ Alexandrie.
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more upon the grammatical meaning of the documents which
embodied it, and trust to the abiding presence of the Holy
Spirit by whose providence they were first written. And this
is the course taken by all the great leaders of the Eastern
Church from Irenzus® and the School of Alexandria to Athan-
asius and Cyril. As each fresh theory came forward, it was
tested by a new appeal to the living voice of Scripture; and
according to the result of that appeal it was either accepted like
Origen’s theory of the cternal generation, or rejected like the
schemes of Arius or Sabellius. Conservative ignorance or in-
dolence might prefer the easier reference to tradition, but only
decaying churches endeavour to return to the childish things
which Christianity has put away.

From this time forward the combatants appear distinctly.
We find two great tendencies, each rooted deep in human nature,
each working inside and outside the church, and each traversing
the whole field of Christian doctrine. And the battle has
lasted from that day to this, beginning with five hundred years
of controversy over the Person of the Lord (say till 717), and
gradually working over every aspect of his teaching.

The first tendency was distinctly rationalist. Its crude form
of Ebionism had denied the Lord’s divinity outright. And now
that this was accepted, it was viewed as a mere influence or
power, or in any case as not divine in the highest sense. Thus
the reality of the Incarnation was sacrificed, and the result was
a clear reaction to the demigods of polytheism.

The other tendency, already roughly shadowed out in the
docetic evasion of the Lord’s humanity, was mystic in its
character. Accepting the full deity that was in Christ, it
reduced it to a mere appearance or modification of the One.
Thus the reality of the Incarnation was undermined on the
other side, and the result was a clear step back to pantheism.

The first of these tendencies endangered the Lord’s divinity,
the second his distinction from the Father; and the difficulty
was to find some means of asserting both. In the fourth century
1t became clear that the problem required a distinction to be

1 Eastern by birth, education, and residence till a mature age.
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made inside the divine unity: and as the Lord’s Baptismal
Formula (Matt. xxviii. 19) associated the Holy Spirit as well
as the Son with the Father, it followed that the God of
Christianity is not personal only but tripersonal. Arianism
laid down a merely external, Sabellianism a merely economic
Trinity ; but neither the one nor the other satisfied the con-
ditions of the problem. It therefore became necessary to fall
back on Scripture to revise the idea of a divine personality,
and acknowledge, not three individuals but three eternal aspects
(bmoordoeis) of the divine, facing inward on each other as well
as outward on the world™.

At this point a difficulty was felt, arising from the con-
tinuity of revelation with history and nature. The Lord had
not descended suddenly from heaven as Marcion imagined,
without historic preparation for his coming; neither was Chris-
tianity a magic power independent of the laws of God in nature,
but a heavenly one working subject to them in the world. The
Lord came, as he said, to complete and not to overthrow, to
consecrate and not to revolutionize. The disciple was the child
of earth as well as heaven, for the Lord accepted him in his
ignorance, and left his speculative errors to be dealt with by the
moral power implied in a historic revelation®. Even on such a
subject as the nature of the divinity, he was not required to give
up his earlier beliefs except so far as he found then inconsistent
with the teaching of the Lord. Yet, from whatever quarter he
approached the Gospel, he brought with him conceptions
fundamentally at variance with it. So far as the earlier systems
distinguished God at all from the world, they placed his essence
in abstract simplicity—a view consistent with either an Arian
Trinity of one increate and two created beings, or a Sabellian
Trinity of temporal aspects (mpoocwma) of the One, but not
with a Trinity of eternal distinctions (dmoordgers) inside the
divine nature.

This needs closer examination, for the earlier conception
underlay not only Arianism and Sabellianism, but also much

1 Martensen Dogmatics § 56. with Mohammedanism upon the basis
? Readers of Mozley will remember  of the Epistle to the Romans. Miracles,
his splendid contrast of Christianity Lecture vii.
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orthodox thought; and its expulsion from the doctrine of the
Trinity is one of our deepest interests in the Arian controversy.

The old Hellenic polytheism was undermined by the
commercial empire of Athens, and Alexander’s conquests com-
pleted its destruction as a system of serious belief. The ancient
rites went on for centuries, but henceforth they were sustained
by policy or superstition rather than by real belief. Yet even
the philosophers did not venture to abolish the Olympic gods
entirely ; all they did was respectfully to shift them to a region
of mysterious serenity beyond the reach alike of human troubles
and of human worship. And when the results of the creative
age of Greek philosophy came to be discussed, it was found that
the problem of human life was still unsolved. Plato’s dreams of
a future life and of a God and Father of the universe, however
hard to find, fared ill in Aristotle’s hands, and were at once too
glorious and too unsubstantial to cast a light of hope upon the
age of anarchy which followed Alexander’s death. Their very
splendour shewed the more conspicuously their want of a firm
basis of historic revelation. And Greek thought had lost
nothing of its subtle power of destructive criticism, nothing but
its originality and sunny hopefulness. The old alliance of philo-
sophy with politics was loosened even before the Macedonian
conquest by the increasing confusion of the Hellenic state system;
and when political freedom received its deathblow at Calauria
and Sellasia, the philosophers turned away even from physical
research, for which Alexander’s conquests had provided so rich a
store of materials, and betook themselves in sore distress to ethics
as a practical guide for the immediate duties of life. The higher
questions were adjourned by common consent as hopeless. The
Stoics throned Fate, the Epicureans Chance, while the Sceptics
left a vacant space where the gods had been: but all agreed in
the confession of despair, that if there be a God beyond Olympus,
he must be not only hard to find and impossible to explain to
the vulgar, but absolutely beyond the power of man to reach at
all,

Oriental thought contributed its share to the deepening

1 Zeller Philosophie der Griechen;  Sceptics 1—36. Lightfoot Philippians
or (. Tr.) Stoics, Epicureans and 269—275.
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gloom. Conquered Persia reacted on Greece almost as power-
fully as Greece itself on Rome; and in the further East there
was a still mightier spiritual power than Persia. The austerities
of Indian asceticism were a spectacle of unearthly awe to
Alexander’s army, and the pyre of Calanus became a classic
marvel. Buddhism also was in the first vigour of that amazing
course of victory which has left it even after its defeat in India
the faith of a full third of mankind. It was a far cry from the
holy land of Kapilavastu to the shores of the Mediterranean,
but trade was active and Greek cities lay all along the route.
Chandragupta’s elephants decided the battle of Ipsus, and
the Greek kings of Syria and Egypt are named on Asoka’s
monuments in India. And Alexandria lay open even more
than Syria to the superstitions of the furthest East®. Thus
Oriental thought entered largely into Stoicism, formed the
groundwork of all the Gnostic systems and almost dominated
the theology of Neoplatonism. Its lofty spirituality and its
sombre view of Nature were equally attractive to minds dis-
gusted with the vulgar polytheism. Its harsh contrast of the
good God with the world of matter was exactly the result
towards which the Greeks were already tending. Its formal
dualism might be qualified, its endless emanations dropped;
but its conception of the divinity as pure Being high above
the attributes of character, of passion and of contact with our
lower world, remained as an axiom of all philosophy.

Even the stern monotheism of Israel was corroded by
Oriental influences. They are as clear in the philosophie Philo

1 Greek influence in further Asia
seriously underestimated by Grote viii.
472—474 (criticised by Freeman Hist.
Essays ser. 11. p. 193). If not per-
manent, it had a fair amount of
strength and duration. Against the
mutiny of the colonists after Alex-
ander’s death must be set the con-
tinuance of Greek kingdoms in Bactria
and the Punjab as late as B.c. 126.
City of Euthydemia on the Hydaspes.
Bactrian conquest of Guzerat. Me-
nander of Sangala in Buddhist legend.
Greek inseriptions on coins of Cabul,
Guzerat and Magadha. And if the
Parthian government was essentially

as anti-Hellenic as the Turkish (Raw-
linson Sixth Great Oriental Monarchy
42, 60, 88), its administration was as
dependent on Greek help. Yet this is
scarcely just to Parthia: no Turkish
sultan ever listened to Greek plays or
struek Greek money with the legend
SN,

For trade, it is enough to compare
the accounts of India given by Hero-
dotus and Strabo.

The period contemplated in the text
is that of the Seleucide. The later
intercourse of India with the Roman
Empire is a distinet question.
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and even in the orthodox Talmudists as in the contemplative
self-annihilation of the Essenes. An age of growing formalism
put far away the glorious and awful Name, while men of sober
piety retraced the ancient records in quest of mediating angels
or a mystic Word. The Alexandrine translators softened many
of the Old Testament anthropomorphisms, and their o dv was
altered in its turn by Philo to 76 év. Even the faithful
Onkelos is ever on the watch to smooth away every semblance
of irreverence to the spirituality and singleness of God2 If
Israel never formally forsook Jehovah, we see traces everywhere
of a transcendental deism (easily convertible into a Kabbalistic
pantheism) which “refined away personality itself as too an-
thropomorphic.”

Those therefore of the philosophical systems which connected
God with the world lost their hold on his personality, while
those which insisted on his personality removed him into tran-
scendental isolation. In either case there could be no true
contact of God and man, for the antithesis of infinite and finite
personality was essential, and neither side could do away with
it. Man as man might perhaps become a human demigod ; but
if he was to be united with the divine, he must leave his human
self behind.

But if God is removed far from man, then man will have to
wander in the darkness far from God. Therefore philosophy was
confronted with a more than equal rival in the Eastern supersti-
tions which claimed to satisfy his need of personal communion

1 It is needless to give more than
a specimen or two of Philo’s language:
1. p. 53, 8el yap ... &mwowoy alTov elvac.
p- 148, dowudrwr l8edv dowparos xdpa.
P. 282, 6 &’ dpa o0dé TQ vy kaTaknwTés,
6Te uy kata TO elvar pbror. p. 425, ¢
wavTaxol Te kal oldamol cuuBéfAnkev
elvar wove. His Quod omnis probus
liber and (but surely spurious: Lucius,
Die Therapeuten) De Vita Con-
templativa, with their unbounded ad-
miration of Calanus, Diogenes and
the Essenes, are utterly alien from
the spirit of the Old Testament. His
ideal is nearer that of the Stoics. See
Keim, Jesus of Nazara, B. Tr. i. 280—
296, and works quoted.

2 Whatever be the date and country
of the Targum of Onkelos, and what-
ever the relation of its text to the
Alexandrian version, its general spirit
shews few traces of Greek influence.
Yet changes traceable to  reverence”
for the divine form at least eleven of
the 32 classes of alterations reckoned
up by Luzzatto (%3 27N pp. 1—25;
or Deutsch’s compilation in Bible Dict.
Art. Versions). We constantly find
expressions like Y DIP (D NAM,
ToM Y 2Ny, TP 91 (for N1
v"%). The other Targums avoid an-
thropomorphisms more decidedly as
such.
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with a personal God. Rome fought them manfully till Rome
was lost in the world, and the elevation of Elagabalus and the
Eastern emperors who followed him proclaimed her subjugation.
Philosophy itself was next invaded, and the letter of Porphyry
to Anebon marks the final struggle before the representatives of
Socrates and Plato were brought upon their knees before the
mummeries of Egypt. Nor did those mummeries want for
weighty meaning. The nameless writer de mysteriis Aegypti-
orum® is a strange advocate for Christianity, but some of its
deepest teachings have never been more nobly defended than
by this champion of sorceries and immoralities, of theurgy and
brutish idol-worships. We read with reverence his splendid pro-
tests that the gods have not abandoned earth, but pervade it like
the sunlight?; that all worship depends upon and presupposes
a direct infinity® and true communion of the gods with man?;
that prayer is no battery to force their will3, but their own good
gifts, to free us from the evil passions which estrange us from
them ; that all the gods are good’, all full of graciousness and
loving care for men®; that idols are mere obstructions to the
beatific vision?; that priests have no prerogative of knowledge®,
for the only inspiration is in complete submission to a pure
and holy will"}, and the only perfect good is union with the gods,
whose service is perfect freedom from the slavery of fate2. Of
this the philosopher may see the need, but the theurgist alone
can shew the way to 1t

Are not these the loving words of sympathy from heaven
for which the philosophers had cried in vain—the blessings
of the living gods upon their children? Those who looked
to theurgy for guidance were too impatient for a voice from
heaven to see that it came from men like themselves, and

1 It is safer left nameless than
assigned to Iamblichus. See Harless
Das Buch von den dgyptischen Myste-
rien p. 2, 3.

2 1. 8, pp. 28—30. These references
are to Parthey’s edition.

9 {ii. 29, p. 172.

10§, 8, p. 28.

1 jii. 31, pp. 176—179.

12 viii. 7, p. 270.

13 x. 4, 5, pp. 289—292. Professor
Maurice almost alone seems to have

3 v. 9, p. 209. done justice to the ability and im-
41,14, p. 44. portance of the de Mysteriis. It is
& 1 12, 13, pp. 42, 43. discussed by Zeller, but Ueberweg
1. 21, p. 66. (Hist. of Phil. § 69) dismisses it with
7 1. 18, p. 53, iii. 31, p. 176. a summary contempt it scarcely de-
8 1. 13, p. 43. serves.
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that the whole system was almost avowedly a mass of mere
assertions, encumbered at every turn with the grossest immo-
ralities.

Philosophy on one side, superstition on the other—the
ancient world was tossed from side to side between them.
No philosophy could climb the heights of heaven, no incanta-
tions bring down God to earth. No speculation, no intuition—
nothing less than a historic incarnation could firmly link
together earth and heaven, for none but the incarnate Lord
of all could claim to be the Light of East and West alike.

Now historic Christianity leaned to the philosophic side.
Thither it was attracted by high and holy interests, for its
noblest spirits were the most anxious to trace our Master’s
teaching in the splendid past of Greece, while those like
Tertullian who most disliked philosophy were even more repelled
by the practical immoralities of magicand polytheism. Hence all
parties held the philosophic view, forgetting that no incarnation
can cffectually reveal a God whose essence lies in mystery and
abstract 1solation. The struggles of the third century disclosed
the difficulty in all its magnitude. Tertullian shifted the field
of battle, gathering it no longer round the shadowy doctrine of
the Logos but the more definite personality of the Son of God.
Origen cleared up the idea of a divine generation by shewing
that it denotes no finite act either temporal or pretemporal, but
an eternal or intemporal process or relation. The correspond-
ence of the Dionysii seemed to settle the unity of essence, the
condemnation of Paul of Samosata to establish the Lord’s
divinity as eternal in the past as well as in the future.

But every advance led into fresh difficulties while the base
of operations was unsecured. No minor successes were of the
least avail as long as heathenism held the key of the position,
and constantly threatened an attack at the decisive point which
might recover all that it had lost. It was impossible to stand
still without falling back into polytheism, impossible to advance
with any safety till the central doctrine of the divine nature had
been remodelled to accord with revelation.

This however was beyond the power of the third century.
The immediate force which shaped all Christian thought upon
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the subject was the necessity of reasserting the unity of God.
Now that heresy had to be confronted with Scripture, it was
found that the plan of insisting on the Lord’s divinity without
explaining his relation to the Father was leading back to
polytheism. The movement was wider than the church, and
heathenism itself contributed to it by its persevering efforts to
call forth the shadowy Supreme from the dim background of
mythology®  Hence all parties were monarchian. After a
period of hesitation represented by Tertullian and Zeno of
Verona3, the West settled down towards a view, which without
renouncing the subordination of the Son, so emphasized the
eternal unity as to obscure the distinction of Persons®. But the
Easterns, also after some hesitation, made theories of subordi-
nation their chief reliance, attempting to distinguish the deriva-
tive from the absolute divine (feos from o feos or the dofa from
70 v behind it), and viewing our Lord as a sort of secondary
God, or Sevrepevwr Beds.

1 Dorner ii. 5.

2 Fialon Saint Athanase 14—19
draws a parallel of the Christian and
Neoplatonic schoolsof Alexandria from
this point of view. The converse is
well given by Rendall Julian 99.

3 I have not examined the question
of Zeno’s date, but place him here
on Dorner's authority, ii. 187, as a

younger contemporary of Tertullian.
The usual arguments for a later date
(cir. 380: Dorner has not noticed some
of them) seem very weak, and cannot be
reinforced from Symmachus Ep. i. 93.

4 So Dionysius of Rome, discussed
by Zahn Marcellus 14. Dittrich, Dio-
nysius der Grosse 91—115, is worth
comparison.



CHAPTER IL
THE COUNCIL OF NICZEA.

THE appearance then of Arianism about the year 318 was
no historical accident, but a direct result of earlier movements,
and an inevitable reaction of heathen forms of thought against
the definite establishment of the Christian view of God. In the
West the Christians were fewer and more rigid, more practical and
more inclined to stand aloof from heathenism, so that the genuine
Christian conception had more room to unfold itself, and Subordi-
But in the East,
where the church had always been stronger, more learned and
more disposed to mix with the world', heathen influences found
it easier to assert their power, so that in the second half of
the third century the demoralization of the church kept pace
even with its rapid spread®. Persecution might weed out the
timeservers and the weak; but it hardened the strong, and
left behind the abiding mischief of an inhuman ideal of
discipline. We fix our eyes too much on the heroic scenes
enacted in the heathen courts of justice, and forget the odious
assize which followed, when the remnant of the faithful came
to sit in judgment on the renegades who had denied their Lord.

natianism was confined within narrower limits.

1 Notice e.g. the reputation of
Origen’s learning and the wider know-
ledge of Christianity, as shewn by
the disappearance of old slanders and
the antagonism of the Neoplatonists.
Notice the splendour of the churches,
like that of Nicomedia; the increasing
frequency of Christians in high place,
like the ducenarius Paul and the
chamberlains of Diocletian; and above
all, the action of the emperors. On
one side the friendly interest of Alex-
ander Severus and Philip, the conces-
sions of Gallienus and the favour so

long accorded to the Church by Diocle-
tian; on the other, the desperate efforts
of Decius and Galerius, the threatening
tone of Aurelian, and the more system-
atic cruelties of Valerian and Maxi-
min Daza—all combine to shew that
Christianity was felt to be a political
force of the first importance, and that
the signs of its approaching victory
were plain enough to all who cared to
read them.

2 Indications of this are summed
up by Dorner ii. 201; but he scarcely
alludes to some of its worst features.
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It was not good for human pride that men should presume
to impose on their fallen brethren long periods of shameful
penance. The Decian persecution stands alone in ecclesias-
tical history for the number of apostates; and if there were
fewer scandals in that of Diocletian, it was only because more
warning was given of its coming. And now that persecution
seemed to have passed away for ever, it was inevitable that
heathen thought inside the church should endeavour to seize
for itself the central doctrine of the faith.

Nor was it even accidental that Arianism broke out at
Alexandria rather than elsewhere. It is not clear that Lucian
of Antioch was heretical, whatever his disciples may have been':
and if Arius carried away questionable opinions from his school,
so did others. If therefore it was at Alexandria that they
grew into open Arianism, we may suppose that circumstances
were more favourable to their growth at Alexandria than else-
where. And this was the case. Origen and Dionysius must
be acquitted of heresy; but their language leaned to Arianism
quite as much as Lucian’s>. The Jewish influence was as
strong at Alexandria as at Antioch, the heathen much stronger.
If we contrast the quiet desolation of Apollo’s shrine at Daphne
as early as Julian’s time® with the repeated riots of the heathen
populace at Alexandria, the murder of George of Cappadocia,
and the tumults of 390, culminating in the bloody struggle

1 Against the statement of Alexan-
der of Alexandria (Theod. i. 4), that
Lucian remained outside the church
for a long time under three successive
bishops, we may set (1) his high cha-
racter withall parties—evenAthanasius
never attacks him—and (2) in particu-
lar the creed ascribed (it seems rightly)
to him at the Council of the Dedica-
tion. It is substantially as orthodox a
creed as could be written without the
gift of prophecy to foresee the adoption
of the word éuootowr. (3) Thereckless
tone of Alexander’s letter, which throws
serious doubt on statements in which
he might easily have been mistaken.

The further charge of Epiphanius,
Ancoratus 33, that Lucian denied the
Lord’s human spirit, may refer to his
disciples, and is no clear case for a
charge of heresy in Lucian’s own time.

G.

There is really nothing against him but
the leaning of his disciples to Arian-
ism: and we shall see presently that
this can be otherwise accounted for.
Infra ch. 1.

Harnack D. G. ii. 184 counts him
“der Arius bevor Arius.” So Robert-
son Ath. Int. xxviii.

2 Especially Dionysius has rolpua
To0 Oeob, £évor xar’ obalav, odk 7w mwply
yérmrar—all of them watchwords of
Arianism.

3 Julian Misop. 362. It was burnt
during his visit (Ammianus xxii. 13),
and lay in ruins in the time of Chrysos-
tom (De S, Babyla passim). The case
is not much altered if Christian hands
had helped its decay. Julian would
have found the temples better kept
in Egypt.
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round the Serapeum, we shall see which of the two cities offered
more encouragement to a heathenized form of Christianity?.

No doubt Syria seemed Arian and Egypt orthodox in the later
years of the controversy ; but this case was very different at its
outbreak. We underrate the popularity of Arius at Alexandria,
especially among the women and the common people, to whose
decision he appealed in his Thalia. His austere life and novel
doctrines, his dignified character and championship of common
sense in religion, all helped to make him the idol of the multi-
tude. Part of the clergy followed him?; and Alexander’s hesita-
tion in so plain a case is enough to shew that the heresiarch’s
position was too strong to be rashly attacked. From this point
we can almost statistically trace its decline before the com-
manding influence and skilful policy of Athanasius. The election
in 328 was the work of a section®, possibly a minority, of the
Egyptian bishops, and was for many years disputed by a strong
opposition. However, Arianism was eliminated from the epis-
copate before the year 339, and the last relics of its early
popularity must have been destroyed by Gregory’s tyranny
and arbitrary interference with the corn distributions. In any
case, the triumnphal return of Athanasius in 346 clearly marks
its extinction as an indigenous power in Egypt4 The later
intruders, George and Lucius (356 and 373), appear to have

1 Notice also the prominent part
taken by the heathen in the Arian
troubles at Alexandria. Also the state-
ment of Libanius (Or. pro Templis
1. 180 sq.), that sacrifice was still
allowed at Rome and Alexandria in
the time of Theodosius. He does not
mention his own city of Antioch.

2 Six presbyters were excommuni-
cated by Alexander: but what propor-
tion of the city clergy did they form?
Comparing the statement of Cornelius
in Eus. H. E. vi. 43, that there were
forty-six presbyters in Rome cir. 260,
with that of Optatus ii. 4, that there
were rather more than forty churches
in Rome some fifty years later, we may
accept the inference of Valesius that
there was a presbyter to each church.
Now Epiphanius Her. 69. 2 enume-
rates ten churches (‘‘and there were
more’) at Alexandria, and tells us
(also Her. 68. 4; so too Soz. i. 15)

that they were assigned separately
to presbyters; while Eutychius (a late
authority) says that there were only
twelve presbyters as late as cir. 300.
If 80, the number must since have been
increased: for sixteen presbyters sign
Alexander’s encyclical, and sixteen also
sign the Alexandrian protest to the
Mareotic commissioners in 335. If, as
is most likely, the vacancies were al-
ready filled up, we may perhaps take
sixteen for the whole number of presby-
ters in Alexandria, not including the
Mareotis: if not, we must increase the
total to twenty-two. There were sixty
at Constantinople in Justinian’s time.
Of course the total staff of ecclesiastics
would be very much larger.

3 Fialon Athan. 104—110.

4 It is significant that when the
Arians and Meletians were afterwards
fused together, the party was popularly
called by the latter name. Soz. ii. 21.
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brought most of their partizans with them At Antioch on
the other hand Arianism was instantly confronted with the
most determined opposition from Philogonius and Eustathius,
and this at a time when the Syrian bishops of the second rank
mostly leaned the other way® Armed force was needed for the
expulsion of Eustathius in 330, and the episcopates of Leontius®
and Meletius complete the proof that the Arians were out-
numbered at Antioch from first to last®. Thus neither the
orthodoxy of Alexandria nor the heresy of Antioch was an
original feature of the controversy. Alexandria was at first more
favourable to Arianism than Antioch, and might have continued
so but for the influence of Athanasius.

As the earlier school of Antioch was not the germ of Arianism,
so neither was the later school in any sense its outgrowth,
Diodorus of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia were zealous
defenders of the Nicene faith, and their followers never adopted
any of the characteristic doctrines of Arianism. If it be heresy
to protest against the mutilation of the Lord’s humanity, the
Antiochenes are heretics indeed, but the Arians are clear. It
is one thing to invent a heathen idol in order to maintain a
heathenish Supreme in heathen isolation; surely quite another
to insist on the Lord’s true manhood in order to prevent
its effacement by the overpowering splendour of his deity.
The Antiochenes erred in their sharp separation of the Lord’s
two natures; but the Arians impartially abolished both, and

1 Amongst other indications, the
soldier’s words to Jovian. Ath. p. 624,
ovToL ydp eloe Ta Nelyava xal ) mapaBory
77s Karmadoklas, ra vmdrowra Tol dvoaiov
éxetvov Tewpylov.

2 On the side of Arins we have
Eusebius of Casarea, Paulinus of Tyre,
Theodotus of Laodicea, Gregory of
Berytus (successor and probably nomi-
nee of the other Eusebius), and Patro-
philus of Scythopolis; on the other
only Macarius of Jerusalem and Hel-
lanicus of Tripolis. Magnus of Da-
mascus and Anatoliug of Emesa are
not mentioned in this connexion, but
Alphius of Apamea joins (Eus. V. C.
iii. 62) in the deposition of Eustathius.
One may conjecture the existence of
a jealousy of Antioch parallel to the
Meletian schism in Egypt, and equally

struck at by the Council of Niceea
Can. 6; which is followed Can. 7 by a
stipulation in favour of Jerusalem,
practically at the expense of Casarea.

3 Infra ch. 1v.

4 The fact would be clearer if the
Arian intruders were either omitted
from theepiscopal successionof Antioch
or inserted in that of Alexandria. It
is simply misleadingto saythat Athana-
sius ruled at Alexandria for nearly fifty
years, and the Arians for about an
equal time at Antioch. Soz. vi. 21 tells
us that Antioch very nearly became
wholly Arian during the residence of
Valens: but the exaggeration is charac-

teristic. So vi. 28 Syria very nearly
Apollinarian, Asia inside Taurus
Eunomian.

2—2
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left an idolatrous abomination in their place. Again, it was from
very different motives that Arians and Antiochenes rejected the
effeminacies of mystical interpretation. Because Arianism was
essentially heathen, the Arians leaned on philosophy, and kept
up their formal connexion with Christianity by means of the
obsolete appeal to tradition; whereas the Antiochenes made
revelation supreme, and endeavoured to substitute the scholarly
study of Scripture for the irresponsible vagaries of a zeal
without knowledge. The only real resemblance of the An-
tiochene doctrine to Arianism is on the anthropological ground;
and that is the common property of the whole Eastern church.
So far as regarded the Person of the Lord, they started from
antagonistic positions, worked by different methods and came
to contrary results.

It is now time to state shortly what Arianism was. Our
chief concern is with the form in which it appeared before the
Council of Nicma; but it will be useful also to indicate the
course of its earlier growth! and history.

Arianism then was almost as much a philosophy as a re-
ligion. It assumed the usual philosophical postulates, worked
by the usual philosophical methods, and scarcely referred to
Scripture except in quest of isolated texts to confirm conclusions
reached without its help®. Thus Arianism started from the
accepted belief in the unity of God, as a being not only abso-
lutely one but also for that reason® absolutely simple and
absolutely isolated from a world of finite beings. He is alone
ingenerate, alone eternal, alone without beginning, alone good,
alone almighty, alone unchangeable and unalterable, and from
the eyes of every creature his being is hidden in eternal mystery.

So far Arianism agreed with the Jews, the philosophers and
the current Christianity of the day, in the common purpose of

1 This is best traced by comparing
the earlier letters of Arius to Eusebius
and Alexander with the fragments of
the Thalia. See Dorner ii. 237. Atz-
berger Logoslehre 23.

2 So Voigt Athanasius 192, not
very seriously qualified by Atzberger
Logoslehre 30. It is important to
notice the fragmentary treatment of

Scripture resulting from this. Hence
also one cause for the frequent irre-
verence of Arianism. Instances are
collected by Newman Ath.Tr. ii. 213n.:
but it is hard for “heretics” to escape
condemnation, if legitimate difficulties
are (id. 221) summarily denounced as
¢ pretences.”’
3 Dorner ii. 234.
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spiritualizing the idea of deity by opposing it as sharply as
possible to that of manhood. It was not yet clearly seen that
if man was made in the image of God, it follows that God is in
some true sense the archetype of man ; so that anthropomorphic
images are not entirely misleading, and even that flesh of sin in
whose likeness the Son of God was sent cannot be entirely
foreign to its creator’s goodness.

Next came the problem of creation—how to connect the
unknown God with a material world. Here again Arius started
from philosophic ground. The further the Supreme is removed
from the world of matter, the greater the need of a mediator for
his intercourse with it. Philo had long ago separated the
demiurgic forces as a half personal, half impersonal relation of
Jehovah, and the Gnostics under definite Oriental influences
definitely opposed the demiurge to the Supreme. There is no
real analogy to Christianity in the Neoplatonic Triad! of
concentric orders of spiritual existence, but the fragments of
Numenius of Apamea fairly represent a belief widely current
inside and outside the church in the third century. Like Eusebius
of Camsarea, to whom we owe thelr preservation, Numenius
confessed a primary God undefiled by active contact with the
world,—an author of being whom men cannot know; and a
demiurgic Power as a second God,—an author of becoming
whom men can know. So far, as Eusebius thought, we have
common ground for philosophers and Christians : and if Nume-
nius completed his Trinity by the addition of the world as a
third God? there is a trace even in Eusebius of this practical limit-
ation of the Omnipotent, when he qualifies the idea of creation é€
odk Svtwr by regarding the will of the Father as a sort of oAy,

The outlines of the scheme being received from the philo-
sophers, a place had to be found in it for the historic revelation
of Christianity. Here again Arianism started from conservative
positions. The heavenly Father was easily identified with the
Supreme of the philosophers, and invested with as many as
possible of its attributes of mystery and isolation. That of self-

1 Characteristic is the declaration  a travesty of Neoplatonism or of Chris-
of Cyril of Alexandria c¢. Jul. viil. tlanity?
p. 270, that it needs nothing but the 2 So Proclus tells us.
opootigiov to make it Christian. Is this
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completeness in particular strictly limited the highest deity, so
that if a Trinity had to be retained, it must be either phenomenal
or heterogeneous. The next step was to connect the demiurgic
Power with the historic Person of the Lord. The men who
had replaced the Father in heaven by an abstract év would
naturally confess a mere minister of creation rather than a
conqueror of death and sin. Looking back however on their
demiurge in the light of the historic Incarnation and the
declaration of the Lord on earth, 1t was seen that he must have a
premundane and real personality, on the one side independent
of the Incarnation, on the other distinct from the Father.
This excluded the temporary mpéocwmor of Sabellianism, the
éx mpororrns deified man of Paul of Samosata, and the theory
afterwards upheld by Marcellus, of a mere évépyeta SpacTinn
coming forth to create the world. Whatever be the Lord’s true
dignity, it must be his from the beginning of bis existence® It
was moreover necessary to represent the Lord’s relation to the
Supreme in a manner consistent with the spirituality of God.
This implied the rejection of the Valentinian wpoBoAy, of the
Manichean pépos ouoodorov, and of the old simile of Avywos

amo Aoyvov used by Hieracas®.

1 Notice the prominence of the idea
in Creeds. We find either 8. o0 7a
wdvra éyévero or some equivalent clause
in every formula of the Nicene period
except the Sirmian manifesto of 357,
the é&xfeots of Athanasius, and the
confessions of Adamantius and Ger-
minius. It is also wanting in the
Coptic and Ethiopic Confessions.

2 Thus Ariusto Eusebius, Thdt. i. 4,
Oenfuare kal Bovhy vmwéaTn wpd xpbvwy
kal wpd aldvwy wA1pns Oeds uovoyeris
dvaXholwros. This disappears in the
letter to Alexander; and before the
Thalia was written, Arius had essen-
tially modified his system by the in-
troduction of rpewrér, Dorner ii. 236.
Then the reward merited by the obe-
dience of a creature had to be repre-
sented as bestowed in advance.

3 These threeheresies,along with the
Sabellian and Marcellian schemes, are
expressly denounced in the conciliatory
letter of Arius to Alexander (Ath. de
Syn. 16).

The hostile tone of Hilary’s com-

ments, de Trin. vi. 7—14, is worth
notice. He treats the disavowals as
fraudulent; maintaining that the real
objection in each case is not to the
error of the heresy, but to the element
of truth contained in it. Thus the
Valentinian prolatio is not rejected for
its polytheistic absurdities, but merely
to discredit the doctrine of a real gene-
ration; and the Manichean pars unius
substantie for its recognition of the
unity of essenceand not {or its material-
ism. Then the offence of Sabellius is
not his eonfusion of Persons, but the
Lord’s divinity implied in his doctrine
of the Incarnation. Hieracas comes
next for eondemnation, not on account
of the separation which answers to one
view of his metaphor, but for the con-
tinuity of nature which represents the
other. Lastly, the Marcellian theory
is not rejected for its folly in supposing
that a divine Sonship can be other
than eternal, but merely to make room
for a creation ¢f odk ovTww by the will
of the IYather.
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The positive meaning of the divine Sonship came next for
consideration. Now Arius never deliberately set himself to
lower the Person of the Lord. He earnestly pressed its reality
as against Sabellianism?, and was willing to recognize in the Son
of God every dignity compatible with the isolation and spiritu-
ality of the Father. But on these points there could be no
compromise with polytheism. Hence it was necessary to reject
the higher view of the divine Sonship. Ingenerateness being
the very essence of divinity, there can be no Son of God in any
strict and primarysense. Generation moreover implies unity of
nature?; which at once destroys the singularity of God. It also
ascribes to the Father corporeity and passion, which are human
attributes®, and even subjects the Almighty to necessity®, so
that it is on every ground unworthy of the deity. Nor is the
difficulty at all removed by Origen’s unintelligible theory of an
eternal generation; much less by the heathen assumption of
preexistent matter. On every ground then there seemed no
escape from the conclusion that the divine generation is a
definite and external act of the Father’s will, by which the Son
was created out of nothing.

Yet the Sonship is real. If we climinate materializing
conceptions, two final results are left—that the Son is inferior

1 Dorner ii. 227.

2 The Anomcean Candidus de gen.
div. 6 concedes that unity of essence
is the necessary consequence of a real
generation.

3 Thus FEusebius of Nicomedia
(Theodoret i. 6), & uév 76 dyévwnyro,
&y 8¢ 76 O’ adrob dA\nBds kal olxk éx THs
ovalas avTol yeyords, kabBbhov Tijs Pploews
THs dyewwnTov un peréxov, 7 dv éx Tijs
obailas alTol* dANG Yyeyords ONoaxepids
Erepov T ¢pUoer kal Ty Suvduer, mpds
Tehelav ouobTnra diabéoews Te kal duvd-
pews ToU wemwounkbros yevbuevov.

It is needless to accumulate speci-
mens of an argument which runs
through the whole controversy. The
Anomcean Candidus puts it as well as
anyone—Omnis generatio mutatio que-
dam est. Immutabile autem est omne
divinum, scilicet Deus...... Si igitur
Deus, inversibile et immutabile: quod
autem inversibile et immutabile, neque
genitum est neque generat aliquid.

4 Thus the frequent dilemma:—éx

THs obalas subjects God to necessity,
while feXvoet yevvnfévra can only mean
creation. Arius rightly objected to the
fatalism of the Gnostic emanstions;
but his freedom is nothing more than
caprice, albeit divine caprice. (Dorner
ii. 239.) However, Kusebius Dem. Ev.
iv. 3, p. 148, % wév adyh od xard mpoal-
peay 1ol ¢pwTds ékhdumer, kard Te ¢
T7s ovalas cuuBeBnkds dxwpioTov: 6 6¢
vios kata yvduny xal mwpoaipeaw el
Uméorn ToU llarpbs. Bouknfels yap 6
Oeds yéyovey viod Tarip, kal pds devepor
Kara TarTa €avTE APWUOLWUEroY VTETTY-
garo, and again de Eccl. Theol. i. p. 67
he emphasizes the distinction of vids
from kriopa.

Athanasius answers (Or. iii. 62. 66)
by asking whether the divine goodness
is feXdjoe or not; and proceeds to shew
that ¢vaec belongs to a higher sphere
than that of choice. Indeced there is
no guarantee for the permanence of
the Trinity, unless it expresses the
divine nature.
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in rank to the Father, and that he is not strictly eternal. As
however we must not materialize the divine generation by
introducing the idea of time, all that we can safely say is that
there was, when the Son was not. “There was,” though there
was not a time?, when the Father was not yet Father, and the
Son existed only potentially (Svvdpuet) in his counsel, in a sense
in which all things are eternal. The Father alone is God, and
the Son is so called only in a lower and improper sense®. He
is not the essence of the Father, but a creature essentially
like other creatures?, albeit povoyevys or unique among them®.
His uniqueness may imply high prerogatives®, but no creature
can be a Son of God in the primary sense of full divinity.
Instead of sharing the divine essence, he does not even compre-
hend his own. He must depend like every creature on the
help of grace. In other words, he must have free will like us
and a nature capable like ours of moral change, whether for
evil or for good. He was morally as well as physically liable to
sin; and nothing but his own virtue kept him as a matter of

fact sinless®.

1 Hence 7v moré 87¢ ovk 7». Though
Xxpbvos is omitted, the argument goes on
asifit were inserted. Athanasius notes
the evasion, e.g. ¢. Ar. i. 14, p. 330.

2 Arius in T'halia Ath. Or. i. 6 e 8¢
kai Néyetar Oebs, dAN' ovk dAnbuwis éoTuw.

3 Notice the space devoted to this
in Alexander’s letter in Theodt. i. 4.
It is one of the few points we certainly
know to have been raised at Nicsa, and
figures prominently at Ancyra.

4 See Hort Two Diss. 16, 63 on the
meaning of wovoyeris as only-begotten
(unigenitus not wunicus). Cases like
Eus. V. C. iii. 50 wovoyerés T¢ xpijua, of
Constantine’s church at Antioch, are
not common.

The Arians evaded its force mainly
by means of the old confusion between
the ideas of generation and creation
caused bysuch passagesasProv. viii. 22,
Rom. i. 4. Thus Arius to Eusebius,
Theodoret i. 5, wplv yevwn87 #rot k11067
% 0pisby 7 Oepehwby olk nv* dyévwnTos
Yyap odx 7w, and his list of synonyms is
almost copied by Eusebius to Paulinus
KTioTOV €lvar kai fepehwrov kai yevyyrov
77 obolg. Their meaning is frequently
discussed by Athanasius, e.g. Fragm.

in Job 1. 1344 Migne. Earlier in-
stances in Mohler Ath. 96.

In this connexion notice the Ano-
meean explanation of uovoyerij by uévor
éx pbvov, in the Dated Creed (also those
of Nicé and Constantinople) replacing
the Nicene TovrésTw éx ThHs obolas ToU
II. The clause occupies a less offensive
position in the Lucianic Creed.

5 The Arians varied in their expla-
nation of this uniqueness. Arius him-
self maintained after Asterius (Ath. de
Decr. 8, p. 169) that he is the only
creature directly created by the Father,
others held that he alone partakes
of the Father. There are traces of
a third view, explaining it by Matt.
xxviii. 18.

6 Eustathius as quoted by Eulo-
gius in Phot. Bibl. Cod. 225 was
perhaps mistaken (one reading inserts
wp) in saying that some Arians con-
sidered the Lord sinful; but Athana-
sius of Anazarbus comes very near it
in his comparison (Ath. de Syn. 17,
p. 584) of him to one of the hundred
sheep. So the early Arians unhesi-
tatingly declared that the Lord might
have fallen like the devil.
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Here we get another view of the Pelagianism which is an
essential element of the Arian system. Both schemes depend
on the same false dualism of God and man, the same rigid
and mechanical conception of law, the same heathenizing and
external view of sin, the same denial of the Christian idea of
grace! as a true communication of a higher principle of life.
The same false freedom which Arius claims for God he also
vindicates for man; but the liberty of God is nothing but
caprice, the freedom of man a godless independence. God and
man must stand apart eternally; for Arianism can allow no real
meaning to the idea either of a divine love which is the ex-
pression of the divine nature, or of its complement in a human
service which 1s perfect freedom?

Arianism did not stop here. It was not enough to take away
from the Person of the Lord every trace of deity but an idle
name. It was not enough to make the son of God a creature,
and a creature not even of the highest type, but still subject to
the risks of a contingent will>. Even his true humanity was
not to be left intact. Now that the Logos was so far degraded
a human spirit was unnecessary, and only introduced the
needless difticulty of the union of two finite spirits in one
person’. It was therefore simpler to unite the Logos directly
to a human body, and sacrifice the last relics of the original
defence of the Lord’s true manhood?®.

Upon the whole the system was at least a novelty. The

1 Mohler Ath. 179.

2 Dorner ii. 239 ; or for Pelagianism,
Mozley, Predestination 53. Notice the
high view taken by Arianism of the
divine free will in contrast to Neopla-
tonism. Conversely, its assertion of
human freedom comes round tonothing
better than idov, rocaira érn SovAeiw
aot.
3 Arius ad Alex. in Ath. de Syn.
16, p. 583, eis &va Ocov...... yevviigarra
8¢ ob doknae, AN’ aAnbelg: UmooricarTa
10l BeNipare drperTov kal dvallolwrov
kriopa oD Ocod TéNewov, AN oUx s év
TQv KTiopdTwr k... Dorner ii. 235
and Hefele Councils § 21 join idly
feNjpuare with vmosricavra, so that
the clause is equivalent to feAjuare xal
Bouky) dméaTn wpd xpbrwy kai wpd aldvwy
wAjpns Beds povoyevys dvaAlotwros of

the letter to Eusebius in Theodoret i. 4.
But a better point is given to Sip
feuare if we connect it with drperrov
kal dvaMolwrov. The result is nu-
gatory; but it exactly agrees with
other expressions of Arius, e.g. Ath. c.
Ar.i. 5,9, pp. 323, 326, 7@ 10l avrefou-
ol Ews PBovherar péver Kxalbs, Tpewrrbs
éoTe PpUger, TpemTi)s Wy Ploews.

4 Dorner 1i. 243.

5 There is no dispute that this was
the later Arian view. That it dates
from an early period of the controversy
is proved by the fragments of Eusta-
thius, confirmed by the direct state-
ment of Epiphanius that it was derived
from Lucian. Passages are collected
by Mohler Adth. p. 178, Dorner ii.
Note 59.
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Arian idol was as much “a wonder in heaven” as the Romish.
The Lord’s deity had been denied often enough before, and so
had his humanity; but it was reserved for Arianism at once
to affirm and to nullify them both. The doctrine is heathen to
the core, for the Arian Christ is nothing but a heathen demigod.
But of the Jewish spirit it had absolutely nothing. It agreed
with Judaism only where it agreed with philosophy also, while
its own characteristic creature-worship utterly contradicted the
first principles of unbelieving Judaism. A transitory halo of
divinity encircled Messiah’s name in the Apocalypse of Enoch;
but it had long since disappeared, and for the last three hundred
years the Jew had stumbled “because thou being a man makest
thyself God.” Nor had the Ebionite Christ ever been more
than a mere man. In short, the Arian confusion of deity
and creaturedom was just as hateful to the Jew as to the
Christian. Whatever sins Israel may have to answer for, the
authorship of Arianism is not one of them.

The relation of the Holy Spirit to the Son 1is scarcely
touched by the early Arians, but so far as we can find, they
considered it not unlike that of the Son to the Father. If they
never drew from St John’s “all things were made by him ” the
logical inference that the Holy Spirit is a creature of the Son
their whole system required it. Thus the Arian Trinity of
divine Persons forms a descending series separated by infinite
degrees of honour and glory, not altogether unlike the Neo-
platonic Triad of orders of spiritual existence extending
outward in concentric circles®

Sooner or later Arius always comes round to a contradiction
of his own premises. He proclaims a God of mystery beyond
the knowledge of the Son himself, yet argues throughout as if
human relations could exhaust the significance of the divine.
He forgets first that metaphor would cease to be metaphor if

1 It was drawn by Lusebius de
Eccl. Theol. iii. p. 174: also by his
disciple Acacius, if we may trust Atha-
nasius ad Serap. iv. 7, p. 560.

2 So Arius himself ap. Ath. ¢. 4r.
i. 6, p. 323, 870 wepepiopévar Ty pioer,
kal amefevwuévar kal dmeosyowiouéval,
kal dANOTpoe kal duéroxol elow dAANHAwy
ai ovgiar 700 Il. kal Toi Ti. kal 7ol a.

Iv., xal, ws al7ds épBéyiaro, dvbuotor
wdpumrar GANYAwy Tals e ovalats kal 66fats
elolv ém' dmecpoy. Yialon, Saint Athanase
42, compares the Arian to the Neopla-
tonic Triad, the Sabellian (he means
the Marcellian) mharvouds to the Stoie.
The latter point has not escaped
Athanasius, c. 4r. iv, 13, p. 496.
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there were nothing beyond it ; then that it would cease to be true
if its main idea were misleading. He begins by pressing the
metaphor of Sonship, and works round to the conclusion that it
is no proper Sonship at all. In his irreverent hands the Lord’s
divinity is but the common right of mankind, his eternity no
more than the beasts themselves may claim. The Lord is
neither truly God nor truly man, but a heathen demigod®. He
is the minister of the first creation and the prophet of the
second?, but the Lord of life in neither?®.

It is not a mere affair of logic when skilled dialecticians
stumble thus from one blunder to another. The Arians had
made their problem impossible by neglecting its spiritual
conditions®. A true creator must be divine, but a created
being cannot be divine. Far from spanning the infinite abyss
which philosophy, not revelation, had placed between God and
sinless man, the Arian Christ is nothing but an isolated pillar
mn its midst. His witness is not to the love of God, but
to a gulf beyond the power of almighty Love to close. Hea-
thenism might hope for a true communion with the Supreme,
but for us there neither is nor can be any. Our only privilege
i1s to know the certainty that God is darkness, and in him 1s
no light at all. Revelation is a mockery, atonement an idle
phrase ; and therefore Christ is dead in vain®.

No false system ever struck more directly at the life of
Christianity than Arianism. Yet after all it held aloft the
Lord’s example as the Son of Man, and never wavered in its
worship of him as the Son of God. On its own principles, this
was absolutely heathen ecreature-worship. Yet the work of
Ulphilas is an abiding witness that faith is able to assimilate

1 Arian degradation of the idea of
deity to a heathen scale is frequently
noticed by Athanasius, e.g. Or. i. 10,
p. 327.

Arian. Streams rise above their source
in mission work; and we cannot judge
of Ulfilas by Eudoxius and Demo-
philus, any more than of Wilfrid and

2 Ath. Or. ii. 68, p. 424.

3 The self-contradictions of Arian-
ism are summed up by Dorner ii. 243.

4 The poverty of Arian ethics is
most significant. Fragment after frag-
ment of the Monumenta Vetera is
purely polemical; and the Skeireins of
Ulphilas is almost the sole remaining
Arian document which is not so. But
Ulphilas was only accidentally an

Boniface by the image-worshipping
popes of the eighth century.

Contrast the depth of Athanasius
Or. ii. 69, p. 424 of the Son, and
ad Ser. i.24, p. 537 of the Holy Spirit,
on the impossibility of any true life or
sanctification through a creature.

So far the case is well put by Baur
Kgsch. ii. 97.

° Gal. ii. 21 (but dwpedy).
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the strangest errors ; and the conversion of the northern nations
remains in evidence that Christianity can be a power of life
even in its most degraded forms.

Arius was but one of many who were measuring the
heights of heaven with their puny logic, and sounding the
deeps of Wisdom with the plummet of the schools. Men who
agreed in nothing else agreed in this practical subordination of
revelation to philosophy. Sabellius, for example, had reduced
the Trinity to three successive manifestations of the one God
in the Law, the Gospel, and the Church; yet even he agreed
with Arius in a philosophical doctrine of the unity of God
which was inconsistent with a real incarnation. Even the
noble work of Origen had helped to strengthen the philosophical
influences which were threatening to overwhelm the definite
historic revelation. Tertullian had long since warned the
churches of the danger; but a greater than Tertullian was
needed now to free them from their bondage to philosophy.
Are we to worship the Father of our spirits or the Supreme of
the philosophers? Arius put the question: the answer came
from Athanasius. Though his De Incarnatione Verbi Dei was
written in early manhood, before the rise of Arianism, we can
already see in it the firm grasp of fundamental principles
which enabled him so thoroughly to master the controversy
when it came before him. He starts from the beginning, with
the doctrine that God is good and not euvious, and that His
goodness 1s shewn in the creation, and more especially by the
creation of man in the image of God, whereby he was to
remain in bliss and live the true life, the life of the saints in
Paradise. But when man sinned, he not only died, but fell
into the entire corruption summed up in death ; for this is the
full meaning of the threat « ye shall die with death’.” So things
went on from bad to worse on earth. The image of God was
disappearing, and the whole creation going to destruction.
What then was God to do? He could not take back his
sentence that death should follow sin, and yet he could not
allow the creatures of his love to perish. Mere repentance on
man’s side could not touch the law of sin; a word from God

1 Gen. ii. 17, LXX.
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forbidding the approach of death would not reach the inner
corruption. Angels could not help, for it was not in the image
of angels that man was made. Only he who is himself the
Life could conquer death. Therefore the immortal Word
took human flesh and gave his mortal body for us all. It was
no necessity of his nature so to do, but a pure outcome of his
love to men and of the Father’s loving purpose of salvation.
By receiving in himself the principle of death he overcame it,
not in his own person only, but in all of us who are united
with him. If we do not yet see death abolished, it is now no
more than the passage to our joyful resurrection. Our mortal
human nature is joined with life in him, and clothed in the
asbestos robe of immortality. Thus, and only thus, in virtue
of union with him, can man become a sharer of his victory.
There is no limit to the sovereignty of Christ in heaven and
earth and hell. Wherever the creation has gone before, the
issues of the incarnation must follow after. See, too, what he
has done among us, and judge if his works are not the works
of sovereign power and goodness. The old fear of death is
gone. Our children tread it underfoot, our women mock at it.
Even the barbarians have laid aside their warfare and their
murders, and live at his bidding a new life of peace and purity.
Heathenism is fallen, the wisdom of the world is turned to
folly, the oracles are dumb, the demons are confounded. The
gods of all the nations are giving place to the one true God of
mankind. The works of Christ are more in number than the
sea, his victories are countless as the waves, his presence is
brighter than the sunlight. “ He was made man that we might
be made God?.”

The great persecution had been raging but a few years
back, and the changes which had passed since then were
enough to stir the enthusiasm of the dullest Christian. These
splendid paragraphs are the song of victory over the defeat
of the Pharaohs of heathenism and the deliverance of the
churches from the house of bondage. “Sing ye to the Lord,
for he hath triumphed gloriously.” There is something in

1 Ath. De Inc. 44: adrds yap évnr-  as this phrase is, it is not too bold a
Opdmnaer va uets Beoronfduer. Bold  paraphrase of Heb. i, 5—18.
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them higher than the fierce exultation of Lactantius over the
sufferings of the dying persecutors, though that too is impres-
sive. “The Lord hath heard our prayers. The men who
strove with God lie low; the men who overthrew his churches
bave themselves fallen with a mightier overthrow ; the men
who tortured the righteous have surrendered their guilty
spirits under the blows of Heaven and in tortures well deserved
though long delayed—jyet delayed only that posterity might
learn the full terrors of God’s vengeance on his enemies.”
There is none of this fierce joy in Athanasius, though he too
had seen the horrors of the persecution, and some of his early
teachers had perished in it. His eyes are fixed on the world-
wide victory of the Eternal Word, and he never lowers them
to resent the evil wrought by men of yesterday. Therefore
neither lapse of time nor multiplicity of trials could ever
quench in Athanasius the pure spirit of hope which glows in
his youthful work. Slight as our sketch of it has been, it will
be enough to shew his combination of religious intensity with
a speculative insight and a breadth of view reminding us of
Origen. If he fails to reach the mystery of sinlessness in man,
and is therefore not quite free from a Sabellianising view of
the Lord’s humanity as a mere vesture of his divinity, he at
least rises far above the barren logic of the Arians. We shall
presently have to compare him with the next great Kastern
thinker, Apollinarius of Laodicea.

Yet there were many men whom Arianism suited by its
shallowness. As soon as Christianity was established as a
lawful worship by the ediet of Milan in 312, the churches were
crowded with converts and inquirers of all sorts. A church
which claims to be universal cannot pick and choose like a
petty sect, but must receive all comers. Now these were
mostly heathens with the thinnest possible varnish of Chris-
tianity, and Arianism enabled them to use the language of
Christians without giving up their heathen ways of thinking.
In other words, the world was ready to accept the gospel as a
sublime monotheism, and the Lord’s divinity was the one
great stumbling-block which seemed to hinder its conversion.
Arianism was therefore a welcome explanation of the difficulty.
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Nor was the attraction only for nominal Christians like
these. Careless thinkers—sometimes thinkers who were not
careless—might easily suppose that Arianism had the best of
such passages as “ The Lord created me?,” or “ The Father is
greater than I2” Athanasius constantly complains of the
Arian habit of relying on isolated passages like these with-
out regard to their context or to the general scope and
drift of Scripture.

Nor was even this all. The Lord’s divinity was a real
difficulty to thoughtful men. They were still endeavouring
to reconcile the philosophical idea of God with the fact of
the incarnation. In point of fact, the two things are in-
compatible, and one or the other would have to be aban-
doned. The absolute simplicity of the divine nature is
consistent with a merely external Trinity, or with a merely
economic Trinity, with an Arian Trinity of one increate and
two created beings, or with a Sabellian Trinity of three
temporal aspects of the one God revealed in history; but
not with a Christian Trinity of three eternal aspects of
the divine nature, facing inward on each other as well as
outward on the world.  But this was mnot yet fully
understood. The problem was to explain the Lord’s
distinction from the Father without destroying the unity
of God. Sabellianism did it at the cost of his premun-
dane and real personality, and therefore by common con-
sent was out of the question. The Easterns were more
inclined to theories of subordination, to distinctions of the
derivately from the absolutely divine, and to views of Christ as
a sort of secondary God. Such theories do not really meet the
difficulty. A secondary God 1is necessarily a second God.
Thus heathenism still held the key of the position, and
constantly threatened to conviet them of polytheism. They
could not sit still, yet they could not advance without
remodelling their central doctrine of the divine nature to
agree with revelation. Nothing could be done till the
Trinity was placed inside the divine nature. But this is just
what they could not for a long time see. These men were not

! Prov. viii. 22, LXX. mistranslation. 2 John xiv. 28.

TIBRERY 57 LARY'S COLLEGE
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Arians, for they recoiled in genuine horror from the polytheistic
tendencies of Arianism; but they had no logical defence
against Arianism, and were willing to see if some modification
of it would not give them a foothold of some kind. To men
who dreaded the return of Sabellian confusion, Arianism was
at least an error in the right direction. It upheld the same
truth as they—the separate personality of the Son of God—
and if it went further than they could follow, it might still do
service against the common enemy.

The controversy broke out about the year 318. Arius was
now' presbyter at Alexandria, in charge of the church of
Baucalis, and in high favour? with bishop Alexander. He
was a grave ascetic character, a man of learning?® as became a
disciple of Lucian, a skilful dialectician, and a master of dignified
and stately language. When he publicly disputed some of
Alexander’s expressions as Sabellian, the quarrel spread at once.
He had many supporters in the city, and Alexander was slow to
move, needing perhaps to be stirred np by younger men¢ so that
it was not till after a considerable period of disquiet that he
summoned a full council of the bishops of Egypt, by whom his

heterodox presbyter was unanimously excommunicated?.

1 Wemay pass over earlier disputes,
The first stage of the controversy is
discussed by Dorner ii. 231.

2 Soz. i. 15.

3 Theodoret’s words, i. 2, T Tdv
Oelwy ypagdv mwemsTevuévos éfynow do
not necessarily imply that he was ever
president of the catechetical school.
Of his personal disciples we find Ur-
saciusand Valens, Ath. ad episc. .#g. 7,
p- 218: also Eustathius of Sebaste, if
we may trust Basil’s explicit statements,
Epp. 923, 244, 263.

4 Newman Hist, Treatises 297, after
Mohler Ath. 174, makes Athanasius
the real author of Alexander’s Ency-
clical, and is followed by Robertson
Ath. 68. Newman’s arguments are
weighty, but it i8 not safe to set down
all that resembles Athanasius as his
genuine work. Alexander must have
powerfully influenced hisyoungdeacon,
but upon the whole it is better to ac-
cept the Encyclical as substantially
Athanasian.

5 Arianism seems to have had an
important influence on the history of
church government in Egypt. The
consecration of the bishop of Alexan-
dria by bishops instead of presbyters,
would appear to have been already
accepted by all parties, for we hear
of no difficulties connected with it at
the election of Athanasius. But the
case of Ischyras, like the ambiguous
position of the chorepiscopi (some sign
at Nicea and Chalcedon: yet stricter
views creeping in Can. Ancyr. 13, An-
tioch 10), seemsto shew that the Eastern
conservatives still held no very rigid
views of the need of episcopal ordina-
tion.

Arianism was also by force of cir-
cumstances a protest against the
authority of the patriarchal see; and
therefore easily made common cause
with the Meletians, whose system was
essentially such another protest. The
one was a Greek attack on the doctrine
of Alexandria, the other a Coptic revolt
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Arius was too much in earnest to be expelled without a
contest. He held his services in defiance of the bishop, stirred
up the zeal of women, and gained supporters by canvassing (he
would call it pastoral visiting) from house to house’. He next
appealed from the church to the people in a multitude of
theological songs. Their popularity was immense, and cul-
minated in the publication of the Thalia or Spiritual Banquet?,
for which he could find no better metre than one commonly
appropriated to the foulest immoralities. The excitement
reached every village in Egypt, and Christian divisions became

a grateful subject for the laughter of the heathen theatres?.
Alexandria was no place for an outcast presbyter; and

Arius betook himself like Origen to Ceesarea.

He next wrote

letters, and with a fair measure of success, to the Eastern bishops
generally. His doctrine fell in with the prevailing dread of

against its discipline. The Meletian
bishops (Ath. Apol. ¢. Ar. 71, p. 148)
come from every part of Egypt, but are
more sparsely scattered far up the Nile,
near heathen Phile.

The Council of Nic@a upheld the
authority of Alexandria (Can. 6), and
Athanasius finally established it. It
is curious to notice the marvellous
unanimity which succeeds the discords
of his early years. Every bishop in
Egypt must have signed the Sardican
decisions in 346. Later on, about
369, they all join in the Ep. ad Afros.
Some of them, it is true, were not
present; but, as Athanasius adds (c. 10,
p. 718) with charming simplicity, *we
are all agreed, and always sign for
each other if anyonme chances to be
absent.”

The supremacy of Alexandria is
clear enough at the well-known scene
in the Council of Chalcedon. Is it too
much to see a foreshadowing of it in
the omission of the Egyptian bishops
from the censures of Seleucia? Ten of
them had signed the Acacian creed,
and some of these, like Seras and
Heliodorus, were decided Anomeans:
yet only George of Alexandria was
deposed, and none of the others were
even suspended.

Many causes prevented the rise of
a similar patriarchal tyranny in Syria.
Instead of standing alone in the land

G.

like Alexandria, Antioch was checked
on every side by the venerable memo-
ries of Caesarea, Jerusalem and Edessa,
and moreover never had a bishop
whose ability will bear comparison
with that of Athanasius, or even Cyril.

1 Alexander ap. Theodoret i. 4,
ducagTipia auykporotvres 8 évruylas
yuvaikaplwy dTdkTwy & ATdTCAY... ..\ ToV
xptaTiavoudy Giacipovtes €k ToD mepe-
Tpoxadew wacar dyviav doéuvws Tas wap’
adrols vewrépas...... éavTols emhhata Ayo-
TQv olkodounoavres adakelrTws év adTols
mototvrar cuvédovs. So Theodoret i. 2,
o ubvov év ekxhnolg...... AANL Kkdv Tols
Etw ouN\byous kal ouvvedplotss, kal Tas
olkias mwepwoaTdy éfnvipambddifev Goous
toxvev. Epiph. Her, 68. 4, m\7jfos wokd
...mapBevevove@y kal &NAwy KA7pik@v;
so 69, 3.

2 No doubt the meaning Arius
intended. See Fialon 4than. 65, who
lays much stress on the political aspect
of its popularity, and on the offence it
gave to Constantine. ‘‘Ce qui excitait
la mauvaise humeur du grand arche-
véque, ¢’était moins l'indignité que le
succés d’un poéme, qui, de son propre
aveu, ‘donnant & des blasphémes les
couleurs de la piété,” popularisait
I'hérésie...... Elle n’était rien moins
qu’'une futilité et une bouffonnerie.
Elle n’avait de léger que le titre.”

3 Socr. 1. 6.
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anything like the doctrines of Sabellius and Paul of Samosata,
his personal misfortunes excited interest’, his dignified bearing
commanded respect, and his connexion with the school of Lucian
secured him learned and influential sympathy. He received
more or less decided encouragement from the great Syrian
bishops Eusebius of Caesarea, Paulinus of Tyre and Theodotus of
Laodicea : and when Eusebius of Nicomedia, the ablest court-
politician of the East, took up his cause and held a Bithynian
synod” to demand his recall, Arius might feel himself Alexander’s
equal. Learned men defended and improved his teaching, and
before long he was able to boast® that the Eastern bishops held
with him, except a few “ heretical and ill-taught” men like
Philogonius of Antioch or Macarius of Jerusalem*

The emperor Licinius let the dispute take its course. He
was a barbarous old heathen soldier, as ignorant of religion as
possible, and drifted into a policy of annoyance to the Christians

late in his reign, and merely out of rivalry to Constantine®. If

1 Soz. i. 15, &s Houknuévovs éneodw-
Tes kal Tis éxxhpolas dkpitws éxPe-

BA\nuévous.

? Soz. i. 15.

3 Arius ad Eus. mwdvres ol xard miv
dvaroXip...... dixa..... dvfpirwy alpert-

K@y axarnxhTwy.

4 The supporters of Arius as far as
the council of Nicsa may be classified
thus: (I) Disciples of Lucian—Eusebius
of Nicomedia, Menophantus of Ephe-
sus, Theognius of Nicea, Maris of
Chalcedon, Athanasius of Anazarbus
(Philost. iii. 15), the sophist Asterius
and Leontius (Epiph. Her. 69. 4) the
future bishop of Antioch. These are
all the Lucianists whiom we can trace;
for Antonius and Eudoxius were not
yetpromoted to Tarsusand Germanicea
respectively, and we know nothing of
Numenins and Alexander. All these
except Athanasius are named by Philo-
storgius ii. 14, (II) Disciples of Doro-
theus—Eusebius of Cesesarea and pro-
bably his friend Paulinus of Tyre.
(III) (a) From Egypt and Libya—
Theonas of Marmarica, Secundus of
Ptolemais, and the presbyter George of
Alexandria. Philostorgius Fragm. ap.
Nicetam adds Daches of Berenice,
Secundus of Tauchira, Sentianus of
Borzum, Zopyrus of Barca, and by a

clear mistake Meletius of Lycopolis.
A few of these may have been Lucianists
like Arius himself. (b) From vari-
ous parts—Patrophilus of Secythopo-
lis, Narcissus of Neronias, Theodotus
of Laodicea, Gregory of Berytus and
ZAtius of Liydda. Philostorgius supra
names Tarcodimantus of Aige, and
Eulalius of Cappadocia: but when he
adds Basil of Amasea, Meletius of
Sebastopolis, Amphion of Cilicia (Sige-
donisPhilost.) and Leontiusand Longi-
anus of Cappadocia, theremust be some
mistake, deliberate or otherwise. Basil
was dead before 323 (Gorres Licin.
Chrverf. 115—120, against Valesius),
and all five are expressly claimed as
orthodox by Athanasius ad episc. &g.
8, p. 220; Leontius also by Greg. Naz.
Or. xviii. 12, p. 338, and Moses of Cho-
rene, ii. 89. Meletius is identified by
Valesius on Eus. Hist. Eccl. vii. 32,
§ 26, with the historian’s old teacher
Meletius of Pontus, who was living at
least as late as 310; and with the ortho-
dox Meletius named by Basil de Sp.
Sancto 29.

5 It was a local policy of annoyance
(Socr. i. 3, Tomwukds, &vba yap v Aiwklvvios,
éxel ubvov éyévero), rather than a system-
atic persecution. There were frequent
cruelties against bishops and soldiers,



IL.] CONSTANTINE. 35

Eusebius of Nicomedia endeavoured to use his influence in
favour of Arius, it was not to much purpose. But when the
battle of Chrysopolis (Sept. 323) laid the Empire at the feet of
Constantine, he found it necessary for his own purposes to bring
the controversy to some decision.

Tn some respects he was well qualified for the task. There
was no want of ability or earnestness in Constantine, or of
genuine interest in Christianity. His life was pure, and his
legislation everywhere shews that he could appreciate its lofty
morals. In political skill he was a match for Diocletian, while
his military successes were unequalled since the triumph of
Aurelian. The heathens saw in him the restorer of the Empire,
the Christians their deliverer from persecution. Even the
feeling of a divine mission which laid him so open to flattery
gave him also a sense of responsibility which lifts him far above
the level of a vulgar Bonaparte. But Constantine had spent
his life in camps, and was above all things a practical statesman
keenly alive to the social miseries of the time. There are few
nobler pages in the statute-book of Rome than those which record

his laws.

but the Edict of Milan was never
formally repealed. See Gorres Licin.
Chrverf. esp. 56.

1 Constantine’s characteras a Chris-
tian legislator can scarcely be sustained
by his unsteady poliecy of toleration;
still less by his elevation of Sunday to
the rank of the heathen ferie. But
his aim at Christian ends is clear from
his action in social matters.

I. Slavery. Freedom put beyond
prescription (314). Laws against kid-
nappers (315), against extreme cruelty,
&e. (319; yet compare law of 326 Cod.
Theod. 1x. xii. 2,—*“correction is not
murder’’) and separation of families by
sale (334? Cod. Theod. 11. xxv. 1).
Easyform of manumission (321), placed
under the guardianship of the church.
The Antonine jurists had done some-
thing against excess of cruelty, but Con-
stantine first ventured clearly to reverse
the old heathen policy (vicesima B.c.
357, lex Ailia Sentia B.c. 3, lex Furia
Caninia A.p. T) of checking the growth
of the vile class of freedmen. Yet he

Their cruelty was a passing evil, while their genuine
Christian aim was a landmark for ever’.

He had seen with

retains the old contempt for slaves;
keeps up the system of severer legal
punishments for their offences, and re-
stores to slavery (332) freedmen guilty of
disrespect to their patroni. Mutilation
of runaway slaves. Laws embodying
older ones and substantially repeated
by later emperors against connexion of
senators, priests, &e. with low women
(336). Cod. Theod.1v.vi. 3 (Haenel), ex
ancilla vel ancille filia, vel liberta vel
liberte filia, sive Romana facta seu La-
tina, vel scenica vel scenice filia, vel ex
tabernaria vel ex tabernarie filia, vel
humili vel abjecta, vel lemonis aut
arenarii filia, vel que mercimoniis
publicis prefuit. The list is quoted
by Marcian in 454 Nov. tit. 4, 1, but
the changed tone of his law is signifi-
cant. Such marriages forbidden also
to curiales under penalty of deportatio
in insulam by law of 319 (Cod. Theod.
X1L. i. 6, cum ancillis non potest esse con-
nubium, nam ex hujusmodi contubernio
servi nascuntur). This however partly
a fiscal measure to prevent curiales

3—2
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his own eyes the martyrs of Nicomedia: and as he watched the
evil ends of the persecutors, the conviction grew! upon him
that the victorious antagonist of the Empire must owe its
strength to the protection of the heavenly Power. He learned
to recognize the God of the Christians in his father’s God,
and in the Sun-god’s cross of light to see the cross of Christ.
Accepting the witness of the gospel to his old belief, he forgot
that a revelation may have new truths to declare as well
as old ones to confirm. He lingered on the threshold of
the church, coining money with the Sun-god’s name, and
preaching the vanity of idols to his courtiers. Thus with all his
interest in Christianity, he could never reach the secret of its
inner life. Its imposing monotheism he could appreciate; but
surely the Person of the Lord was something secondary. Con-
stantine understood his own age because he shared its heathen

from escaping their burdens. Savage
regulations against marriage of free
women with slaves (326; or mitigated
331 by a return to the law of 314).

II. Women. Laws (312) to save
their appearance in court. Restriction
of divorce (331) to three specified cases
on each side, not including the hus-
band’s adultery. Prohibition of con-
cubinage (321 or 324) to married men.
Savage though not unprecedented pun-
ishments (320) of fornication. Partial
repeal (320) of the lex Papia Poppea
(Eus. 7. C. iv. 26, Soz. i. 9, and esp.
Niceph. Call. vii. 46) notwithstanding
the Empire’s sore need of fighting
men. Yet strong class feeling against
low women—supra, and contemptuous
exemption (326) from the penalties of
adultery of tavern servants, quasvilitas
vite dignas legum observatione non cre-
didit.

III. Poor Laws. The hasty edict
(Guizot’s note on Gibbon ch. x1v.) of
315, and the more carefully drawn one
for Africa of 322, directing immediate
relief of destitute parentsat the expense
of the fiscus. Nerva’s law Aur. Victor
Epit.12,and Trajan’s Dio C. 68, 5, were
limited to Italy: they are discussed by
Marquardt Rom. Alterthiimer v. 137—
141, and further references given by
Hatch Organization,34. Whoeverrear-
ed a foundling was allowed to retain it
(313, 329) as a slave, or (331) as a son.

IV. Respect for human life. Laws
regulating prisons (320) and prohibiting
branding on the face (315) que ad simi-
litudinem pulchritudinis celestis est
Jigurata. Gladiatorial games used for
punishment of slaves 315, but ineffec-
tually forbidden 325. Crucifixion of
slaves 314. Hisabolition of it Soz. 1.8,
Aur. Victor Ces. 41 is very doubtful.

A special account of Constantine’s
legislation is given by Chawner. The
laws themselves are mostly collected in
Migne vinn. from the Codex Theodosi-
anus.

1 If the best mirror of the emperor’s
mind is found in the language of his
flatterers,it becomesimportanttonotice
the distinctly and increasingly mono-
theistic (not definitely Christian) tone of
his Gaulish panegyrists. See Freeman
Hist. Essays, Third Series, 100, 120.
His Christianity may be compared from
some points of view with the tolerance
of Cyrus or of Messer Marco’s Kublai.

On the sun-worship of the time,
see refs. collected by Keim. Uebertritt
Constantins 92—97, and on the cross
Zahn Constantin der Grosse 11—15,
and Wietersheim (Dahn) Vilkerwander-
ung i. 406—414. The best general ac-
count of Constantine is by Wordsworth
in Dict. Chr. Biogr. On his relation
to the church, Loening Kirchenrecht i.
20 sq.
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superstitions and its heathen class-feeling ; and Christianity to
him was nothing more than a monotheistic heathenism. Arian-
ism therefore came up to his ideal of religion, and he could not
see what was lacking in it. The whole question seemed a
mere affair of words.

But if the emperor had no special theological interest in the
matter, he could not overlook its political importance. Old
experience warned him of the danger of a stir in Egypt ; and he
had himself seen with what difficulty the revolt of Achilleus
had been crushed. These Arian songs might cause a bloody
tumult any day at Alexandria ; and if the Christians went down
into the streets, they could hardly be allowed to fight it out like
Jews. Nor was the danger confined to Alexandria. The dis-
pute was not on a question of local interest like the consecration
of Cecilian, but was already tearing all the East in sunder. The
unity of Christendom was at peril; and with it the support
which the shattered Empire looked for from an undivided
church. Even Aurelian had seemed to feel that a religio licita
must have no divisions; and though the edict of Milan had
proclaimed toleration for every form of heresy, the more sub-
stantial gifts of Constantine were the reward of orthodox
belief, or rather of communion with the leading bishops of
the Christian corporation. Law after law gives honours and
immunities to the church, but law after law excludes the
sectaries from its benefits. The Empire could deal with a
church, but not with miscellancous gatherings of self-willed
schismatics. Thus when Constantine’s efforts failed to satisfy
the Donatists of their duty to obey Cewcilian, he next en-
deavoured in the interest of unity to crush them, and only gave
up the attempt when experience had shewn its uselessness.

In this temper Constantine approached the Arian difficulty.
His first step was to send Hosius of Cordova to Alexandria
with a characteristic letter to Alexander and Arius. It pre-
sents “a strange mixture of a master’s pride, a Christian’s
submission, and a statesman’s disdain’.”  But the very strange-
ness of the document guarantees its sincerity. If Eusebius

! 8o Broglie i. 380. The best summary of the letter is given by Baur
E. Tr. ii. 223.
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of Nicomedia had any hand in its despatch?, he cannot have
done more than give the final impulse to the emperor’s pur-
poses. Constantine treats the dispute as a mere word-battle
about mysteries beyond our reach, arising out of an over-
curious question asked by Alexander, and a rash answer given
by Arius. They were agreed on essentials, and ought to forgive
each other the past as our holy religion enjoins, and for the
future to avoid these vulgar quarrels®. The dispute was most
distressing to himself, and really quite unnecessary.

At that stage of the controversy such a letter was
unavailing®. The excitement at Alexandria grew worse,
though Hosius succeeded in healing one of the minor
schisms. Whether it was during this mission (Socr. iii. 7),
or somewhat later at Nicomedia (Philost. 1. 7), that he came
to an understanding with Alexander, we cannot say.

Constantine enlarged his plans. If Arianism divided
Alexandria, the Meletian schism was giving quite as much
trouble higher up the Nile. The old Easter controversy*
too had not been effectually settled at Arles; and there were
minor questions about Novatian and Paulianist baptism, and
the treatment of the Licinian lapsi. He therefore issued
invitations to all Christian bishops to meet next summer
at Nicea in Bithynia (an auspicious name®), in order to make
a final end of all the disputes which rent the unity of
Christendom®. The restoration of peace was a holy service,
and would be a noble preparation for the solemnities of the
great emperor’s Vicennalia.

5 pakpols 76n xpbrois Ty Adravrayod

1 As Dr Reynolds thinks, Dict. Chr.
Nawv Oevyreypévwr, that the dispute

Biogr. Art, Eusebius of Nicomedia.
It is

2 Soer. i. 7, dnpuwdy radr’ éoti, xkal
madikals dvolats apubrTovta pdANov, 7
Ty TV lepéwy kal ppoviuwy avdphv ovvége
TPOTHKOVTA.

3 After this failure Broglie i. 388,
following Tillemont, Meém. vi. 742,
places the emperor’s angry letter to
Arius, preserved by Gel. Cyz. iii. 1.

4 The wild theory that the Asiatic
school of Quartodecimans had died out
before 276, and a perfectly new one
arisen since under Jewish influences at
Antioch, is sufficiently refuted by the
direct statement of Eusebius V. C. iii.

was both ancient and general.
the subject of the very first decision
at Arles in 314, and was quite as
conspicuous as Arianism at Nicea.

5 So Eusebius V. C. iii. 6 wé\is
éumpémovoa T ourbédy, vikys erdvuuos.
On the choice of Nicza, Stanley East-
ern Church, 88—91.

¢ We hear nothing of the Donatists.
They had been tolerably quiet for some
years; and Constantine was wise enough
to leave them out of the Nicene pro-
gramme.



1] THE COUNCIL OF NICAZA. 39

The idea of an cecumenical council may well have been
Constantine’s own. It bears the stamp of a statesman’s im-
perial and far-reaching policy, and is of a piece with the whole
of the emperor’s life. Smaller councils had been a constant
resource in smaller disputes; and Constantine hoped (notwith-
standing his experience at Arles) that if the bishops could only
be brought to some decision, all the churches would follow it.

It is needless here to analyse the imposing list of bishops
present from almost every province of the Empire?, and some
from beyond its frontiers in the far East and North. We
need only note the Eastern character of the assembly? and
the large number of confessors present®. And if the bishops
were not usually men of learning, they were not on that
account any the less competent witnesses to the actual belief
of their churchest Little as the issue of the council satisfied
him, Eusebius is full of genuine enthusiasm over his majestic roll
of churches far and near, from the extremity of Europe to the
furthest ends of Asia. Not without the Holy Spirit’s guidance
did that august assembly meet. Like the apostolic choir, like
the Pentecostal gathering the fathers of Niewa seemed to thelr
own contemporaries ; and we cannot wonder if the old historian
turned away from the noisy bickerings of after years to recall
the glorious hope which gathered round the council’s meeting®.
Nor was that day a day of hope for the church of God alone, but
also for the world. The Empire seemed to forget its ancient
sickness now that 1t was at last confronted with its mysterious
antagonist. The old world faced the new, and all was ready for

! Every diocese was represented
except Britain, though we know only of
single bishops from Spain, Gaul, Africa,
Italy, Illyricum and Dacia. I'rom
outside the Empire we have John the
Persian, Cathirius (name corrupt) of
Bosporus, and Theophilus the Goth.

2 We can only trace seven bishops
from the West ; and in any case there
cannot have been very many.

3 We can name for certain Hosius
of Cordova, Paul of Neocasarea, Paph-
nutius and Potammon. Eustathius of
Antioch is vouched for by Athanasius,
Hist, Ar. 4, p. 274, Macedonius of

Mopsuestia by the Eusebians at Philip-
popolis (Hilary Fragm. 111.); and the
only reflection on the confessorship of
Eusebius of Ceasarea is Potammon’s
taunt at Tyre, which is rejected by
Semisch in Herzog Realencycl., and
with emphasis by Lightfoot, £usebius
of Cesarea. A few more are given by
Niceph. Call. viii. 14, but some of
them at least are unhistorical,

4+ Theignorance of the bishops was
exaggerated (Soer. i. 8) by Sabinus of
Heraclea. It is also alluded to by the
Homeeans at Sirmium.

® Eus. V. C. iii. 5—9.
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the league which joined the names of Rome and Christendom,
and made the sway of Christ and Caxsar one.

All parties seem to have agreed to deal with the contro-
versy by issuing a new creed; by no means for popular use,
but as a universal test of orthodoxy to be signed by bishops
upon occasion. Christendom as yet had no authoritative creed
at all. There was a traditional Rule of Faith, and there was
a final standard of doctrine in Scripture; but there was no
acknowledged and authoritative Symbol. Different churches
had varying creeds (wiorers?) for catechetical use, besides the
proper baptismal professions made by the catechumen with
his own lips. Some of these were ancient, and some of wide-
spread use’, and all were couched in the words of Scripture,
and all variously modelled on the Lord’s Baptismal Formula
(Matt. xxviii. 19). But there was no universal Symbol. With
existing forms it was not proposed to interfere; but it was
none the less a momentous change to draw up a single docu-
ment as a standard of orthodoxy for the whole of Christendom,
to put an end not only to this but to all future controversies.
The plan seems Constantine’s own, like that of the cecumenical
council itself; but all parties entered into it, and only the
wording remained to be decided upon.

The Arians had come full of hope to the council. They
were confident that the bishops would accept or at least allow
their doctrine. They had powerful friends at court, and an
influential connexion in the learned Lucianic circle. They
reckoned also on the unwillingness of the conservatives to
exclude opinions which tradition had never expressly condemned.
Their confidence must have received some rude shocks in the
preliminary conferences®, but few could have foreseen that on
the day of the decisive meeting, the great heresy could not
muster twenty votes in support of an Arianizing creed presented
by Eusebius of Nicomedia. The bishops raised an angry

! The Nicene Creed itself is regu-
larly called wioris or pdfnua: never
agtuBoror (except in Can. Laod. 7) till
its conversion into a baptismal pro-
fession in the nextcentury. SeeCaspari
Quellen 1. 24.

2 The Roman creed of Marcellus is

an instance, if we can accept Caspari’s
theory (Quellen iii.) of its origin.

3 Required by the duration of the
council, and implied by Soz. i. 17,
Huépav dpioe, kal Gy éxpiv Aioar Td
dupoBnTodueva. wpd 8¢ Tis wpobeaulas
cuvibvres kal’ éavrovs ol émlokomor, KT,
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clamour, and tore it in pieces. Thereupon we are told that
Arius was abandoned by all but five of his supporters®.

This was decisive. Arianism was condemned by a crushing
majority ; and it only remained to formulate the decision. But
here began the difficulty. The conservatives® were really
shocked at what had been read before them, and could not
refuse to agree with Athanasius, that such ‘blasphemies’ were
not to be allowed. Their doubt was rather whether sound
policy ® required their conclusions to be embodied in the new
creed, and whether any direct condemnation of Arianism might
not involve dangers on the Sabellian side.

At this point Eusebius of Cewsarea came forward. Though
neither a great man nor a clear thinker, he was much the most
learned member of the council. He occupied an important
see, stood high in the emperor’s favour, and with regard to
doctrine held a conservative position which commanded general
respect by its safe moderation®. He agreed with Arius in the
current belief that God is absolutely one, essentially mysterious
and entirely separate from a world which cannot bear his touch.
He agreed again that the idea of divinity is complete in the
Father, so that the Trinity is from the will only of God.
Hence if the separate personality of the Son is to be main-
tained against Sabellius, it was impossible to allow him full
eternity. So far Eusebius went with Arius; but here he
stopped. Instead of drawing the inference that the ILord is
only a creature, he preferred to regard him as the personal
copy of the divine attributes, as the Sevrepedwy feds begotten

1 Eustathius ap. Theodoret, i. 7, 8.
De Broglie ii. 36 has a theory that the
rejected creed was that of Eusebius of
Ceesarea. But this, as Neander iv. 22
decisively remarks, contained nothing
which could offend the conservatives.

2 It may be convenient here to
dissociate my use of the word conserva-
tive from Dr Abbott’s in his Ozford
Sermons, 1879. I am transferring to
ecclesiastical matters the broad mean-
ing which the word is supposed to
bear in English polities, as indicating
a class of men more inclined than
others to acquiesce in an existing state
of things. In the Nicene age tiic new

idea which claimed admittance was
that of hypostatic distinctions: in our
own (according to Dr Abbott) it seems
to be the full coordination of Nature
with Revelation. His division there-
fore turns on questions unknown to the
Nicene age, where he would have to set
down all parties as substantially con-
servative.

3 So Hort Two Diss. 56 n, though
referring to the next stage of the
debate.

4 His position at the council is
well drawn fromn one point of view by
Fialon Saint Ath. 122.
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ineffably of the Father’s will before the ages. Thus the eternal
generation was no longer an intemporal relation as Origen had
understood it, but a pretemporal act of will; and the only
escape from the Arian 7y moré 87e odk 7v was to lay stress
on its mysterious nature, and to contemplate it from the side
of cause rather than from that of time.

To a man of this sort it seemed a natural course to fall
back upon the authority of some older creed such as all could
sign. Kusebius therefore laid before the council that of his
own church of Casarea, which he had himself learned as a
catechumen and since taught as presbyter and bishop. It is a
short and simple document, admirably recommended to con-
servative feeling by its scriptural language and prudent evasion
of the question before the council. In character' it belongs to
the previous century, going back even behind Tertullian in
emphasizing the Logos doctrine rather than the eternal Sonship.
Arianism it ignored. Its mpwTdToroy mwaocns xricews and its
Tpo TAvTeY TOV aiwvwy might mean “begotten (not eternally,
but) before other things were created®” Its fedv éx feod was
no more than Arius had repeatedly confessed, while its solitary
capkwbévra left the whole doctrine of the Incarnation in
uncertainty’. To this document Eusebius added a protest of
his own (Ilatépa @rnfas Ilatépa k.7.A, quoting Matt. xxviii.
19) modelled on the creed of Lucian®, and directed mainly
against the Sabellianism he most feared.

Had the council been drawing up a creed for popular use,
a short and simple document of this kind would have been

1 The Cesesarean creed is best dis-
cussed by Hort Two Dissertations
54—71. His account of the council
seems unassailable, and we can only
regret that a complete narrative of it
was no part of his plan.

2 mwpoardyiov rather than didiov.

3 The word capcwfévra by itself
ig very rare in creeds. It occurs as a
various reading in the confession of
Arius and Euzoius. The other reading
is gdpka dvalaBévra, which is found in
the Apostolical Constitutions and (with
a change of construction) in the first
creed of Antioch, and in that of
Seleucia. The dated creed of Sirmium

has vyevvyfévra, to which (78) kard
gdpka is added at Nicé and Constanti-
nople. It is usually qualified by évav-
fpwmrioavra, a8 in the Nicene Creed.
The Arian view is clearly given in the
confession of Eudoxius (discussed by
Caspari, Alte u. neue Quellen 176—185),
where we have capkwlévra odk évav-
fpwmrhoavTa.

4 As Eusebius was dead before 341,
this is more likely than the converse,
that the Lucianic passage was adopted
from him at Antioch. He also has it
in view ctra Marcellum 1. p. 4. Asterius
had it id. p. 19.
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suitable enough. The undecided bishops received it with de-
light. It contained none of the vexatious technical terms
which had done all the mischief—nothing but familiar Scrip-
ture, which the least learned of them could understand. So
far as Arianism might mean to deny the Lord’s divinity, it
was clearly condemned already, and the whole question might
now be safely left at rest behind the ambiguities of the
Cemsarean creed. So it was accepted at once. Marcellus him-
self could find no fault with its doctrine, and the Arians were
glad now to escape a direct condemnation. But unanimity of
this sort, which really decided nothing, was not what Atha-
nasius and Marcellus wanted. They had not come to the
council to haggle over compromises, but to cast out the
blasphemer, and they were resolved to do it effectually.
Hardly a more momentous resolution can be found in
history. The whole future of Christianity was determined by
it; and we must fairly face the question whether Athanasius
was right or not. Would 1t not have been every way better
to rest satisfied with the great moral victory already gained ?
When heathens were pressing into the church in crowds, was
that a suitable time to offend them with a solemn procla-
mation of the very doctrine which chiefly kept them back ?
It was, moreover, a dangerous policy to insist on measures for
which even Christian opinion was not ripe, and it led directly
to the gravest troubles in the churches—troubles of which no
man then living was to see the end. The first half century
of prelude was a war of glants; but the main contest opened
at Nicea is not ended yet, or like to end before the Lord
himself shall come to end it. It was the decision of Athanasius
which made half the bitterness between the Roman and the
Teuton, between Christianity and Islam to this day. Even
now 1t is the worst stumbling-block of Western unbelief. Many
of our most earnest enemies would gladly forget their enmity
if we would only drop our mysticism and admire with them
a human Christ who never rose with power from the dead.
But we may not do this thing. Christianity cannot make its
peace with this world by dropping that message from the
other which is its only reason for existence. Athanasius was
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clearly right. When Constantine had fairly put the question,
they could not refuse to answer. Let the danger be what
it might, they could not deliberately leave it open for Christian
bishops (the creed was not for others) to dispute whether our
Lord is truly God or not. Those may smile to whom all
revelation is a vain thing; but it is our life, and we believe
1t is their own life too. If there is truth or even meaning in
the gospel, this question of all others is most surely vital. Nor
has history failed to justify Athanasius. That heathen age
was no time to trifle with heathenism in the very citadel of
Christian life. Fresh from the fiery trial of the last great per-
secution, whose scarred and mutilated veterans were sprinkled
through the council-hall, the church of God was entering on
a still mightier conflict with the spirit of the world. If their
fathers had been faithful unto death or saved a people from
the world, their sons would have to save the world itself and
tame its Northern conquerors. Was that a time to say of
Christ, “ But as for this man, we know not whence he 1s!”?
The Cesarean creed being adopted in substance, the contro-
versy could be fought out in the searching discussion to which
its details were subjected. Constantine proposed only to add
the word opoovaiov, but it was found impossible to stop there.
Ill-compacted clauses invited rearrangement, and older churches
like Jerusalem or Antioch? might claim to share with Ceesarea
the honour of giving a creed to the whole of Christendom.
Above all, the Athanasian party could urge that several of
the Casarcan phrases decidedly favoured the opinions which

1 See Harnack D. G. ii. 220.

2 Hort Two Diss. 59 points this out,
and calls attention to the prominent
part taken in the council by Eustathius
and Macarius. It may be added that
we find more than one trace of the
Lucianic creed in the discussions at
Nicea. The protest of Eusebius has
been mentioned before. It would also
seem that one of the forms proposed
at the next stage of the debate was
a modification of the Lucianic ereed.
Athanasius speaks of the bishops as
discussing such phrases as §s éoTw olk
é¢ ok ByTwy &AN ék Tol Oeod, kai Abyos
éori xkai gopla, dAN oV ricua ovdé

mwolnua, [diov 8¢ éx Tob Marpds yévrnua...
Stwauw dAnbwiy kal elkbéva Tob Ilarpos
Tov Abyov, Suoidy Te kal drapdANakToy
adrdv kard wdvra T¢ larpl, kal drpemrroy
xal del kal év avrg elvar ddiapérws de
Deer. 19. 20, and again o0 krlopa dANG
Stvauw, coplav pbvny Tob llarpds xal
elkbva dtdov dmapd\hakTov kara
wdvra Tob Ilarpos kal Oeov dNndwbv,
ad Afros 5. Is it too much to see
behind these passages a reference to
the Luecianic creed, especially to its
central phrase obclas dwapdA\haxTor
elxéva? Of course ololas would be
dropped at this stage of the debate.
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it had been agreed to condemn. Ultimately changes were
made, falling conveniently into six groups.

(@) Its Tov 7év dmdvTwy dpatwr Te kal dopdTwy ToLiTYY,
which might imply the creation of the Son and the Holy
Spirit}, was softened by the substitution of wdvrey.

(b) The Sonship was thrown to the front, referring all
subsequent clauses to the Son instead of the Logos. We find
no trace of any objection to this, though the council might
have divided strangely on it, with Arius and Athanasius on
one side, Eusebius and Marcellus on the other.

(¢) As this brought the words yevvnOévra éx 7Tob mwaTpos
povoyevi) next to Geov éx feod, it was decided to qualify both
by the insertion of the new clause tovréorw éx T7s odolas
7o Ilarpos, as a parenthesis which “ while chiefly limiting
the sense of éx Tod marpos, limited also the sense of povoyers,
as against the Homceousians, and at the same time compelled
wovoyeviy into a subsidiary limitation of éx 7ol matpos, as
against the Anomeeans®.”

(d) Dropping {wnv éx {wiis and mpwTiTokoy Taons kTicEws,
the Nicene Creed inserts feov annbBivov éx Geot arnbivod : then,
parallel to yevvnfévra ék Tod matpos, it resumes—yevvnOévra
ot mombévra, opoovaiov T@ matpl, carefully contrasting the
two participles which the Arians so industriously confused.

(¢) The dangerous gaprwbeérra was explained by the ad-
dition of évavbpwmnoavra. Thus the Lord took something
more than a mere human body: but it was left undecided
whether he assumed human nature or merely entered into
union with a man. Nestorian error on the Incarnation is
still left open, but Arian is shut out®.

(f) The anathemas were added—rovs 8¢ ANéyovras oT¢
v mote OTe odk My, kal wply yevvnbivar odk N, kal 6t EE olk
SvTwv éyéveto, 1) EE érépas UmooTacews % ovolas pdarovras
elvat, 9 KTLOTOV 1) TPEwTOV 1) dANOLWTOV Toy viov Tov Beod,
avablepatiler 9 xabolier éxxhyola.

1 The suggestion is due to Swainson  confession of Adamantius. Its impor-
Dict. of Chr. Biogr. Art. Faith. It is tance is as shewing how carefully the
confirmed by the significant avoidance  Council did its work.

of awdvrwy in other documents, except 2 Hort Two Diss. 69.
the Apostolical Constitutions and the 3 Swainson Nicene Creed 7.
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Our accounts of the Nicene debates are too fragmentary to
let us trace many of the objections made before the council :
but knowing as we do that they were carefully discussed, we
may presume that they were the standing difficulties of the
later Arianizers. These are four in number—

1. The expressions éx Tijs odoias and ouooloiov are ma-
terialist, tending to a Manichean view of the Son as a part
of the divine essence’, or else imply a third essence prior to
both®. This objection would carry weight even in the East,
and be a serious difficulty in the West, where ovoia was
translated by the materializing word substantia.

2. The word ouoovoios is Sabellian. It implies the
common possession of the divine essence, and fairly admits
the doctrine of Marcellus, that the unity of Person is like that
between man and his reason. If we consider its derivation
and follow its use in the early part of the controversy, there
is no escape from the conclusion that the word was Sabellian,
and that the sense ultimately given to it was a result of
Seminarian influence®. In the creed however it was balanced
by the more important' éx Tijs ovalas 7ot IlaTpds; and it
was soon turned into a comprehensive mode of asserting a
complete identity of attributes. It was needed as a direct
condemnation of Arianism, and formed a first approximation
to the mysterious doctrine of the mwepuywpnais, by which the
metaphor of triune personality was afterwards explained and

1 So Arius ad Al. in Ath. de Syn.
16, p. 583. Arianizers usually press
pépos 6uooboior.

2 Annulling the idea of ~véwvynais, as
Hilary notices de Syn. 68.

3 The word is best discussed by
Zahn Marcellus 11—27, 87, followed
by Harnack D. G. ii. 214 and Robertson
Ath. Int. xxxii.; against Dorner ii.
247, Voigt A4th. 46, and Atzberger
Logoslehre 84.

4 Athanasiusalwayslaid more stress
on éx 7is obotas Tob II. than on éuood-
cwv. The latter indeed, as is well
known, he uses sparingly. Even in
his Ezp. Fidei it comes in only once,
and that indirectly (c. 2, p. 80 &s ol
ZaféXhior NéyovTes povooloioy kal olUx
ouooboiov—yet éx Tijs odalas is replaced

by periphrases in the style of the Lueci-
anic creed). In his conciliatory de
Synodis he avoids it: also in his Ora-
tiones (written shortly after: see New-
man Ath. Tr.ii. 227 n) where it is only
found i. 9, p. 325. He uses it freely
elsewhere, esp. Epp. ad Ser., de Inc. et
c. 4Ar., and ad Afros. One remarkable
passage is ad Ser. Ep. 1. 3, p. 547,
where he says that a father and son are
opootaiot, also man and man, and hence
the Son is duoodotos with the Father
(this is the meaning of éu.), but not with
created beings (contrast Def. Chalce-
don), for no created being is either (1)
wavrokpdrwp, (2) drperros, (3) increate,
or (4) ¢voet Beds, not perovoig only. So
de Sent. Dion. 10, p. 197.
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checked : yet conservative instinct pointed to a real danger.
On the accepted theory of the absolute simplicity of the divine
nature there was no room for a hypostatic Trinity ; and as all
parties repudiated tritheism, it was hard to see how the Lord’s
full deity admitted of any but a Sabellianizing defence : and
if Marcellus shewed his leanings in that direction, we may
presume that he was not condemned at Nicwa by the party
which refused to disavow his developed scheme at Sardica.

8. The words ovoia and éuoovaios are not found in Scrip-
ture. This is the argument which seems to have influenced the
conservatives most of all. The policy of Athanasius was pivoted
on these words: yet the use of dypada in an authoritative
creed was a positive revolution in the church. It was a mere
argumentum ad hominem to answer' that the Arians had set
the example. At any rate, they had not attempted to put their
éE ovx dvTwy, v ToTE 6T€e oUk Ny x.T\. Into the creed.

4. The use of ouoodoios is contrary to tradition, having
been condemned by the council of Antioch in 269 against Paul
of Samosata. It 1s not clear whether he used the word or not?;
but the council certainly rejected it. The danger from the
Manichean side had not passed away in 325; but this the
Arians had already urged. Their insistence on the fact apart
from the motives of the decision at Antioch was an appeal
from Scripture to tradition. In fact, it is not too much to say
that the victors of Nicma leaned on Scripture, the Arians on
tradition®. Both sides indeed accepted Scripture as the para-
mount authority ; but when the interpretation of Scripture was

U Athanasius de Syn. 36, p. 600.

2 Athanasius de Syn. 45, p. 606
(followed by Nitzsch Grundriss 205)
says that he objected to it as implying
a prior essence. On the other hand,
Hilary de Syn. 81, 86, 88 and Epi-
phanius Her. 65, 5 (followed by Dorner
ii. 12) declare that he accepted it,
apparently in the Sabellianizing sense
in which Marcellus understood it. In
this case the authority of Athanasius
is impaired by the fact that he wrote
in exile, and without his books.

3 Justice is not always done to the
groundofScripture,on whichthefathers
of Nicma specially took their stand.

Westcott Canon 422—426 need not have
condescended to quote Gelasius of Cyzi-
cus in proof of what we may find on
almost every page of Athanasius. Voigt
Ath, 192—3 is not too decided on this
point, though he seems to forget that
the question was never formally placed
on the ground of Scripture as against
tradition. Athanasius never raises the
question in this exact shape, for he
never contemplates the possibility (how
could he?) of the whole church having
worshipped a mere creature from the
first. On the council, Stanley Eastern
Church 117,
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disputed, it became a question whether a word not sanctioned
by tradition could be rightly made a test of orthodoxy. If
tradition gave them a foothold (and none could deny it), the
Arians thought themselves entitled to stay in the church. If
Scripture condemned them (and there could be no doubt of
that), Athanasius thought himself bound to turn them out.
His works are one continuous appeal to Scripture’. In this
case his principal argument is that if the word ouoovoos is
not found in Scripture, the doctrine is. This was enough;
but if the Avians referred to tradition, they might be met
on that ground also?. ~Athanasius claims the authority of
Origen and Theognostus, and shews that even the incautious
Dionysius of Alexandria freely recognized the disputed word
when 1t was pressed upon him by his Roman namesake. With
regard to its rejection by the Syrian churches, he refuses all
mechanical comparisons of numbers or antiquity between the
councils of Antioch and Nicmea, and endeavours to shew that
while Paul of Samosata used the word in one sense, Arius
denied it in another®.

The council paused. The confessors in particular were an
immense conservative force. Some of them, like Hosius and
Eustathius, had been foremost in denouncing Arius; but few of
them can have been eager for changes in the faith which had
sustained them in their trial® Now the plan proposed was
nothing less than a revolution—no doubt in its deepest meaning
conservative, but none the less externally a revolution. So the
council paused®. It was an immense change to issue a single

1 The mere number of his quota-
tions is significant. The de Decretis
contains 105 in 24 pages, the three Ora-
tiones c. Arianos 918 in 181 pages, and
the de Incarnatione et c. Ar. as many
as 186 in 15 pages. The de Synodisisa
narrative of events, so that it contains
fewer; but the instant a doctrine has to
be established (c. 49), he gives a series
of thirty quotations. And these are
not merely ornamental, as when he
quotes Hermas, but substantial parts
of his argument.

2 The traditional side of his teach-
ing is seen in passages like Encyel. 1,
p. 88; de Decr. 27, p. 183; Or. 1. 8,

p. 325; ad Serap. i. 28, p. 540; ad
dfros 7, p. 716. Mohler Ath. 110—117
and Atzberger Logoslehre 46 have
made the most of them.

3 In the conciliatory de Syn. 43,
p- 604: but his arguments at Nicea
have not come down to us.

4 Rufinus i. 2 Cumque in eodem
concilio esset Confessorum magnus nu-
merus sacerdotum, omnes Arii novitati-
bus adversabantur. This may be for-
mally true: but it needs qualification
for Eusebius of Casarea and (no
doubt) Macedonius of Mopsuestia.

5 Soz. i. 17 must be noticed here.
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test creed for all the bishops of Christendom: and though the
entire council had agreed to do it, and was actually sitting
for the purpose, the conservatives were sure to make it as
innocent as they could. Again, it was a serious step positively
to exclude Arianism; and though they had consented to this
also, they had not done so without misgiving. But when it
was proposed to make everything depend on a word not found
in Scripture, of materialist tendency and savouring not a little
of Sabellianism, and lying moreover under the condemnation
of an earlier council of high and orthodox authority, it would
have been strange indeed if the conservatives had not looked
for some escape.

But there was no other method of excluding Arianism. As
the dispute was not of the canon, but of the interpretation of
Scripture, it was quite indifferent how much Secripture was
put into the creed. If Secripture was to be limited to any
particular meaning, they must go outside Scripture for technical
terms to define that meaning. Athanasius of course under-
stood this, but others were less acute, and needed to be con-
vinced of it by a fruitless search for some alternative. We
have a curious account? of the Arian evasions of every Scriptural
expression proposed. If it were Of God, the answer was “All
things are of God.” If the Lord were described as the Image
of God, “So are we, for In the image of God made he man.”
If as the Son, “We too are sons of God.” If as the Power of
God, “ There are many such powers, the locust and the cater-
pillar for example®” If as True God of True God, even this
was evaded, for the Arians recognized him as true God n
their sense trom his creation. Thus the conservatives were
ultimately driven back on éx 7ijs ovolas and opoodoiov only
by experience of the impossibility of excluding the non-Seriptural
expressions of Arianism in any other way.

The reluctance with which they accepted the insertions is
clear from the action of some conspicuous members of the
council. Some subscribed almost openly as a formality to please

1 Ath. ad 4fros 5, p. 714. Robert- 2 The allusion is to Joel ii. 25 4
son Ath. Int. xx. puts the scene before  dUvauls pov % peydAn.
the proposal of the Cesarean creed.

G. 4
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the emperor. “The soul,” said they, “is none the worse for a
little ink?.” Others like Eusebius of Nicomedia and Theognius
of Nicea, who were more Arian than conservative, put their
own meaning on the words and signed with a deliberate mental
reservation. This, if we can trust their admirer Philostorgius?,
was the course advised by their protector Constantia.

The sorest disappointmeunt was reserved for Eusebius of
Ceesarea. Instead of giving a creed to Christendom, he received
back his confession in a form which at first he could not consent
to sign at all. He was not without ground for his complaint
that under pretence of inserting the single word opoovaiov, the
council had in effect replaced it by a composition of their own?.
It was a venerable document of stainless orthodoxy; but they
had laid rude hands on almost every clause of it. Instead of a
truly conservative confession which commanded the assent of all
parties by deciding nothing, they forced upon him a stringent
condemnation, not indeed of his own belief, but of opinions
held by many of his friends, and separated by no clear logical
distinetion from his own. He felt that an apology for his
signature was due to the people of his diocese, and explained
his conduct in a letter preserved by Socrates and Theodoret.
It was an unpleasant necessity®, but he made the best of it,
interpreting the council’s decisions from his own point of view,
to shew that he had signed it with a good conscience. First
he gives the creed of Cesarea, then records its unanimous
acceptance subject to the insertion of the word ouoovaiov,
which Constantine explained as directed against materializing

1 The expression is from Greg. & xal adro 7puipevoe Néywr...... kal 6

Naz. Or. xviil. 17, p. 342; quoted by
Fialon Ath. 116.

2 Philostorgius i. 9. He calls her
Constantina : but no doubt the widow
of Licinius is meant. Soecr. 1. 25.

3 Eus. ap. Theodoret i. 12 radrys
b’ nuly éxrefeions ThHs wloTews, oldels
wapiy dvTioylas Témos. AAN adréds Te
wpdTos 6 feopiléaTaros Huov Bacihevs
opoTara wepéxew alriy éuapripnoev:
oliTw T€ kKal éavTov ppovely gurwproNdynae,
kal TalTy TOUS wdvTas cvyxararifesbar
Umoypdeew Te Tois 8dyuact kal supuppovely
ToUTOls adTols wapekeheleTo €vds uovov
wpoTeyypagévros priuaros Tob ouoovaiov,

wey copdraros Nuwv kal eboePéoraros
Bagtheds T4 TotabTa Oiegpihocogpers ol &é
wpopdcoer Tis Tob oOmoovalov mpoaliikns
Tivde THy ypagpny werolnkacw (followed
by the creed of the council).

4 Socr. i. 8. Theod. i. 12.

5 Notice dvaykalws twice repeated,
as in H. E. iii. 39, where he cannot
escape the subject of Papias. The
prominence given to Constantine’s
action will not bear de Broglie’s in-
vidious inference (v. 32 n): for it would
not impair the council’s authority with
any but the Donatists.
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views. But it emerged from the debates in a form so altered
that he could not sign it without more precise assurances of
its orthodox import. The first questionable expression was
ée Ths ovalas; but this he accepted on the statement that
it was not meant in a Manichean sense. Next yevvnfévra
o0 mombévra was explained as declaring that the Son has
nothing in common with the creatures, but is of a higher
essence ineffably begotten from the Father. Then ouoodaiov
76 Ilatpi implies that the divine generation is not like that
of creatures, allowing as it does of neither division nor sepa-
ration, nor change nor passion!, but separates the Son from
the creatures as a being in all respects like the Father and
from no other essence than the divine, and really amounts to
no more than éx 7od Ilarpos. This was reasonable, especially
as there was learned authority? for using the word. The
anathemas were directed against the non-seriptural expressions
whose use had caused nearly all the mischief. Finally, the
denunciation of ovk 7Ny wpiv yevwnBivar is discussed. The
paragraph is omitted by Socrates; but as it is given by Theo-
doret and alluded to by Athanasius®, we have no reason to
doubt its genuineness. In it he first explains the anathema his
own way as merely asserting the Lord’s Sonship even before
the Incarnation, in opposition to the view afterwards taken up
by Marcellus, and already glanced at by Arius*. Then he gives
a strange interpretation of the emperor’s own, as referring to
mere virtual (Svvape) existence. On either theory the ana-
thema asserted what Arius had never attempted to deny®

The case of Eusebius is a fair specimen of the explanations
to which the conservatives were driven before they could accept
the amended creed, for he is all the more representative for
his want of originality.

1 Similarly Dem. Evang. iv. 3, p.
149, and de Eccl. Theol. i. p. 73. Here
however, as he tells us himself (Thdt.
i. 12), Eusebius was following the em-
peror’s lead.

2 No doubt Dionysius of Alexandria
was one of the authorities to which
Eusebius most readily deferred. He
was a disciple of Origen, and we know

the weight of his doubts on the author-
ship of the Apocalypse.

2 Athanasius de Decr. 3, p. 166.

4 Ath. de Syn. 16, p. 583.

5 So Ath.de Decr. 3, p. 166. It must
however be observed that an opinion
resembling the second theoryisaseribed
to Theognius by Philost. ii. 15.

4—2
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However, they did accept it. With whatever reluctance
and under whatever reserves, all signed except a few. Then it
was time for Constantine to interpose. He had summoned the
council as a means of union, and opened it with a discourse on
unity enforced by the conflagration of the letters; and to that
text he still adhered. There is no reason to accuse him of any
undue interference with its deliberations up to this point. He
understood too little of the controversy to have any very strong
personal leaning to either side; and the court influence which
might have guided him was divided, for if Hosius of Cordova
leaned to the Athanasian side, Eusebius of Nicomedia was almost
Arian.  Constantine had purposes of his own in his comprehen-
sive effort to heal the divisicns of Christendom ; but we cannot
doubt that he was really aiming to restore the imposing unity
which had more than anything attracted him to Christianity, and
not merely balancing! the parties against each other. If he had
any real feeling on the subject—dislike for example of the
popularity of Arius—we may credit him with shrewdness enough
not to risk offence to the council by declaring it too openly. If
he attempted to force a view of his own on the undecided centre,
half Christendom might resent the effort ; but if he left the field
clear for the strongest force inside the council to assert its
supremacy, he might safely step in at the end to coerce the
recusants. And this is what he did. Whatever pleased the
council pleased the emperor too. When they tore up the Arian
creed, he approved: when they accepted the Ciesarean, he
accepted it too; when the morally strong Athanasian minority
pushed the bishops to insert the disputed clauses, Constantine
did his best to smooth the way® At last, always in the
interest of unity, he proceeded to put pressure on the few who
still held out. Ultimately all signed except the Egyptian
bishops Theonas and Secundus. These, as well as Arius himself,
were exiled to Illyricum and Galatia; while the subscriptions

1 So Fialon Saint Athanase. Néyoiro buoovaios, ofite kard Oialpeaiv,

2 Constantine at least understood ofre kard 7wa dmorouny éx Ilatpds
conservative difficulties, as we see from  Vwoorfvar. undé yap dovacbar Tiw dikor
his exyplanation of ouooloiov (Eusebius  kal voepar xal doduaror pvow cwuarikby
ap. Thdt. i. 12) 8 kai adrd fpuvevoe  Te wabos SploTacfar Oelos 8¢ kal dmop-
Nywy, 8T pny KaTq T4 TOY cwpdTwy TAGy  phTOLs AbyoLs TpPosriKeL T4 TolalTA VoETY.
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of Eusebius of Nicomedia and Theognius of Nicza only saved
them for the moment®. Constantine also ordered the heretic’s
writings to be burnt, and his followers to be called Porphyrians—
a convenient mode of refusing them the Christian name. This
done, and the rest of the business disposed of, the emperor
dismissed the council with the great feast of his Vicennalia
(July 25, 325), somewhat profanely compared by Eusebius? to
the kingdom of heaven.

Let us now sum up the results of the council. From
one point of view the victory was complete. Arianism was
defeated all along the line—in logic, on the ground of Secrip-
ture, and even in its chosen domain of tradition. So utterly
was it defeated that even the conservatives recoiled from it ;
and its supporters never ventured to avow their real belief
for many years. To the Athanasian cause, on the other hand,
the gain was enormous. It was an invaluable advantage to have
begun the contest by obtaining a definite condemnation of
Arianism from the highest authority. In the West, this was
enough to array conservative feeling in steady defence of the

great council.

Even in the East, the authority of Nicwa

was decisive as against Arians and conservatives alike. lIts

creed was a watchword for the next half century.

1 Reynolds in Dict. Chr. Biogr.
Art. Eusebius of Nicomedia, has shewn
that Eusebius and Theognius must
have signed the whole of the Nicene
formula; and if so we have no choice
but to reject their letter to the bishops
in Socr. i. 14, Soz. ii. 16, in which
they excuse themselves on personal
grounds for not having subscribed the
anathemas. With this letter falls its
reference to Arius as having been
restored before them.

But surely Constantine’s allusion
in Theod. i. 20 oiTor oi xahot Te «al
dyabol émioromor, ods amaé i THs aurbédov
d\jfea TpPos meTdvoiay TeTNpTKEL 1S tO
Eusebius and Theognius themselves
rather than to the Meletians. In the
first place, the Meletians could scarce-
ly have sheltered the Arian heretics
évraifa, for Constantine was not east
of Nicomedia in Nov. 325: and if they
did, the emperor has not hinted that
Eusebius had anything to do with the

The Atha-

matter. Moreover, the Meletians were
restored on honourable termns, and
not reserved for penance by the
council.

It follows that Eusebius and Theog-
nius were exiled for sheltering the
Arians, not for intriguing with the
Meletians. The plots mentioned by
Soer. 1. 27, Soz. ii. 21, Epiph. Her. 68,5
p- 721 were after the elevation of Atha-
nasius. We can see from Cod. T'heod.
ix. 1, 4 dated Oct. 1, 325 that Con-
stantine was already falling into the
mood of morbid suspicion which issued
in the execution of Crispus.

Jerome c. Lucif. (Opp. 11. 193) is
certainly mistaken if he means to say
that Arius himself was received by the
council.

? Kus. V. C. iii. 15. The feast
however, like the Tricennalia in 335,
was probably not held till some time
after the anniversary.
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nasian doctrine could now be made to wear a conservative
aspect as the actual faith of Christendom, and its enemies
could always be represented as disturbers.

On the other hand were serious drawbacks. The victory
of Nicaza was rather a surprise than a solid conquest. As
it was not the spontaneous and deliberate purpose of the
bishops present (almost all Eastern, it must be noticed), but
a revolution which a minority had forced through by sheer
strength of clearer Christian thought, a reaction was inevitable
as soon as the half-convinced conservatives returned home.
This we find joined, not only by the known malcontents of
Nicea, such as Eusebius of Nicomedia, Menophantus, Maris,
Theognius, Patrophilus, &c. but by men whom the records of
the council never class among the Arianizers, like Macedonius
of Mopsuestia, Flaccus of Hierapolis, and Cyrion of Phila-
delphia’.  In other words, Athanasius had pushed the
Easterns further than they wished to go, and his victory
recoiled on him. But he had made retreat impossible by
inserting the disputed expressions in the creed. They were a
“monument against all heresy?” in more ways than Athanasius
quite intended ; for they could not be effaced, whatever offence
they might give to men who were anything rather than

heretics?.

1 From the Sardican (Philippopolis)
signatures. Hil. Fragm. 1.

2 Ath. ad Afros 11, p. 718 grnphoypa-
pla katd wdons aipéoews.

3 With all the veneration of Atha-
nasius for the Nicene decisions, his
writings give us no trace of the me-
chanical theory of conciliar infallibility.
His belief is plainly independent; and
if ‘‘the great and holy synod” had
decided the other way, he would un-
doubtedly have treated it as a gang of
blasphemers. So when he discusses
de Syn. 43, 47, pp. 604, 608 the rejec-
tion of éuoovawov by the council of
Antioch in 269, he says it is wrong to
prefer the one council as the larger, or
the other as the earlier, for they are
all fathers and all fell asleep in Christ”;
and proceeds to shew that the word
was used in different senses at Antioch
and Nicea. So de Syn. 5, p. 574 and

ad Afros 2, p. 713 he urges the weighty
reasons for the assembly at Nicza and
the evil designs of its enemies; and
presses its wide reception rather as
a reason against unsettling it, than as
a proof of its infallibility. So de Decr.
4, p. 166.

Nor does he consider it inconsistent
with his respect for the council to
hint dpol. ¢. Ar. 59, p. 140, and to
express id. 71, p. 148, ds uhmror’ wperov
his decided disapproval of its reception
of the Meletians.

He is as independent of its canons,
and nowhere discusses any of them.
He considers indeed Or. ii. 43, p. 403
Paulianist baptism invalid (Can. x1x.):
but on the same principle extends his
condemnation to Arians, Manichees
and Montanists, as using the name of
anillusory Trinity. He also denounces
the scandal of Leontius e.g. de Fuga,
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If the policy which won the victory was doubtful, the
use made of it was deplorable. The exile of Arius and his
friends was the immediate work of Constantine, but we
find no sign of objection to it on the part of the Athanasian
leaders?, either at the time or afterwards, so that much of
the discredit must fall on them. Orthodoxy is as responsible
for this persecution as Arianism is for that of Valens. It was
not a severe one if measured by the barbarous penal code
of the Empire after Diocletian ; but it was enough seriously
to embitter the controversy. The example of persecution
once set by the Nicene party was followed and improved upon
by Arians and conservatives alike, till the whole contest
threatened to degenerate into a series of personal quarrels
and retaliations. The process was only checked by the
common hostility of all parties to Julian, and the growth
of a more moderate spirit among the Nicene leaders, evident
in the later writings of Athanasius and in those of Hilary, and
especially in the decisions of the council of Alexandria (362).

26, p. 266 (see Can. 1. 111.), the hasty or
corrupt ordinations of the ignorant
Meletians Hist. Ar. 78, p. 309, and
compare Epp. 4fg. 19, p. 110 «ara-
aTdoets dhbyous kal axedov éfvikdv (see
Can. 11, and also Can x. Sardica),
and of the Arians Encycl. 2, p. 89
&t dumoplas xkal wposracias, and Hist.
Ar. 73, p. 306, and the translations
of bishops, e.g. Eusebius of Nicome-
dia Hist. Ar. 7, p. 275 (see Can. xv.).
But in none of these cases does he
appeal to the decisions of the great
council.

Julius of Rome is worth comparison.
Hisdirect purpose (Ep.ad Danium Flac-
cillum, &c.) is to shew that the decisions
of councils are always liable to revision,

and says that this was expressly ad-
mitted at Nicea. If however conciliar
decisions were really final, Niesea should
be preferred to Tyre. He also attacks
Eusebius for his translation to Nico-
media, Gregory for his intrusion at
Alexandria (uire éxel Bamriofévros), and
comes very near toan appeal to Can. 14.
Yet Vincent the Roman legate at Nicaea
appeared at Sardica as bishop of Capua,
and in that quality consented for a
sccond time to a canon againstepiscopal
translations (Can. 1, Sardica).

1 The council itself forbade Arius
to enter Alexandria Soz. i. 20. The
council of Tyre imposed a similar pro-
hibition ten years later on Athanasius
hiwself, Soz. ii. 25.



CHAPTER III.

THE LATER YEARS OF CONSTANTINE.

WE are now in a position to see some causes of the reaction
which followed the council. If the church was not definitely
Arian, it does not follow that it was yet definitely Nicene. If
it was Arian, no account can be given of the council itself; if
Nicene, no cause can be shewn for the resistance its decisions
encountered. In fact, Christendom as a whole was neither the
one nor the other. If the East was not Nicene, neither was it
Arian, but conservative : and if the West was not Arian, neither
was it Nicene, but conservative also. Conservatism however had
different meanings in East and West!. Heresies in the East had
always gathered round the Person of the Lord, and more than
one had already partly occupied the ground of Arianism, so that
Eastern conservatism inherited its doctrine from the age of
subordination theories, and feared the Nicene definition as a
needless innovation. Thus it was not a fall from the faith but
a hesitation to define it more closely. But the controversy
scarcely reached the Western bishops till it was forced upon
them by Constantius. Warmly as they took up the personal
questions of Marcellus and Athanasius at Sardica, they were
not fully involved in the doctrinal controversy till the reaction
was 1n a position to persecute them at home. They had no
great literature on the subject, and knew but little of its history

or meaning® Even its technical terms were so unfamiliar that

1 So Harnack D. G. ii. 19.

? Western ignorance of the affairs
of the East is conspicuous throughout
the controversy, and was constantly
taken into account on both sides.
Rufinus puts the council of Tyre in the

reign of Constantius, omits the first
exile of Athanasius, and confuses the
exile of 339 with that of 356. Sul-
picius Severus prolongs the reign of
Constantine to the council of Sardica,
and confuses the first and second exiles
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many difficulties encumbered their translation into Latin.
Therefore Western conservatism fell back upon the august
decisions of Nicxa. No later meeting could ever rival the
authority of “the great and holy council” where Christendom
had once for all pronounced the condemnation of Arianism.
Thus it was not so much a positive attachment to orthodoxy as
a determination to maintain the existing faith of Christendom
which committed the West to the defence of the Nicene
definition. In other words, East and West were alike conserva-
tive; but while conservatism in the East went behind the
council, in the West it was content to start from it.

The Eastern reaction was therefore in its essence not Arian
but conservative. The Arians were merely the tail of the
party: its leaders were either genuine conservatives like
Eusebius of Cwsarea, or court politicians like Ursacius and
Valens, who found it convenient for the time being to profess
conservatism®.  As nothing short of the Nicene definition was
of any avail to exclude the Arians, conservative hesitation kept
open the back door of the church for their return. For a long
time they sheltered themselves behind their powerful protectors,
and only endeavoured to obtain their personal restoration with-
out having to sign the obnoxious formula. It was not till 357
that they could venture to challenge conservative supremacy by
the issue of the Sirmian manifesto.

The contest was not, as some seem to think, between
persecuted innocence and meaningless diabolism, but between a
higher and a lower level of Christian thought and feeling, not
to add of life and practice also. On one side was an advance
into new ground along the lines of Scripture ; on the other a
fantastic theory which collected together and brought to their
logical results all the still unrepudiated elements of heathenism
in the current Christian thought. Arianism was supported
partly by conservative timidity, partly by the heathen influences

of Athanasins. Even Hilary de Syn. 91
solemnly declares that he had not
studied the Nicene Creed till shortly
before his exile. Hiswords may mean
more than this, but they cannot mean
less. Augustine repeatedly c. Cres-

conium iii. § 38, iv. § 52 sets aside the
council of Sardica as Arian.

1 Socr. ii.37 of Ursaciusand Valens,
oliTot yap del wpds Tous EmikpaTolyrTas
émékhwor.
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around. Agreeing as it did with the philosophers in its con-
ception of the divinity, and with the vulgar in its worship of a
demigod, it usually found ready sympathy among the heathen.
The case was exceptional when the common oppressor George
of Alexandria was murdered by a heathen mob, or when
Julian attacked both Arians and Nicenes in undistinguishing
hatred of everything that bore the Christian name. And
heathenism was still a living power in the world; strong in
numbers, especially in the West, and even stronger in the
imposing memories of history. Christianity was still an upstart
on Casar’s throne. The favour of the gods had built up the
Empire, and men's hearts misgave them that their wrath might
overthrow it. Heathenism was still an established religion,
receiving state support till the time of Gratian, a vast and
venerable system. The emperor was still its ofticial head during
life; and even Theodosius was formally placed among the gods
at his death’. Old Rome was still devoted to her ancient deities,
her nobles still recorded their priesthoods and augurships among
their proudest honours, and the senate itself still opened every
meeting with an offering of incense on the altar of Victory.
The public service was largely heathen, from its lowest
ranks up to the prefectures of Rome and Constantinople®
The army was full of heathens, both Roman and barbarian,
though Christians were not a few even among the paladins of
Julian®.  Education also was mostly heathen, turning on

1 References are given by Sievers
Studien 333. Claudian’s picture of
the apothesis is a passage few readers
will forget.

2 It will be enough to name the
Roman prefects Vettius Pratextatus,
Olybrius and Symmachus, Themistius
and Optatus of Constantinople, and the
Eastern prefect Sallust, to whom the
Empire was offered at the death of
Julian.

3 Their corypheeus, the Gothic hero
Arintheus, died a Christian (Basil
Ep. 269, to his widow). Sebastian the
dur Aegypti in 357, of whom Eunapius
p. 110 and Ammianus xxx. 10, 3 speak
so well, was a Manichee, as Athanasius
continually reminds us (e.g. Hist. dr.
59, p. 300, Mavixaior dvra kal doeNyh

vedTepor), and perished on the field
of Hadrianople just in time to cscape
the Theodosian persecution. Victor,
the cautious Sarmatian who almost
alone drew off a remmant from the
slaughter, was a Christian some years
before (Basil Epp. 152, 153); and
Theodoret H. E. iv. 33 joins him with
Arintheeus and Trajan in an orthodox
remonstrance to Valens. Palladius
Hist. Laus. e. 145 gives Trajan an
ascetic wife Candida: but Palladius is
more often romancing than not. The
cases of Jovian the primus domesticorum
and of Valentinian are well known: if
their confessorship is doubtful, their
faith is not. With them legend joins
the Persian refugee Hormisdas. Lupi-
cinus the persecutor of the Massalians
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heathen classics and taught by heathen rhetoricians® like
Themistius, “ the king of eloquence,” or Libanius, the honoured
friend of Basil as well as Julian%. Above all, society in the
Nicene age was heathen to an extent we can scarcely realize.
The two religions were often so strangely intermingled that it
is hard to say which was which. The heathens on one side never
quite understood the idea of an exclusive worship; while on the
other, crowds of nominal Christians thought it quite enough to
appear in church once or twice a year, and lived exactly like the
heathen round them, steeped in superstitions like their neigh-
bours, attending freely their immoral games and dances?®, and
sharingin the sins resulting from them. This free intercourse had
its good side in the easy transition from one system to the othert;
but it undoubtedly heathenized the church. The penitential
discipline helped to increase the evil by its impolitic severity.
One set of men merely deferred indefinitely the baptism which

in Melitene was a Christian, if we can
trust the allusion of Theodoret Hist.
Rel.p.1213. Nothing seems recorded of
Dagalaifus, of the traitor Agilo, or of
Constantine’s veteran Arbetio, who rose
from the ranks to be the conqueror of
Procopius, though the Chalcedon com-
mission (Ammianus xxii. 3. 1) was
hardly the place for a Christian. Julian’s
barbarian (Ammianus xxi. 10. 8) consul
Nevitta was pretty certainly a heathen,
and it is not easy to see how his heathen
colleague Mamertinus has found a place
in Migne’s Patrologia. We may also set
down Procopius as at least suspected of
heathenism.

Sievers Libanius 109 notices the
barbarian element in the arnmy as a
heathen influence. But it was hardly
so before the battle of Hadrianople.
Bacurius the Iberian was a zealous
Christian; and we have already named
Victor and Arintheus. The barbarian
generals are more decidedly heathen
in the time of Theodosius. Fravitta,
Bauto, Richomer, Saul and Arbogast
may more than balance the Christians,
Gainas, Modarius and Stilicho.

1 Prosresius at Athens and Marius
Victorinus at Rome were the only
Christian rhetoricians of note. Hardly
one of the Bordeaux professors named
by Ausonius can be identified as a

Christian ; and the Christianity of
Ausonius himself is the very thinnest
whitewash.

The expulsion of the Apollinarii
Socr. ii. 46, Soz. vi. 25 by Theodotus
of Laodicea will illustrate Christian
scruples.

¢ Sievers Libanius 294 accepts part
of the correspondence with Basil as
genuine, and points out p. 291 a letter
to Amphilochius of Iconium.

3 Heathen feasts scandalously im-
moral. Objected to by better class of
heathensFriedlinder Sittengesch.i.478,
e.g. Julian at Antioch. Clergy ordered
Can. Laod. 54 to withdraw before the
performers camein. Passages collected
by Mayor on Juv. xi. 162. For the
time of Theodosius, a good summary
of superstitions will be found in P, E.
Miller Comm. Historica de Genio
Moribus et Luru evi Theodosiant,
Hafnie 1797, pp. 34—37.

4 The change was easy to philoso-
phers like Hecebolius (and plenty more
in Julian’s time, if we may trust
Asterius of Amasea), or to men of the
world like Modestus or Elpidius. Re-
versely, Synesius and Chrysostom had
no difficulty in exchanging their am-
biguous life for an unequivocal profes-
sion of Christianity.
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brought them under it, while another caused much confusion
by their efforts to escape from it. Arianism therefore found a
large class of superstitious or undecided men to whom it scemed
to impart the strength of Christianity without requiring them
entirely to abandon their heathen thoughts and lives. So far
then as heathen influences were enlisted in the strife, they
decidedly supported Arianism.

Nor was the leaning of the philosophers a trifling advantage
on the Arian side. We undervalue the philosophy of the
fourth century, if we measure its charm for the imagination
by its want of power to control the multitude. Its chosen
votaries could still compare with the ancient worthies. If
Plotinus and Iamblichus cannot rank with Plato, they rise above
many intervening generations. Nor had it wholly lost its
moral power. With all its wavering superstition and unclean
frivolity?, heathen society was hardly so corrupt in the Nicene
age as in that of Tacitus. Humanity and truth still flourished
in the common life of mankind, and vice and cruelty were still
noted by the common conscience of the world. Even from the
gloomy record of Ammianus we can see that the Empire
never wanted yet for brave and faithful soldiers to keep
alive the old tradition of Roman discipline and self-devotion
—men too good for a jealous and ungrateful master like
Constantius®.  Libanius could intercede for Antioch as well as
Flavian; and if we are to honour uprightness and purity, we
must confess that Julian himself was not wholly an unworthy
servant of the Lord he scorned. What philosophy had lost in
originality and vigour, it had gained in antiguity and imposing
comprehensiveness, now that it had leagued together all the
failing powers of the ancient world against a rival not of this
world. The Pantheon of lamblichus was huge and irregular,
with halls for the philosopher and shrines for the devotee—
buildings of every age piled and heaped together, and forming

1 Ariandiscipline was probablynone
of the strictest: and we hear much of
their reception of black sheep like Aste-
rius and Leontius. Kach camp most
likely contained abundanceof deserters.

2 It is not for nothing that the
Apostle puts idolatry next to dxafapoia

and doé\yewa. On this as the practical
meaning of heathenism, Rendall Julian
255—262.

3 Merivale Romans under the Em-
pire vi. 454 has a fine protest against
the depreciation of heathen morality
even in the colluvio Neroniani seculi.
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a colossal whole whose incongruities are lost in sheer awe of its
stupendous vastness. Its porch bore Plato’s name, but Egyp-
tian sphinxes guarded its approach, and clouds of Oriental incense
floated through its endless colonnades. Philosophers of every
school could walk its ample courts, and all the gods of earth
find room in its innumerable sanctuaries. Even the Galilean
God was welcome also to his honourable place in the host of

heaven. Neoplatonism still confronted Christianity on equal
terms. It was not yet clear that heathenism was a beaten
enemy. Its slow retreat was covered by a formidable rearguard;

and on a world-wide field of battle, it was hard to say but that
the chance of war might still sway round again to the side of
the immortal gods. Waverers abounded in an unsettled age of
languid half-beliefs and superstitions lightly held and lightly
thrownaside; and no waverercould face the terrors of that mighty
gathering of infernal powers. Saints and councils strove in vain
to break the spell. Emperors and statesmen dealt with magic,
and sometimes even fathers of the church were not ashamed
to tamper with the spirits of the nether world™.

The Jews also usually took the Arian side. They were still
a power in the world, though it was long since Israel had
challenged Rome to seventy years of internecine contest for the
dominion of the East. Half overcome themselves by the spell
of the eternal empire, they never ceased to look vaguely for
some Eastern deliverer to break the yoke of “Impious Rome?”
who had destroyed Jehovah’s sanctuary. It was Persia now; in
after ages Islam. Fiercely the great rabbis resented the
advances of the Roman queen Zenobia. “ Happy the man that
shall live to see the fall of Tadmor3” And if one Sapor had
not executed Jehovah’s vengeance on “Edom+” the second
might. The Christian Empire was settling into a steady policy

! Notice for example the patronage

2 Ry oM.
of Sopater, Valens and Pratextatus by

3 Athanasius (Hist. Ar. 71, p. 305:

Constantine, and the savage laws of
Constantius against magic. Somewhat
later we have Valens meddling with the
blackart,and thedoings of Pompeianus
with the Etruscan soothsayers in the
siege of Rome—a crisis where Innocent
himself seems to have lost his head.
Many of the later emperors were stu-
dents of omens,

so Philastrius and Chrysostom) makes
Zenobia a Jewess: but there are many
indications (collected by Grétz Gesch.
d. Juden iv. 336) that Jewish feeling
was on Sapor’s side, and against the
destroyer of Nehardea.

* So they frequently call Rome, with
a glance at Isa. xxxiv. or Ps. exxxvii.
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of persecution, while its wars with Persia were becoming wars
of religion. The revolt of 352 may have been provoked by the
exactions of Gallus, but it was scarcely unconnected with the
disasters on the Eastern frontier. Rome’s distress was Israel’s
opportunity. While Roman armies destroyed each other on the
Save, the hills of Galilee were held against the weakened
legions, and the flames of war spread south as far as Lydda.
The last of the Jewish wars called for the ablest general of Rome
to stamp it out; but the books are lost in which Ammianus
recorded the victories of his old friend and captain Ursicinus?.
The Jewish cities? were laid in ruins, and the massacre of
Sepphoris formed no unworthy epilogue even to the overwhelm-

ing tragedy of Bethar?.

The Jews were a sort of caricature of the Christian church.

They made every land their own, yet were aliens in all.

They

lived subject to the laws of the Empire, yet gathered into

corporations governed by their own.

They were citizens of

Rome, yet strangers to her imperial comprehensiveness—in a
word, they were as a spirit in the body like the Christians¢, but

a spirit of uncleanness and of sordid gain.
Gentile, they were not above learning his vices®.

1 So T. H. Jebam 15, col. 3 (the
ref. is due to Jost).

Y3 CRMDY NN KRIOD DIPOIRT D

The magister peditum was more
likely to manage the military than the
fiscal oppression.

2 Sepphoris, Tiberias, Capernaum
and Nazareth were Jewish cities till
the time of Constantine. Epiph. Heer.
30,11; a good authority here. Eusebius
V. C. iil. 25—53 mentions no new
churches at any of these places, but
surely Peter of Alexandria (ap. Theo-
doret iv. 22) is behind the times in
making Sepphoris a Jewish city as late
as 373. It was destroyed together with
Tiberias, Liydda and other placesin 352.

3 Socr. ii. 33, Soz. iv. 7, Jerome
Chron. 355, Aurelius Vietor Ces. 42,
and Jewish authorities in Gritz (Gesch.
d. Juden iv. 392—396). The rising in
352 bears a close resemblance to Bar
Coziba’s, though Jost (Gesch. d. Isr.
iv. 199) and Gritz do not fully recog-
nize its national character. Aurelius
Victor most likely blunders between

If they hated the
If the old

patriarcham and Patricium when he
tells us that the insurgents even
proclaimed a king of the Jews—qui
Patricium nefarie in regni specie sustu-
lerant. In any case the victories of
Ursicinus must have been won almost
on the old battlefields of Julius Severus,
for in both wars the revolt had its
headquarters in Galilee. May we
venture to find traces of a ferment
among the Jews as early as 348 (the
year of Singara) in the marked empha-
sis of Cyril’'s warnings?

The attempt on Jerusalem in Con-
stantine’s time, mentioned only by the
inaccurate (Renan, supra) Chrysostom
adv. Jud. v. 11, Migne xlviii. 900 (we
need not notice Cedrenus and Nice-
phorus Gregoras) and very vaguely even
by him, may safely be rejected as
unhistorical. So Jost (supra p. 181).

4 Epist. ad Diognetum 5, 6.

5 On the demoralization of the
foreign Jews even in our Lord’s time,
see passages collected by Keim Jesus
of Nazara i. 278 (E. Tr.).
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missionary zeal of Israel was extinct, they could still purvey
impostures for the world. Jewish superstitions were the plague
of distant Spain, the despair of Chrysostom at Antioch’. And
though Arianism sprang from heathen rather than from Jewish
influences, its generally lower moral tone and in particular its
denial of the Lord’s divinity were enough to secure it a fair
amount of Jewish support as against orthodoxy. At Alexandria,
for example, the Jews were always ready for lawless outrage at
the call of Gregory or George®

The court also leaned to Arianism. The genuine Arians,
to do them justice, were not more pliant than the Nicenes:
Aetius and Eunomius were as little disposed as Hilary or
Lucifer to accept the dictation of the Emperor in questions
of doctrine®, But convinced Arians were only one section
of the motley coalition which endeavoured to reverse the
Nicene decisions. Their conservative patrons and allies were
extremely open to court influence, for some forms of con-
servatism are the natural home of the impatient timidity which
looks round at every difficulty for a Saviour of Society, and
would fain turn the whole work of government into a crusade
against a series of scarecrows. This time Sabellianism was their
terror, so that as long as the emperor was ready to put it down
for them, the conservatives were glad to make him Pontifex
Maximus for Christianity as well as heathenism. Thus when

1 The councils are very earnest in
their efforts to check intercourse with
the Jews. For example, that of Elvira
forbids eating with Jews, Can. 50,
giving in marriage to Jews or heretics,
Can. 16 (or pagans, Can. 15), or calling
in the Jews to bless the crops, Can. 49.
That of Laodicea prohibits acceptance
of ethoylar from Jews, Can. 37 (or
heretics, Can. 82), and attendance on
Jewish feasts, Can. 38 (also pagan,
Can. 39). The fourth of Carthage
joins in one denunciation, Can. 89
auguriesandincantations, Jewish feasts
and superstitions.

Chrysostom’s homilies adv. Jud@os
are full of this subject. A few of his
phrases may be noted—** Synagogue no
better than the theatre. Jewish fasts
only an excuse for gangs of harlots and

stageplayers. A whole day not enough
to tell of their extortions, avarice,
thefts and cheating. Synagoguesabode
of demons, full of fornication. Feast of
Trumpets worse than the races.”

The last expression means a good
deal from Chrysostom.

2 Jews at Alexandria let loose by
Gregory Ath. Encycl. 3, p. 89; by
George (who even ‘‘gave up orthodox
churches for synagogues’) Ath, Hist.
Ar. 71, p. 305, Lucifer pro S. Athan.
ii. p. 916; by Lucius Theodoret iv. 21.
It reads like the old days of Polycarp
or Apollinarius of Hierapolis. They
seem also to have taken their share in
outrages under Julian.

3 Fialon Athan. 115, one of the few
writers who have noticed this important
point.
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Constantius turned against them, their leaders were found
wanting in the clearness of conviction which kept both Nicene
and Anomcean chiefs from condescending to a battle of intrigue
with masters of the art like Valens or Acacius.

But for thirty years the intriguers found it their interest to
profess conservatism. It would be unjust to compare Con-
stantius personally with Louis XV—there was no Parc auz
Cerfs at Constantinople—but his court was as full of selfish
cabals as that of the old French monarchy. Behind the
glittering ceremonial on which the treasures of the world were
squandered were fighting armies of placehunters great and small,
cooks and barbers?, women and eunuchs, courtiers and spies and
adventurers of every sort, for ever wresting the majesty of law
to private favour, for ever devising new oppressions for the
single class on whom the exactions of the Empire already fell
with crushing weight. The noblest bishops, the ablest generals,
were their fairest prey ; and we have no surer testimony to the
greatness of Athanasius and Hilary, of Julian and Ursicinus,
than the pertinacious hatred of this odious horde. Constantius
was as callous and as selfish as Louis XV ; and his court was
like himself. Intriguers of this kind found it a pleasanter and
more promising task to unsettle the Nicene decisions, in the
mterest of conservatism forsooth, than to maintain them in the
name of truth. There were many ways of upsetting them, and
each might lead to gain; only one of defending them, and that
through suffering and exile.

Nor were Constantius and Valens without reasons of their
own for the course they took. Established near Constantinople,
Constantius had conservative Asia behind him when he struck
on one side at orthodox Egypt, on the other at orthodox
Rome? No doubt it was a miscalculation when he transferred

1 Julian’s clearance of the palace is
well known. The story is told a little
too favourably for him by Rendall
Julian 154—156.

We may mention, for cooks, the
case of Demosthenes under Valens.
For barbers, Julian’s experience. For
women and eunuchs Socr. ii. 2, the
interference of Basilina (Ath. Iist.
Ar. 5, p. 274), the women on the

Semiarian side (Philost. iv. 8), and the
repeated complaints of Athanasius,
e.g. Hist. Ar. 6, p. 275 tiv wpos Baciéa
wapd TOY Yywakdv cbotacw, id. 38,
p. 290 omaddvrwy alpeaww. For the
curiosi, Godefroy on Cod. Theod. vi.
29, 1. For the adventurers, Ammia-
nus xxii. 4, 3 may suffice,

2 This point may be reserved for a
while, See ch. iv,
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his support to the Homeeans; but an abler sovereign than
Constantius might have mistaken the strength of parties in 358.
In any case, it was not altogether a mistake. Homcean Arianism
won its victory in 360, and kept it for twenty years.

Upon the whole, we may say that Arian hatred of the council
would have been powerless if it had not rested on a formidable
mass of conservative discontent; while the conservative discon-
tent might have died away if the court had not supplied it with
the means of action. In other words, the ultimate power lay with
the majority, which was conservative, while the initiative rested
with the court, which leaned on Asia; and therefore the reaction
went on as long as they were both agreed against the Nicene
doctrine. It was suspended as soon as Julian’s policy turned
another way, and became unreal when conservative alarm
subsided.

The contest may be divided into two main periods, separated
by the council of Constantinople in 360, when the success of
the reaction seemed complete. We have also a minor break at
the death of Constantine in 337, and halts of more importance
at the return of Athanasius in 346 and of the death of Julian
in 363"

Our first period is a fight in the dark, as Socrates calls it?,
where no man knows whether he strikes friend or foe. But
upon the whole the conservative coalition steadily gained
ground, in spite of Nicene reactions after Constantine’s death in
337 and the detection of Stephen’s plot in 344. We can trace
in it three successive efforts of Kusebian policy, somewhat
overlapping in point of time, but well marked in sequence. At
first, perhaps down to the death of Arius in 336, it was enough
to obtain the recall of the Arian leaders on meagre and evasive
confessions, and general declarations of adhesion to the council.
The next step, first seen in the deposition of Eustathius of

1 Forasketch of the history, Nitzsch
Grundriss 210—214, or from a more
doctrinal point of view, Dorner ii. 261—
271. Of the general historians, Neander
is still without a rival for impartiality
and keen appreciation of character.
Baur is careless as usual, but always
suggestive. The Roman catholic ver-

G.

sion is best given by Méhler Athanasius,
or with less of its characteristic unfair-
ness by Hefele Councils.

2 Socr. 1. 13 vukromaxlas Te oddéw
dmetxe T& ywbueva® ovdé yap dANHAovs
épaivovTo voolvTes, d¢p’ wv dANHAovs
Bhacgpnuety vmenduPavor. The whole
summary is most instructive.

5
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Antioch about 330, was to get rid of the Nicene chiefs on any
convenient charges. First one was exiled, then another, and at
last Athanasius was deposed at Tyre in 335, Marcellus a few
months later. They were both restored after Constantine’s
death, and both expelled again in 339. After this the way
stood open for a third advance, dating from the Council of
the Dedication in 341. Hitherto the Nicene definition had
only been threatened from a distance; but it now seemed
possible to replace it by something else. The task however was
not an easy one. The conservatives indeed were not fastidious,
and would have been fairly suited by almost any symbol which
confined itself to the words of Seripture. But if they abolished the
old formula because it had caused some divisions, they could not
stultify themselves by failing to secure the consent of all parties
to the new one. Here the Arians gave no difficulty. They
could not expect any direct sanction for their doctrine ; but they
could return to the church as soon as it had ceased to be
expressly forbidden. But if the Arians came in at one door, the
Nicenes went out at the other. There was no alternative; for
when once the controversial clauses had been solemnly inserted
in the creed, it was impossible to drop them without making
the Lord’s divinity an open question. Athanasius had staked
the future of the church upon them, and cut off all retreat.
The conservative creed of Lucian was therefore as much a
failure as the less orthodox one sent to Constans in Gaul a few
months later.

The council of Sardica in 343 pronounced at all points for
the Nicene party : but its authority was impaired partly by the
Eastern secession to Philippopolis, partly by its own imprudent
support of Marcellus. However, some concessions were made on
both sides, and political events enforced an uneasy truce for
several years, during which conservatism was softening into a
less hostile Semiarian form, while Arianism was growing into a
more offensive Anomcean doctrine. Thus the conservatives
were less interested in the contest when Constantius resumed it
in 353, and took alarm outright at the Sirmian manifesto of
357. Civil war arose in the Eusebian camp; and victory fell
at first to the Semiarians, who utterly abused it. Acacius and
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Valens were thus enabled to form a Homcean or professedly
neutral party, supported by the Anomceans and the court.
Repulsed at Seleucia by a new alliance of the Semiarians with
the Eastern Nicenes, they cajoled the orthodox West at
Ariminum, and established their supremacy by the exile of the
Semiarian leaders in 360.

The second period, from the council of Constantinople in
360 to that in 381, falls into two unequal stages. First comes
the reign of Julian (361—363), whose policy was to give the
Galileans full scope for their intestine quarrels by restoring the
exiles. He might have done more mischief by supporting the
faction Constantius had left in power; but if he really intended
to set the Christians by the ears he overreached himself.
Conservatism, pressed by Homcean tyranny, was already swaying
over to the Nicene doctrine; so that when Julian invited
the Galileans to fight out their difference for themselves,
the reconciliation made rapid progress. Bishop after bishop
went over to the Athanasian side, creed after creed was
remodelled on the Nicene, and everything bade fair for the
restoration of peace.

The death of Julian deferred it for nearly twenty years.
Disregarding for the present the short career of Jovian, the
remainder of this period is mostly occupied with the reign of
Valens (364—378) in the East. The Western emperor Valen-
tinian let things take their own course; but Valens was a tool
of the Homeeans. With a feebler character and a weaker
position, he resumed the disastrous policy of the last years
of Constantius. But even imperial power could not wholly
arrest the natural course of events. The return of the con-
servatives to the Nicene faith was delayed partly by the
continuance of Western sympathy with Marcellus, partly by
personal questions like that of Meletius at Antioch, but chiefly
by the emergence of new difficulties in the doctrine of
Apollinarius and the advance of the Nicene party to the co-
essential deity of the Holy Spirit. Homecean Arianism was
maintained by Eudoxius and Demophilus till the death of
Valens ; but its dominion became purely artificial. The old
age of Athanasius on one side, the life of Basil on the other,

5—2
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were devoted to the work of conciliation. The issue of the
strife was a foregone conclusion even before the veteran of
Alexandria was taken to his rest in 373. Afterwards his
Western friends gave up Marcellus and learned to recognize
the newer or modified Nicene conservatism of Antioch and
Cappadocia represented by Meletius and Basil. This schism at
Antioch remained a fertile source of jealousies; but it was not
suffered to disturb the substantial harmony of doctrine which at
last united Rome and Gaul with Pontus and Syria. The instant
the Nicene faith was proclaimed by the Spanish Theodosius,
the Homceean supremacy tell of itself and fell for ever. The
remnant of the Homoeeans were reduced to beg for the com-
munion of Eunomius, and henceforth a riot at Constantinople
was the limit of Arian power inside the Empire. A few of the
Semiarians under Eleusius of Cyzicus refused to share the
victory ; but when the alliance of orthodoxy and conservatism,
made for a moment at Nicza, was permanently renewed at
Constantinople, the long contest was at anend. Arianism soon
ceased to be a political power inside the Empire; and if Teu-
tonic converts prolonged its existence till the sixth century,
their fitful persecutions availed little to recover for their faith
its lost dominion of the world.

Returning however to the immediate sequel of the council
of Nicwa, let us trace the history more in detail, that we may
see how far it confirms our account of the aims and meaning of
the Arian reaction.

If Constantine expected the council to restore peace in the
East, he soon found out his mistake. The literary war was re-
sumed almost where his summons interrupted it. Eustathius
of Antioch and Marcellus of Ancyra were opposed by Eusebius
of Caesarea, Patrophilus of Scythopolis and the “many-headed”
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sophist Asterius. The battle was still fought round Origen’s
name, and charges of heresy were flung in all directions; but
the great council seemed almost forgotten. Its creed was signed
and done with, and for the present we hear more of Lucian’s.
To Athanasius and perhaps to Eustathius it may have been a
watchword from the first; but it had scarcely yet become so to
Marcellus, much less to the conservatives. Eusebius for example
had signed it in good faith and still maintained! his adhesion to
it ; but henceforth the less said the better about a document of
such questionable policy. Even Marcellus was more inclined to
get rid of all philosophical terms than to lay stress on those the
council sanctioned. But the creed was nowhere openly repudi-
ated. Both parties had learned caution at Nicwxa. Marcellus
disavowed Sabellianism and Eusebius avoided Arianism, as
though it were agreed on all hands that both the rival heresies

had been for ever rejected by the church of Christ®.
Meanwhile the contest went on in Egypt. The Arians were
not overawed by the authority of the council, much less con-

ciliated by the exile of their leaders®

The Meletians also

accepted the council’s compromise with no good will, and so
slowly that the list of their clergy was not delivered to Alex-

1 Socr. i. 23, copied by Soz. ii. 18.

2 So well understood was the con-
demnation of Sabellius that Marcellus
Fr. 38, p. 76 thought it necessary ex-
pressly to denounce him, and is accused
by Eusebius p. 60 of inconsistency for
the disavowal.

The other side was equally cautious.
When Marcellus wanted to fix on his
enemies a clear statement that the
Lord is no more than a creature, he
wag obliged Fr. 33, p. 27 to go back to
Paulinus of Tyre, who was dead be-
fore the council met. (Lightfoot Eus.
Cas. p. 322.)

With regard to Eusebius himself,
it is significant that his loose half-
Arianizing expressions mostly belong
to his earlier works, while his strongest
passages on the Nicene side are mostly
found in his c¢. Marcellum, de Eccl.
Theol., and the Theophania. Thus
we have pp. 66—69 a direct confuta-
tion of the Arian é£ ovx dvrwr, closely
connected with hisexplanation of 6uoot-

gwv at the council: p. 109 explains
otk &vapyov by dpxnw Tov I1. kexTuévny;
hence the Lord’s divinity not ditheist:
p. 22 70 py xpbvy wpd mwavTwy 8¢ TOW
aldvwy TP Vidy yeyevwmkévar: p. 121
TAvTY Te Kal KaTd TAvTA OuoLbTATOY T
yeyevvnkére. Even Mohler Ath. 333 has
noticed his more cautious tone, though
Dorner seems to overlook the change,
and only Lightfoot has given him full
credit for it.

3 Others were exiled besides Arius
and the two bishops. Constantine de-
nounces (Theodoret i. 20) the intrigues
of Eusebius with certain Alexandrian
heretics who had been sent to Nico-
media. As Eusebius was exiled three
months after the couneil, his friends
can scarcely have escaped sharing his
fate. Euzoius was undoubtedly a
companion of Arius in exile; and the
sentence would most likely include
Achillas, Carpones, and the rest of
the heretics deposed by Alexander.
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ander till November 327. Five months later Alexander died?,
and his church was thrown into confusion over the choice of a

successor?

1 The election of Athanasius is
clearly fixed for June 8, 328 by the
Index to the Festal Letters. The only
doubt is about his own statement Apol.
c. dr. 59, p. 140 év 7p «kara Nixawav
cwddy 1 mév alpesis dvefepariocln, kal
ol 'Apetavol éEeBAyfnaav, ol ¢ Mehiriavol
omwodimore édéxlnoar ob yap avaykaiow

viv iy alrlav dvomagew. olmw ~yap
wévre uives mapihov, «kal O pév
pakaplrns  *ANéfavdpos  TeTeNedTykey

x.7.\., at which Theodoret i. 26 seems
to glance when he dates Alexander’s
death five months after the council.
Epiphanius also Her. 69, 11 says év r¢
adTy éret.

Putting aside the hopeless theories
of a three years’ session of the council,
or of a two years’' interval between
Alexander and Athanasius, we come
to Larsow’s conjecture Festbriefe 26
that there was a long delay in the
formal ratification of the Nicene de-
cisions. Sievers Einl. § 20 looks upon
it with some favour, noticing that the
acts of Ephesus were not ratitied till
September 443, and that a similar
delay will explain the date 347 as-
signed to the council of Sardica by
Socrates and Sozomen.

But in the cases of Ephesus and
Sardica there are distinet historieal
circumstances to explain the long
delay: in that of Nicea we know of
nothing analogous. It is therefore
better to suppose that Meletius and
Alexander were in no hurry to carry
out a compromise which neither of
them much liked.

2 The various accounts of the elec-
tion may be summarized as follows:—
(1) The bishops of Egypt in Ath. dpol.
¢. 4Ar. 5, p. 101, writing to Julius of
Rome in 339. Election regular and
unanimous, though Arians said it was
done secretly by six or seven bishops.
(2) Epipbanius (a) Her. 68, 7 says
that the Meletians chose Theonas to
succeed Alexander during the absence
of Athanasius, who was elected on the
death of Theonas three months later:
(b) Her. 69, 11. Meletians chose
Theonas, Arians Achillas, during ab-
sence of Athanasius, who was elected
on the death of Achillas three months

The Nicene party put forward the deacon Athana-

later. (3) Index to Festal Letters.
Alexander died April 17, 328; Athana-
sius chosen to succeed him June 8.
(4) Rutinus i. 14. The boy-baptism:
Athanasius designated by Alexander.
(5) Socrates i. 15 merely copies Rufinus.
(6) Sozomen ii. 17. Longer account
from ‘“Apollinarius the Syrian” of the
designation by Alexander: then Arian
story (? from Athanasius supra): then
copies Rufinus. (7) Theodoret i. 26 is
very meagre. (8) Philostorgius ii. 11.
Athanasius cut short a disputed elec-
tion by coming late one evening to the
church of Dionysius and compelling a
couple of bishops who were there to
consecrate him with closed doors. For
this he was excommunicated by the
other bishops; but he obtained the
emperor’s confirmation by means of
forged letters.

There were three parties at Alexan-
dria, for the Meletians had hardly yet
made common cause with the Arians;
and it is not unlikely that there was
a triple election. In that case the
Egyptian bishops will by no means
be ‘telling a public falsehood” but
merely ignoring the acts of minorities.
If however Arianizers and Meletians
acted together, the Nicenes themselves
may have been the minority. Bright
Hist. Treatises p. xxi. seems to have
overlooked this possibility.

Epiphanius is an intolerable blun-
derer: but he has Meletian accounts in
Her. 68, and his story of the Meletian
election of Theonas is not at all un-
likely. Only Athanasins must have
been chosen in direct opposition to
him, and not after his death. There
is more difficulty in his mention of
Achillas. It may be a truly Epipha-
nian confusion with Alexander’s pre-
decessor: but it may refer to the
presbyter Achillas, who was twice ex-
communicated with Arius. In that
case we are in a region of conjecture.
Was Achillas exiled with Arius and
Euzoius? If so, was he restored be-
fore Alexander’s death? If so, would
the Arians have ventured to elect him ?

Upon the whole it seems best to
accept the elections of Athanasius
and Theonas, and leave that of Achil-
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sius, “the people” shouted for him, and he was duly consecrated
in the face of a determined opposition from Meletians and
Arians.

And now that we stand before the greatest of the Eastern
fathers, let us see how he was fitted by his character and train-
ing to fight the hardest of the battle against Arianism.

Athanasius was a Greek by birth and education; Greek also
in subtle thought and philosophic insight, in oratorical power
and supple statesmanship. Though born almost within the
shadow of the mighty Serapeum, he shews hardly a sign of
Coptic influence. His very style is clear and simple, without a
trace of Egyptian involution and obscurity. His character had
nothing of the Egyptian love of mystery and reverential awe;
and his fearless understanding, Greek as that of Arius himself,
recognized the limit of its powers in no superstitious dread of
undefined irreverence, but in the voice of Scripture only®
Athanasius was born at Alexandria about the time of its cap-
ture by Diocletian in 297% so that he must have well remem-
bered the worst days of the persecution under Maximin Daza.
The tales of the boy-baptism?® and of his intercourse with the
legendary Antony* may be safely rejected. He may have been
a lawyer for a short time?®; but in any case his training was

las in uncertainty. This is the conclu-
sion of Fialon Saint Athanase 104—
110.

1 The Greek character of Athana-
sius is best drawn by Fialon Saint
Athanase—a work of marked inde-
pendence, but wanting in detail and
attention to recent research.

On Athanasius, Harnack D. G. ii.
24; Robertson Ath. xiv.—lxzx.

2 The date of his birth can be fixed
within very narrow limits. On one
side we have (1) his contra Gentes and
de Incarnatione, written before the rise
of Arianism about 318; and (2) his
statement de Inc. 56, p. 77 that some
of his teachers perished in the persecu-
tion. On the other side we have
(1) the charge of his enemies, Index
to Festal Letters, that he was under
age at his consecration in 328—a
charge which must have had a sem-
blance of truth; and (2) his statement
(implied in Hist. Ar. 64, p. 302 fxovoa

7@y marépwy) that he could not himself
remember the persecution *“in the days
of Maximian.” So he calls it (and
again de Syn. 18, p. 584 é&v 79 kara
Tov wammwov Tob Kwwvoravriov; so too
Philost. iii. 12), though the expres-
sion comes more naturally from the
Western bishop Hosius, ap. Ath. Hist.
Ar. 44, p. 292.

Here then are two lines of argu-
ment, converging pretty nearly on the
year 297.

3 Note A. The Authority of Rufinus.

i+ Note B. The Legend of Antony.

5 This is de Broglie’s view, iii. 37.
It is quite possible, though there are
few direct traces of it in his works;
and Sulph. Severus ii. 42 episcopum
Jjurisconsultum is no great authority
for the fact. But if so, he cannot
have been in constant attendance on
Alexander, much less a scholar of
Antony.
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neither Coptic nor monastic!, but Greek and scriptural, as

became a disciple of the school of Alexandria.

In his

earliest works he refers to Plato; in later years he quotes
Homer, and models his notes on Aristotle, his Apology to
Constantius upon Demosthenes?. He seldom refers to Egyptian

1 Athanasius is called an ascetie
by the bishops of Egypt and Libya,
Apol. c. dAr. 6, p. 102 &a rdv doxy-
Twv, but the expression need not imply
very much. He had something of the
ascetic spirit of the next generation,
but its traces are remarkably scarce in
his writings, though the subject fre-
quently comes before him. He claims
for example no superiority for the
monastic life in his letter to Dracon-
tius, and betrays no ascetic leanings
at Or.ii. 69, p. 425, or in the discussion
on fasting in his Festal Letter for 329,
He avoids the ascetic interpretations
of 1 Cor. vii. 1, Ps. Ixviii. 6, 23, ex-
plaining (Fragm. 1. 1404 Migne) the
first passage spiritually, passing over
the second (Kzp. 111. 293), and referring
the dogs in the third (Ezp. 1. 300)
to the clergy instead of the monks.
Neither can much be made of such
a commonplace as Or. iil. 52, p. 476
dpicTacbar Twv aicfnyrwov. His praise
of the moral miracles of chastity de
Inec. 48, 51, pp. 71, 73, and ad Drac.
7, p. 210 (see also refs. to doxnois ad
Marcell. 1., Fragm. in Matt. 111, 1381
Migne, where he names the ascete after
the deacon) are no more than anyone
might have written who contrasted
them with the slough of heathen im-
morality. The rejoicing ad Mon. 25,
p- 283 goes a little further. The Vita
Antonit and de titulis Psalmorum being
spurious, the Sermo de Patientia very
doubtful, the strongest passages in his
writings are (1) Exp. in Ps. 1. 7, where
marriage is declared to have been no
part of God’s original purpose in para-
dise, but a consequence of sin—the
very opinion so strongly rejected by
Augustine. (2)ad Amunem, p. 766 uaxd-
pios s év vebrri, {uydw Exwv éNelfepov,
79 PUoer wpds wadomwaday kéxpnTa......
8o vyap ovowy 66wy év T Pl mepl
TOUTwy, meas uév uerpwrépas xal Piw-
Tikis, ToU yamov Aéyw® Ths 6¢ érépas
dyyehwis kal avvrepBh\ijTov, Tis mwaple-
vias® el pév Tis TV Kogukiy, TOOT E0TL
TOv yduov, €Notro, méuyww uév odx Exet,
Tocaura O0¢ xaplopara ob Anyerar. The

married man will bear thirtyfold, and
receive gifts in proportion: e &¢ 7y
ayviy Tis kal dmwepkéauiov domwdooiro, his
share will be a hundredfold. To this
we may add his praises of wapfevia,
Fragm. in Luc. 11. 1393 Migne, tov
vopor imepBaca... yvdpoua péy éoTi TOD
#EXNovTos alwvos, elkow 3¢ THs TGV dyyé-
Nwv kabBapétyros, Apol. ad Ctium 33,
P. 251, elkéva ijs 7Y dyyéNwy ayoTnTOS
<.....vbugas Toi Xpiorod as the church is
wont to call them, and perhaps Ezxp. in
Ps. xliv. 16, 7§is yap wapbevias mhnoiov 7
éykparewa, and the conspicuous position
given to complaints of Arian miscon-
duet towards these uéhy Tob Swrijpos.

But this is a scanty gleaning from
works of such extent. A glance at a
genuine ascetic like Basil or Jerome is
enough to shew that if Athanasius had
been very zealous in the cause he
would have contrived to let us hear
more of it.

The ascetic spirit is better marked
in Cyril of Jerusalem, in whose Cate-
cheses we find 1. 5, iii. 6 general refer-
ences to doxnais. Vi. 35 wapbevias loday-
yehor aflwpa. Xv. 23 T4 wpwrela Exe
mapfevia. xii. 6, 15 KEve a virgin in
paradise (a frequent inference from
Gen. iv. 1). 1v. 24 povaévrwy xal wap-
Oévwv raypa (implied again xii. 33),
Tav Tov lodyyelov Blov év kbouy xaTop-
GovvTwy. Xil. 25 6 kaws ieparevwy dmwé-
XxeTat yvvaikos. Xvi. 12, 22 ascetic con-
tinence among the gifts of the Spirit,
even in the case of kdpy maps wacrd-
das. Yet neither marriage iv. 25 nor
even second marriage iv. 26 to be de-
spised. Ascetic poverty xvi. 19 a gift
of the Spirit, and xiii. 5 a teaching of
the Lord himself—a statement Cyril
has left unproved.

It may be noted here that the pas-
sage above given from ad Amunem is
hardly so strong as the closely allied
statement of Eusebius (Questiones ad
Marinum 111. 1007 Migne) which Suidas
under Blos has quoted with it.

2 A few parallels may be given, though
this is no place for a full discussion of
the relation of Athanasius to the great
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classical writers. His quotations from
them are rare and mostly indirect, but
imply familiarity so far as they go.
From Homer we have only a few stock
phrases like podvos édw ayawnrds (Or. iv.
29, p. 507) and dfdvaror kaxér. From
Demosthenes a good many expressions
are borrowed in the dpol. ad Ctium:
list in Fialon Saint dthanase 285. For
imitation of Aristotle Newman Ath. Tr.
501. But the most important paral-
lels come from Plato. Thus c¢. Gentes
41 and de Inc. 3 6 Oeds yap dyados éore
«.7\. are modelled on Timecus 29 E,
while de Inc. 43 directly quotes Politi-
cus 273 p, and c. Gentes 10, p. 9 alludes
to the opening of the Republic. The
argument c. Gentes 33 for the immor-
tality of the soul from its self-moving
nature is on the model of Phedrus
245 ¢, or more likely Laws x. 896 ; that
for the credibility of the Incarnation
de Inc. 41, p. 66 from the analogy of
the world-soul in the ZTimeus. We
have further direct references to Stoic
pantheism Or. ii. 11, p. 378, cycles and
wAarvouol Or. iv. 13, 15, pp. 496, 497;
to pre-existent Ay Or. ii. 22, p. 387;
to the Neoplatonic Triad de Decr. 28,
p- 184. In de Inc. 2, p. 38 he discusses
the Epicurean, Platonic, and Gnostic
theories of the origin of the world, and
alludes again to the former de Decr. 19,
p. 176.

The exegesis of Athanasius is far
from faultless, but it is usually sug-
gestive. He has a greater leaning to
the literal meaning than we should
expect to find at Alexandria. Allegory
with him is secondary and ornamental,
and never long kept up.

He frequently urges the necessity of
considering the speaker, the circum-
stances and the context of a passage,
and the general drift (oxomds) of Chris-
tian doctrine; thus de Decr. 14, p. 173,
and his complaint ad Episc. -Eq. 18, p.
228 of Arian misinterpretation. As a
critic however he does not stand very
high. Various readings he seldom 1if
ever discusses, though some remark-
able ones might be gathered from his
pages, like Exp. Fid. 4, p. 81 & éyevviy
for &s éyerrifiny in 1 Cor. i. 30 (noticed
by Swainson, p. 73n), and the addition
Fragm. in Matt. Migne i11. 1330 of the
clause BAémere Tovs xoipovs in Phil. iii.
2—a reminiscence of Matt. vii. 6. Both
readings seem unique.

In the Old Testament Athauasius
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hardly ever goes behind the words of
the Septuagint version; and of this,
at least in his ¢. Gentes, he is nearer to
the Vatican than to the Alexandrine
text. We find only an occasional
reference to Aquila Ezp. Fid. 3, p. 80,
Exp. in Pss. xxx. 12, lix. 5, Ixv. 18; to
Theodotion Kxp. in Ps. xvii. 36; or to
Symmachus Ezrp. in Ps. xxxviii. 6.
His ignorance of Hebrew is evident,
and often causes him serious ditticulty.
The whole discussion on Prov. viii. 22,
LXX. Kdpuos ékrioé pe k.7.\. might have
been avorded by a glance at the original
2R Y. Even Aquila, Theodotion
and Symmachus all have éxrasaro,
Kusebius de Ecel. Theol. ii1. 2, pp. 152,
153 mentions the fact, refers to the
Hebrew and compares Gen. iv. 1, xlix.
30: so also Dionysius of Rome (Ath.
de Decr. 26, p. 182) and Basil c. Funom.
ii. 20, p. 256.

His mistakes are not uncommonly
grotesque; like de Inc. 37, p. 63, where
Deut. xxviil. 66 (thy life hang in doubt
before thee) is referred to the cruci-
fixion, after the example of Irenmus
IV. xx. 2, and others. In ad Afros
4, p. 714 he interprets ¢uwri drdplews
(voice of the cattle) of the divine im-
apées, and Or. ii. 29, p. 392, refers Isa.
1. 11 wAnpns elui (OhokavrwudTwy) to the
divine perfection.

Other instances might be given
from the treatise de titulis Psalmorum,
if this could be accepted as a genuine
work of Athanasius. Its translations
of Hebrew words seem derived from
some such onomasticon as Philo’s, as
we see from the characteristic render-
ing of Ps. 1 BnpoapBeé (Bathsheba)
by ¢péap whpopuorys (YAY NI or
PAY IN3); but they are quite inde-
pendent of the Ezp. in Pss., and are
not even tolerably consistent with
themselves. For some words indeed a
ditferent rendering is given almost
every time of their occurrence. Eph-
raim for example is translated Ps.
Ixxvii. (24) ndénuévos, and a few verses
further on (151) xapmogpdpos; while of
David’s name at least a dozen render-
ings might be collected. Its exegesis
ditfers widely from the Ep. ad Marcel-
linum, as will be seen in such Messianic
passages as Pss. xiv. 1, 11; cix. 3;
xxxii. 6. It is equally independent of
the Kxp. in Pss., and seems to breathe
another spirit. Specimens will be



74 ECCLESIASTICAL HISTORY. [ch.

idolatry’, but is quite at home in Greek mythology and Greek
philosophy.

As a man of learning and a skilful party-leader Athanasius
was not beyond the rivalry of Acacius or Cyril. But he was
more than this. He had a deep conviction wanting in Acacius,
and it moulded his character in a way unknown to Cyril. His
whole spirit seems penetrated by his vivid faith in the reality
and eternal meaning of the Incarnation. His earliest works rise
high above the level of Arianism and Sabellianism; and through-
out his long career we catch glimpses of a spiritual depth which
few of his contemporaries could reach. And Athanasius was
before all things a man whose whole life was consecrated to a
single purpose. If it was spent in controversy, he was no mere
controversialist. And if he listened too easily to the stories told
him of Arian misdeeds, his language is at worst excused by
their atrocious treachery® As for the charge of persecution, we
must in fairness set against the Meletians who speak through
Epiphanius® the explicit denial of the Egyptian bishops*. And
if we take into account his own pleas for toleration and the
comprehensive charity of his de Synodis and of the council of
Alexandria, we must pronounce the charge unproved. If we
could forget the violence of his friends at Tyre, we might say
more.

Such a bishop was sure to meet and overcome a bitter oppo-
sition. Egypt soon became a stronghold of the Nicene faith, for

found in their comments on viii. drép
Ty Apwww, on xxi. where the Exp. is
more dogmatic throughout, esp. v. 15
é07a which is Exp. the Jews, de tit.
Christian doctrine. Add the reference
in de tit. of cxxxviii. 11 (21) to baptism,
ciii. (45) exvuvous to trine immersion
Izxxviii. 38 (74) of the faithful witness
in heaven to the Trinity; lxvii. 6 (14)
—npovorpsmovs—and 23 (53)—thy dogs
—to the monks. All these are wanting
or otherwise explained in the Exp.,
which in its turn has an ascetic com-
ment on L. 7 (10) not found in the de
tit. The parallels between the de tit.
and the genuine works of Athanasius
collected by Antonelli Pref. xxxviii.
(Migne 111. 643) are mostly obvious
loci communes. Nor can much stress

be 1aid on Jerome’s mention of such a
work de viris illustr. 87, in company
with de virginitate, de persecutionibus
Arianorum, and the Life of Antony.

1 Chiefly c. Gentes 9, 10, 23. Sig-
nificant is the reference to Greek legend
in Or. ii. 32, p. 395 mwas of kard Tols
pvbevouévovs ylyavras xal adrol wiv
feopaxobor; and again Or. iil. 42,
p- 463.

2 We can scarcely blame Athanasius
for his language towards Constantius.
The transition to abuse is not more
sudden than the emperor’s treachery:
and that treachery would have done
credit to the vilest of his predecessors.

2 Epiph. Her. 68, 7.

4 Ath. dpol. ¢. 4r. 5, p. 100.
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Athanasius could sway the heart of Greek and Copt alike. The
pertinacious hatred of a few was balanced by the enthusiastic
admiration of the many. The Meletians dwindled fast?, the
Arians faster still, and only outside persecution was wanting to
establish Nicene orthodoxy as the national faith of Egypt®

It is needless to give more than an outline of the events of
the next few years. They concern us chiefly so far as they
explain the formation of a reaction against the great council.

Eusebius of Nicomedia and Theognius of Nicea were exiled
by Constantine in Nov. 325, on the eve of his tragic journey to
Rome. But they had a powerful friend at court in the princess
Constantia; and as they had in fact signed the creed?® and only
been exiled for suspicious intimacy with the Arians, they were
able in course of time to satisfy the emperor of their substantial
orthodoxy. Constantine was not unforgiving, and policy as well
as easy temper forbade him to scrutinize too closely the pro-
fessions of subinission laid before him. Once returned from
exile, Eusebius recovered his influence at court,and became the
centre of intrigue against the council. He was obliged indeed
to abstain from direct attacks upon it as long as Constantine
lived ; but as a test of orthodoxy he had disposed of it once for
all by signing it. And if the creed itself could not be assailed,
its defenders might be got rid of one by one.

Eusebius is a man of whom we should like to know more*,
His influence in his own time was second to none, his part in
history for many years hardly less than that of Athanasius; yet
we have to estimate him almost entirely from the allusions of
his enemies. However, it is clear that Eusebius was one of the
ablest politicians of his time, and that he carried out his policy

by a systematic perversion of justice. His own account, if we

1 Athanasius appears to have gained
over many of the Meletian bishops. Of
the 29 names given in by Meletius in
327 (Ath. dpol. ¢. Ar. 71, p. 148), nine
reappear at Tyre (id. c. 79) in 335, and
three can be traced as far as the Festal
Letter for 347. On the other side was
John Archaph; also Eudemon, Ision
and Callinicus, who accused Athanasius
in 331 (Festal Letter for 332), and are
found at Philippopolis in 343.

? Alexandria included. Stanley

Eastern Church 230 makes Arianism
chiefly Greek and Alexandrian, ortho-
doxy Coptic and Egyptian. For his fact
he leans too much on the Coptic names
of apoeryphal monks; but so far as
Arianism was an exotic in Egypt, it
was necessarily Greek and Alexan-
drian.

3 Supra, p. 49.

4 Much the best account of him
is given in the thoughtful article of
Dr Reynolds in Dict. Chr. Biogr.
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had it, could hardly excuse his conduct, though it might help to
explain it. But given his nefarious means, we have still to find
the purpose they were meant to serve. Mere revenge on the
authors of his exile is not a likely aim for a great diplomatist
like Eusebius. Mere ecclesiastical rivalry between the capital®
and Alexandria belongs rather to the next generation, and might
have been satisfied with fewer victims. Mere sycophancy and
emperor-worship might surely have let the creed alone and
found itself less dangerous fields of action. The court chaplain
for example might have raised a cry against the Jews. Upon
the whole it secems that even the unjust judge had a conscience
of some sort. Arius and he were Lucian’s disciples; and the
Lucianists had a strong esprit de corps. Asterius® for one was
far from full agreement with Arius, and others may have cared
more for their old companion than for his doctrine. And when
the Lucianists as a body defended him before the council, the
council trod them underfoot. They felt his exile as a common
wrong, and naturally made his doctrine their common faith.

1 Tt will be remembered that Nico-
media was the capital till 330, and that
Eusebius obtained Constantinople at
the first vacancy. But it was some
time before Constantinople fairly as-
serted its position. It did not become
the settled residence of the emperors
till the time of Theodosius.

2 Qur knowledge of Asterius is
soon summed up. He was a con-
verted sophist who sacrificed in the
persecution ‘“‘of Maximian,” and was
restored to the faith (Philost. ii. 10)
by his master Lucian. Some years
later he composed a ouvrayudriov in
favour of Arius, and made many
journeys on behalf of his old friend.
He also defended (Marcellus Fr. 29)
the letter of Eusebius of Nicomedia
to Paulinus.  Afterwards we find
him using the Luecianic creed, and
(so his enemies said) in great hope of
a bishopric for his services. We last
meet him at Antioch (339 or 341), in
attendance on Dianius of Camsarea
Mazaca.

The fragments of the qurray-
parwov are decidedly Arianizing. We
have from Athanasius, (a) Or. i. 30,
pp. 343 sq.—the Lord wolpua by impli-

cation,and contrasted with the & ayévn-
7ov and the divine cogia on the strength
of the anarthrous Ocol &vvauts kal
Oeol copla in 1 Cor. i. 24. (b) de
Syn. 18, p. 584—another contrast
with the sopla. Socrates i, 36 seems
dependent on this passage. (c) Or. ii.
28, p. 392—the Lord «ricua, kal Tov
yevyrav, and learned as a workman
to create: where however we must
take into account the disavowal of
the word by Eusebius de Eccl. Theol.
i. 9, p. 67.

On the other hand, all this was
written before the council, and is
hardly consistent with his later views.
He spoke certainly of the Father as 6
povos dAnbuwds Oess, though Eusebius
also defended this. But no thorough
Arian could have come forward so
conspicuously in defence of the Lueci-
anic creed as even to be accused by
Philostorgius of interpolating the de-
cisive olglas dwrapiX\akror elxéva, So
also on the Nicene side Epiphanius
Her. 76, 3 contrasts him with the
Anomeeans. Account in Zahn Mar-
cellus 38—41, who takes the same
view of him.
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Eusebius himself was the ablest of the Lucianists, and had fared
the worst of all. He had strained his conscience to sign the
creed, and it had not even saved him from exile. What marvel
if he brought back a firm determination to restore his less for-
tunate friends and to abolish the council’s hateful creed ?

A party was easily formed. The Lucianists were its nucleus,
and all sorts of malcontents gathered round them. The Mele-
tians of Egypt joined the coalition, and the unclean creatures of
the palace rejoiced at the prospect of fresh intrigue. Above all,
the conservatives gave extensive help. The charges against the
Nicene leaders were often more than plausible, for men like
Asterius or Eusebius of Ceasarea dreaded Sabellianism above all
heresies, whereas Marcellus of Ancyra was practically Sabellian,
and the others aiders and abettors of his misbelief. Some even
of the darker charges may have had some ground, or may at
least have seemed truer than they were. Thus Eusebius had a
very heterogeneous following ; and it would be scant charity if
we transferred its leader’s infamy to all its members.

They began with Eustathius of Antioch—*the great Eusta-
thius,” as Theodoret calls him. He was an old confessor and a
man of eloquence, and enjoyed great and lasting popularity in
the city. He was a strong opponent of Origen' and one of the
foremost enemies of Arianism at Nicwa, and had since waged
an active literary war with Eusebius, Patrophilus and the
Arianizing clique in Syria. In one respect they found him a
specially dangerous opponent, for his connexion with Antioch
enabled him to insist on the important consequences of the
Arian denial of the Lord’s true human soul. Eustathius
was therefore deposed in 330, and exiled with many of his

clergy to Thrace®

1 Socrates vi. 13 couples him with
Methodius, Apollinarius and Theo-
philus to form a xaxkoAéywy TeTpakTls
for their attacks on Origen.

? The chief passages bearing on the
deposition of Eustathius are Ath. Hist.
Ar. 4, p. 274 (where Tillemont and
Neale were misled by the reading Kwr-
arartly), Socrates i. 24, ii. 9, Sozomen
ii. 18, Theodoret i. 21, 22, Philostor-
gius ii. 7. Eusebius V. C. iii. 59—62

The vacant see was offered to Eusebius

(as Photius remarks) gives us little
help, Chrysostom de S. Eustathio
still less.

The subject is beset with difficulties,
but they are mostly connected with the
nature of the charge against him, Of
this four different accounts are given.
Athanasius speaks only of disrespect
to Helena, who was now some years
dead. Socrates, on the authority of
George of Laodicea, mentions a charge
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of Cesarea, and finally accepted by the Cappadocian Euphro-

nius!.

Party spirit ran high at Antioch, and the count Musonianus

was hardly able to prevent a bloody riot.

Armed force was

needed for the removal of Eustathius; and his departure was
followed by an open schism when the Nicene party refused to

communicate with Euphronius.

of Sabellianism made by Cyrus of
Bereea, but demurs to it on the ground
that Cyrus himself was deposed for
Sabellianism, according to George.
He therefore prefers another account,
that it was &’ &\\as ok dyafas alrias
pavepuws yap ovk elpixacw, as was usual
when bishops were deposed. Sozomen
has ovx ociats wpatest, but afterwards
alludes to the literary quarrel with
Eusebius of Csesarea. Philostorgius
mentions a charge of seduction, al-
luded to by Jerome c. Ruf. iii. 42 (11
569 Migne); and Theodoret records it
in full detail, at the same time indi-
cating a fourth accusation of episcopal
tyranny (ws potxdv éuol kal TUpavvoy),
possibly akin to the case of Ischyras.
At least we are told by Ath. Hist. Ar.
v. p. 274 that Eustathius refused to
ordain Leontius, Fudoxius and others.
We hear nothing of his translation
from Bercea.

These various accounts are not in-
consistent with each other, for the
Eusebians were quite in the habit of
stringing together heterogeneous accu-
sations. But it would seem that the
charge of fornication was really made.
Theodoret indeed is not the soberest of
historians; and in this case his credit
is specially damaged by his tale of the
journey of Eusebius of Constantinople
and the rest to Jerusalem. Still, his
evidence is often important for the
affairs of Antioch, and his account is
counfirmed by the cautious words of
Socrates and Sozomen, by the less
important allusions of Philostorgius
and Jerome, and perhaps by the ex-
pression of Constantine (Eus. V. C.iii.
60) Tov pUmov éxetvov arwoduevor.

Thesilence of Athanasiusisaserious
difficulty; but we may conneect it with
the further question, why the council
of Sardica did nothing for Eustathius.
The Eusebian charge from Philippo-
polis (Hil. Fragm. iii., sed et Eustasio
et Quimatio Hosius adherebat pessime

Nor were they conciliated by a

et carus fuit, de quorum vite infamia
turpi dicendum nihil est: exitus enim
illorum eos omnibus declaravit) may be
accepted in proof that Kustathius was
a personal friend of Hosius, perhaps
even that the question was raised at
Sardica, as it ought to have been when
Stephen of Antioch was deposed. Yet
nothing was done. Was his case only
not formally brought before the coun-
cil? Was there truth in one or another
of the charges against him? The
simplest solution is that he was dead;
but even this is not free from difficulty.
Jerome and Chrysostom (De S. Kusta-
thio 2, Opp. ii. 600) place bis death in
Thrace, i.e. before Julian’s recall of the
exiles in 362. Theodoret iii. 4 puts it
before the consecration of Meletius in
361. In any case Socrates iv. 14, 15
and Sozomen vi. 13 are clearly mis-
taken in telling us that he was alive in
370. Yet Athanasius in 356 (De Fuga
3, p. 253) gives no hint of his death,
though he notices that of Eutropius in
the same list of exiles. There is no men-
tion of him at Seleucia in 359, when
the Semiarians deposed Eudoxius; but
this i3 not surprising. The passage
already quoted from the encyclical of
Philippopolis would settle thie question
(so Tillemont vi1. 654) if his name were
not coupled with that of Cymatius (of
Paltus—an exile, Ath. supra), who was
certainly (Ath. ad Antiochenos 19, p.
619) alive in 362. We also have some
fragments from a work of his against
Photinus (Cowper Syr. Misc. 60) who
did not come into prominence till near
343. Moreover it is not likely that his
adherents at Antioch remained head-
less for twenty years before the con-
gecration of Paulinus in 362. These
considerations would seem to place
his death about 356—360, and re-
open the question why the council
of Sardica neglected him.

1 So Lightfoot Eusebius of Ce-
sared.
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wholesale promotion of the Arianizers Eustathius had refused
to ordain®.

Once begun, the system was vigorously followed up. Ascle-
pas of Gaza may have been exiled about the same time as
Eustathius, Eutropius of Hadrianople shortly after. Other
bishops shared their fate within the next few years®

But Alexandria and Ancyra were the real strongholds of the
Nicene party; and the Eusebians still had their hardest work
before them, to obtain the expulsion of Athanasius and Marcellus.
The natural course would have been to raise a charge of heresy;
but Athanasius might have met the intriguers with a dangerous
retort. Doctrinal questions were therefore avoided except in
the case of Marcellus, whom they found it possible to assail
without an open disavowal of the Council. As Marcellus even
more than Athanasius was the champion of the Nicene party in
the period preceding the council of Sardica, it will be convenient

here to review his peculiar doctrinal position®.
Marcellus of Ancyra was already in middle life when he came

forward as a resolute enemy of Arianism at Niceead,

1 Athanasius Hist. Ar. 4, p. 274
names Stephenand Leontiusof Antioch,
George of Laodicea, Theodosius of
Tripolis, Eudoxius of Germanicea and
Eustathius of Sebaste. George how-
ever was originally ordained by Alex-
ander of Alexandria, and seems from
Eus. V. C. iii. 62 to have been serving
in 330 as presbyter at Arethusa. Here
again I cannot feel satisfied with the
authority of the Hist. 4r.

2 Athanasius Hist. 4r. 5, p. 274
names ten in all. Macarius of Jeru-
salem was the only leading member of
his party who seems to have been left
unmolested. His influence with Con-
stantine would partly shield him; and
(Soz. ii. 20) he did not altogether
escape annoyance. On the see of Jeru-
salem in the Nicene age, Couret La
Palestine sous les empereurs grecs 10—
82.

In the case of Eutropius we get a
note of time, for the princess Basilina,
whose influence was used against him,
only survived a few months her son
Julian’s birth, Nov. 6, 331.

The only difficulty about Asclepas
is the statement of the Easterns at
Philippopolis (Hilary Fragm. ni. 11)

Nothing

that he was deposed seventeen years
before. But there must be some error
in the numeral, for the council of
Sardica cannot be dated after 343.

3 The fragments of Marcellus are
mostly contained in the replies of
Eusebius ¢. Marcellum and de Eccl.
Theol. They are collected by Rettberg,
Marcelliana. The best modern account
of him is the monograph of Zahn Mar-
cellus von Ancyra: and to this work I
am much indebted in the next few
pages. See also Harnack D. G. ii.
237. His Eastern origin is discussed
by Caspari Quellen iii. 44 n, He is
also discussed by Dorner ii. 271—285,
and an excellent summary of the con-
troversy is given by Nitzsch Grundriss
223—225. Passages are also collected
by Newman Ath. Treatises 504—511,

4 The data for his age are (1) his
share in the council of Ancyra about
314, confirmed by a doubtful signature;
(2) his presence at Nicsa ; (3) Kusebius
de Eccl. T'heol. ii. p. 140 €i kai karayn-
pdaas év émwxomy, written about 338;
(4) Athanasius Hist. Ar. 6, p. 275 Tov
Yépovra, written in 358 but referring to
his exile in 336, or more likelv 339;
(5) his death in 373, Epiph. Her. 72, 1.
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is known of his early life and education, but we can see some of
the influences which surrounded him in riper years. Ancyra
was a strange diocese, full of uncouth Gauls and chaffering Jews,
and overrun with Montanists and Borborians and Manichees and
votaries of endless fantastic heresies and superstitions’. In the
midst of this turmoil Marcellus spent his life; and if he learned
too much of the Galatian party spirit, he learned also that the
Gospel is wider than the forms of Greek philosophy, and that its
simpler aspects may better suit a rude flock. The speculations
of Alexandrian theology were hardly better appreciated by the
Celts of Asia than is the stately churchmanship of England by
the Celts of Wales. They were the foreigner’s thoughts, too cold
for Celtic zeal, too grand for Celtic narrowness. Fickleness is
not inconsistent with a true and deep religious instinct, and we
may find something austere and high behind the ever-changing
phases of spiritual excitement. Thus the ideal holiness of the
church contended for by Montanists and Novatians attracted
kindred spirits at opposite ends of the Empire, among the
Moors of the Atlas? and the Gauls of Asia; and thus too
Augustine’s high Calvinism proved a dangerous rival to the
puritan exclusiveness of the African Donatists. Such a people
will have sins and scandals like its neighbours, but there will be
very little indifference or cynicism. It will be more inclined to
make the liberty of Scripture an excuse for strife and debate.
The zeal for God which carries the Gospel to the loneliest

We may therefore fix his birth 280  of his followers till the end of his life.

—290.

In any case the allusions of Euse-
bius and Athanasius to his old age are
remarkable. Zahn Marcellus 84 sup-
poses the latter somehow ironical ; but
Marcellus, like Latimer, may have
looked much older than he was.

1 So Eusebius ¢. Marcellum, p. 1 13
woNY aTigpos TOv alpesiwray, Jerome vii.
429 and other passages collected by
Lightfoot Galatians, p. 32, to which
add Greg. Nyss. Ep. xix. (Migne mr.
1076) 10 otwvnlbes alrols wepl Tas alpé-
oews dppwornua. His popularity in his
diocese is clear from the trouble it
took to eject him (so Julius ap. Ath.
Apol. ¢. Ar. 83, p. 119), from the con-
tinual references of Eusebius to his
supporters, and from the attachment

He was perhaps not born of Chris-
tian parents. The Greek learning
shewn in his discussions of heathen
proverbg may not be very deep; but
his ignorance of Scripture seems to in-
dicate a heathen origin. Deductions
must be made from the list of errors
collected by Eusebius, pp. 10—14; but
it is clear that Marcellus was not
merely entangled in a bad exegesis,
but had not even a student’s know-
ledge of the text as a whole.

Fragm. 52, p. 40 can hardly be
taken to shew an acquaintance with
Athanasius de Inc. Such specula-
tions were not much to the mind of
Marcellus.

2 Allusions to the leves Mauri are
not unfrequent.
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mountain villages will also fill them with the jealousies of
endless quarrelling sects. And the Galatian clung to his scrip-
tural separatism with all the more tenacity for the secret
consciousness that his race was fast dissolving in the broader
and better world of Greece. Thus Marcellus was essentially a
stranger to the wider movements of the time. His system was an
appeal from Origen to St John, and a defence of the simplicity
of Scripture from philosophical refinement or corruption®. Nor
can we doubt the high character and earnest zeal of the man
who for years stood side by side with Athanasius. The more
significant therefore is the failure of his bold attempt to cut
the knot of controversy.

Marcellus agreed with Arius that the idea of sonship involves
those of beginning and inferiority, so that a Son of God is neither
eternal nor equal to the Father. Now that which is not eternal
is creature, and that which is inferior to the Supreme is also
creature. On both grounds therefore Arius drew the conclusion
that the Son of God must be a creature. The conservatives
replied? that the idea of sonship excludes that of creation, and
implies a peculiar relation to and origin from the Father. But
they could form no consistent theory of their own. Let them
say what they might, their secondary God was a second God,
and their eternal generation seemed no real generation at all,
while their concession of the Son’s origin from the will of the
Father made the Arian conclusion irresistible?,

Marcellus was as far as possible from accepting any such
result, The Lord’s true deity was none the less an axiom of
faith because the conservative defence of it had broken down.
It was only necessary to review the position and take back the
admissions which led to creature-worship. Turn we then to
Scripture. “In the beginning was” not the Son, but the
Logos. And who can tell us of the Lord so well as his own
disciple and evangelist, the inspired apostle John? It is no
secondary or accidental title which St John throws to the front
of his Gospel, and repeats with deliberate emphasis three times

1 Notice his attacks on Origen Fr. were opposed to Eusebius.
32—78, p. 23. Here he agreed with 2 Kusebius, pp. 66—68.
Eustathius, and consequently both 8 Eus. pp. 20, 27, 29.

G. 6
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over in the first verse. In other words, the primary relation of
the Lord to the Supreme is as the Logos. This is his strict
and proper title and the only one which expresses his eternity,
so that it must govern the meaning of such merely secondary
names! as the conservatives had accumulated in their Lucianic
Then the Logos will not be only the silent® thinking
principle® which is in God, but also the active creating principle,
the évépyeia SpacTirn which comes forth from God, and yet
remains with God*. That is to say, the Logos is not only
eternally immanent (for the Father alone does not complete the
idea of deity any more than the Logos alone®), but also comes

formula.

forth for the dispensation of the world®.

1 Fr. 28, 36—46 are devoted to
this one doctrine, which is indeed the
key of the Marcellian position. Thus
Fr. 28, p. 37 tis diddrnTos alTol uvyuo-
vevwy......0008 'yewﬁa'ews' évravfa pvm-
pmovedwy 100 A., AN émalNpracs ‘rpto'l
;La.p‘l'vplats Xpuevos éﬁe,ﬁa[ou év dpxy
Tov A. elvae. Fr. 37, p. 81 dore mav-
Taxo@ev 617)\01' éo'TL, unﬁev ?‘repou £
a.L&Loﬂrrt T0U \o'you app.o-rrew ovoua,
7000 8wep 6 aywdTaros Tol Oeol palbnTys
kal amoéaTolos 'lwiwwns év dpxy Tob
evayyeNlov elpnkev. Fr. 40, p. 116 od
kaTaxpmoTikws dvouachels...dA\\a kuplws
kal akpfos Vwdpxwv A. Fr. 41, p. 36
quotes Old Test. passages.

Eusebius answers pp. 83 8q.—
(1) St John avoids the word elsewhere,
and does not even keep to it in his
prologue. (2) Our Lord calls himself
by other names, even in St John’s
Gospel. (3) It is also avoided in other
parts of Scripture. Elsewhere he com-
plains p. 116 that Marcellus has seized
upon a single word, and that not even
the Lord’s own. Similarly p. 68 the
Arians have made the most of the
single word éktwer in Prov, viii, 22.

Rettberg complains of this *longa
ac nugacissima diatribe.” The discus-
sion might have been shorter: but
surely it was important to reduce to
its proper place as one title amongst
others the name on which the whole
Marcellian system depended. If all
titles but one were used xaraxpnoTe-
k@s, we should expect to hear more
of the single exception.

Matt. xi. 27 wavra por mapedofn
Umd 7ol Ilarpés mov was limited by

In this Sabellianizing

Marcellus and Athanasius (In illud 1,
p. 82) to the Incarnation. On the
other side, Asterius and the Eusebians
(Eus. p. 6) connected it with the ddta
mwpoatdvios Or wpokéouos of John xvii.
5, for the purpose of establishing
(1) the premundane reality of the Son-
ship as against Marcellus, and (2) the
inferiority of the Son, to whom things
wapeddfn. See Marcellus Fr. 93, pp.
39, 104; Fr. 97, p. 49.

2 Hence Eusebius p. 114 invidiously
compares the Valentinian Zeyy

3 Fr. 55, p. 39 parallels the divine
with the human Logos. The compari-
son is taken up by Eusebius p. 4 from
a hostile point of view.

4 Thus Fr. 47, p. 37 dwdue év 7§
Iarpl...—évepyelg wpos 7ov fecv. This
last point Eus. p. 113 fails to under-
stand, when he asks 7{ olv év 7§ uerad
xXpbve, 8te éktds v 6 Adyos Tob Oeod,
TPOTNKEL VOELY ;

5 Notice the advance of Marcellus
on both Arians and conservatives, in
that he does not identify the Father
with the Monas. See Fr. 58, p. 188,
and passages discussed by Zahn, 142,

In the same sense Eugenius uses
language closely allied to that of the
creed ascribed to Gregory of Neo-
cesarea—otdév émeloakTor olde xricua
éorly év 1y Tpudde.

6 Thus he says Fr, 31, 32, pp. 22, 36
wpoeNbvra, kal Toirov (Gaisford omits
ui) elvar Tov TS yewwhoews dAnb7y Tpb-
mwov, and agrees with Arius in rejecting
the Valentinian wpoSo\y as implying
corporeity, though it seems alluded to
by Ath. Or. iv. 11, p. 495. Fr. 54,
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sense Marcellus accepted the Nicene éuoatoror?, holding that
the Logos is one with God as man with his reason?

The divine Sonship presents no difficulty now that it can be
limited to the Incarnation. The Logos as such is pure spirit,
invisible and ingenerate; and it was only as the Son of Man that
the Logos became the Son of God%. Even the Arian identi-
fication of generation with creation only needed to be trans-
ferred from the Lord’s higher nature to the flesh, which was
undoubtedly created*. Then too the invisible Logos first became
the visible “Image of the invisible God®” In the same way the
“Firstborn of all Creation,” as well as other titles which seem to
contradict the Lord’s eternity, are explained as denoting relations
which had no existence before the Incarnation®.

The eternal Logos then came forth from the Father to realize
the idea of creation, though yet remaining in inseparable union
with the Father, and in due time descended into true created
human flesh. It was only in virtue of this humiliating separa-
tion from the Father that the Logos acquired a sort of inde-

pendent personality.

Thus the mediator of God and man was

truly human as the apostle declared, but not a mere man as

p. 41; Fr. 62, p. 107 évepyelg mévy mha-
Tovesfar dokel, where note the Stoic
(not Sabellian: Zahn, 203) wAarvouds.

Eusebius p. 108 turns round the
charge of materialism on this r\a-
Tuoubs, as a slander éml r7s dowpdrov
kal GNékTov kal drexppdorov olalas, and
again pp. 114, 167 on the évros kai éx7os
as breaking up the divine simplicity.
Athanasius Or. iv. 14, p. 497 also takes
the deeper argument (already urged
against the Arians, Or. i. 17, p. 333)
that distinctions inside the divinity
are either materializing or meaningless
unless they express the divine nature.

1 The word is not found in the
fragments preserved by Eusebius, but
Marcellus must have used it on occa-
sion.

2 It must be noted that one main
object of Marcellus was to obliterate
every trace of Subordination. In Fr.
64, p. 37 he presses John x. 30 as
implying something more than the
unity of will imagined by Asterius.
Eusebius p. 211 argues on the other
side from John xiv. 28, v. 30.

3 Fr.42,p.35. InFr.36,p.81and
often elsewhere he explains Old Test.
references to the Sonship as prophecy.
Thus Ps. cx. 3 is a prophecy of the
Incarnation. So Prov. viii. 22 is of
the flesh created, the Logos established
(not begotten) before this present age
(not before all ages) as the ground of
the church. So here Athanasius; ex-
cept that vyevvg with him refers to the
eternal generation.

Eusebius p. 7 rightly quotes Gal.
iv. 4 to shew that the Sonship was
previous to the Incarnation.

4 Fr. 44, p. 43, and the comment
of Eusebius. Fr. 10, p. 44.

5 He argues Fr. 80, 82, pp. 47, 15
that whereas the Logos as such is in-
visible, an elkwv is necessarily visible.
Eusebius pp. 47, 142, 175 endeavours
by a gross misunderstanding to fix upon
him the absurdity of making the mere
capt the elxdw. See Zahn, 110. It is
not a fair inference from Fr. 83, p. 47.

6 F'r. 4-—8, pp. 20, 43, 44. Compare
Zahn, 102.

6—2
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Eusebius (so he says) maintained®; for the Logos was not joined
to a man but assumed impersonal human nature, and therefore
remained the mediating personZ

And though the whole work of mediation was conditioned
by the presence of this human nature, the Logos remained
unchanged. Not for his own sake but merely for the conquest
of Satan was the Logos incarnate. “The flesh profiteth nothing”;
and even the gift of immortality cannot make it worthy
of permanent union with the Logos®. God is higher than im-
mortality itself, and even the immortal angels cannot pass the
gulf which separates the creature from its Lord. The Logos
cannot wear a servant’s form for ever. That which is of the
earth is unprofitable for the age to come. Hence it must be
laid aside* when its work is done and every hostile power over-
thrown. Then the Son of God shall deliver up the kingdom
to the Father, that the kingdom of God may have no end?; and
then the Logos shall return, and be immanent as before®.

A universal cry of horror rose from the conservative ranks
to greet the new Sabellius or Samosatene, the Jew and worse
than Jew, the shameless miscreant who had forsworn the Son of
God, made indiscriminate war upon his servants and assailed
even the sainted dead with every form of slander and reviling?.

1 Fr. 89, p. 29 he accuses Eusebius
of confessing uévov dvfpwmrov. Eusebius
replies p. 29 that he has not gone be-
yond 1 Tim. ii. 5, and retorts p. 54
that Marcellus said mpd érdv o0d’ SAwy
Terpaxoslwy dia Tis dvaliews THs gap-
ks yeyevvijofar kaTw of the Son of God.
The phrase may be chosen as an allu-
sion to the kdrwfev of Paul of Samosata.

2 Compare Zahn, 164. Eusebius
p. 8 replies from Gal. iii. 20 and 1 Tim.
ii. 5 that a Yu\ds Geod Adyos dvvmrédoTa-
705, & kai TalTdv Vmapywy 7¢ Oeg could
not be a mediator.

3 Fr. 107, 104, pp. 52, 171.
trast Ath. de Inc.

4 This was one of the worst offences
to the conservatives. Did Marcellus
abandon it as Rettberg p. 105 suggests ?
It is omitted in the Sardican letter, nor
is it found either in the Roman con-
fession, or in that of Eugenius; yet it
seems essential to his system,

51 Cor. xv. 28. This (not Lu. i. 33)
is the passage alluded to in his Roman

Con-

confession. In Fr. 101, p. 50 he puts
his doctrine clearly. Zahn, 182,

6 Fr. 108, p. 41.

7 Even the bad language of Eusebius
will repay study. Thus pp. 18 uovo-
vovxl wdupuaxor curieTapueros dyGra wpds
mavras, 19 elra éml Tov Toi Oeol dvbpw-
wov, Tdv ws dANBds Tpisuaxdpioy, Tpéme-
Tat HavAivor...... kal TobTov pakaplws pév
BePrwkdra, pakaplws 8¢ Teravuévoy, mala
T€ kexounuévor, 42 youry T Kepaky Tov
Tidv 700 Oeod éiwudoaTo, 85 6 véos SaBén-
Awos, 105 'Iovdaioy dvTikpus, 63 mwioy 8¢
ékatépwr Behtiwy 6 "Tovdatos;

Acacius is even more violent than
his master. A few fragments of his
work against Marcellus are preserved
by Epiph. Her. 72, 6—10.

It was not unprovoked. Marcellus
is accused by Eus. p. 1 of “‘cursing like
quarrelling women,” and puts into the
mouth of Eusebius of Nicomedia a bit-
terly ironical confession Fr. 88, p. 26
Nudprouer, noeBhoauey, froutoauer, kal
70 Townpdy dvdmiby oo émorjoaue.
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The system of Marcellus was a confusion of heterogeneous errors.
From the mire of Sabellianism came his doctrine of a single
divine essence under a triple name and triple mask. Paul of
Samosata contributed the heresy of an impersonal Logos de-
scending into human flesh, while the idea of a Son of God no
better than a Son of Man was nothing but a Jewish dotage™.
The Trinity becomes an idle name, and the Lord is neither
God nor man, nor even a personal being of any sort. The faith
itself was at peril if blasphemies like these were to be sheltered
behind the rash decisions of Niceea.

The conservative panic was undignified from the first, and
became a positive calamity when it was taken up by political
adventurers for their own disinterested purposes. Yet the
danger from Marcellus was not imaginary. As far as doctrine
went, there was not much to choose between him and Arius.
Each held firmly the central error of the conservatives and
rejected as illogical the modifications and side-views of it by
means of which they were finding their way to something
better. If Eusebius hung back from the advance of Athanasius,
Marcellus receded even from the position of Eusebius. Instead
of destroying Arianism by the roots, he returned to something
very like the obsolete error of Sabellianism? In his doctrine
the Son of God is a mere phenomenon of time; and even the
Logos is as external to the divine essence as the Arian Son.
“He that hath seen me hath seen the Father”: but if the Arian
Son can only reveal in finite measure, the Marcellian Logos
gives only broken hints of an infinity beyond®. Yet this
shadowy doctrine was the key of his position. For it he
rejected not only Origen’s theory of the eternal generation, but
even Tertullian’s establishment of the divine Sonship as the

! Eus. p. 175. MdpxeNhos 3¢ mavra  Sabellianism, but his system is essen-

Pipas, woré uév els alrdr Shov Toih Sa-
BeMlov Bubdy xwpet, moré d¢ Ilavdov
To¥ Zaposaréws dvaveodsfar mwepdral
Tiw alpeow, woré 3¢ 'Tovdalos Wy dvrikpus
dmeNéyxerac plav yap dwéoTacw Tpi-
wpbowmor @owep kal Tpidvupor eigdyel
TOv alrov elvar Nywr Tov Oeby, Kkal TOv
& aldrg Abyor, kal 70 dywov Ilvedua.
So also p. 33.

2 Marcellus Fr. 88, p. 76 disavows

tially much the same, and Eusebius
was not likely to be conciliated by
thestatement that ¢ Sabellius knew not
the Son, that is the Logos.” So Atha-
nasius calls the Marcellians not indeed
ZaBeX\avol but ZaBeAN{ovres.

3 Compare the dva\dyws Tols {3lots
wérpocs olde of Arius with the opuavricy
dvvaus of Marcellus.
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centre of the Christian problem. Resting on the doctrine
of the Logos like the apologists and Irenszus?, Marcellus aban-
doned the eternal Sonship—the one solid conquest of the last
generation, and brought back the whole question into the old
indefiniteness from which a century of toil had hardly rescued it.

He scarcely even kept his hold on the Lord’s humanity.
He confessed it indeed, but the incarnation became a mere
theophany with him, the flesh a useless burden to be one day
laid aside. Marcellus reaches no true mediation, no true union
of God and man, only a onpavricy Sdvaues taking human flesh
for a time. The Lord is our redeemer and the conqueror of
death and Satan, but there is no room for a second Adam, the
organic head of regenerate maunkind. The deliverance becomes
a mere intervention from without, not also the planting of a
power of life within, which will one day quicken our mortal
bodies too. He forgets that if the body i1s for the Lord, the
Lord is also for the body, and even our life in the flesh is
wholly consecrated by the resurrection of the Son of Man.

No doubt Eusebius has the best of the dispute, so far as
concerns the mere proof that the theory of Marcellus was
a failure. Yet he laid himself open to more than one keen
retort when the controversy came before a master’s eye. The
gleanings of Athanasius® are better than the vintage even of
Eusebius. Both parties, he says, are equally inconsistent. The
conservatives who refuse eternal being to the Son of God will
not endure to hear that his kingdom is other than eternal,
while the Marcellians who deny his personality outright are
equally shocked® at the Arian limitation of it to the sphere of
time. One party rests on the Sonship, the other on the doctrine
of the Logos; so that while each accepts one half of the truth,
neither can attack the other without having to confess the
other half also. Athanasius then goes on to shew that the
Mareellian system is involved in much the same difficulties as

1 This is noted by Zahn Marcellus  long ago pointed out by Rettberg. It
227, Nitzsch Grundriss 221. is illustrated by Newman Ath. Treatises
His return to the old distinction of  497—511, and has recently been more
the Logos as évdidferos and mpopopikds  satisfactorily discussed by Zahn 198—
is significant. 208, who adds an analysis of the whole
2 The reference of Ath. Or. iv. 8—  book.
24 to the Marcellian controversy was 3 Eusebius, pp. 34, 55.
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Arianism. If for example the idea of an eternal Son is poly-
theistic, nothing is gained by transferring the eternity to an
impersonal Logos®. If a divine generation is materializing, so
also is a divine expansion. If the work of creation is unworthy
of God, it matters little whether it is delegated to a created
Son or to a transitory Logos. The one theory logically requires
an infinite series of mediators, the other an infinite series of
cycles of creation ; for if the procession of the Logos was needed
for the work of creation, it follows that the present cycle must
come to an end with the return of the Logos.

Marcellus had fairly exposed himself to a doctrinal attack ;
but other methods were used against Athanasius. There was
abundant material to work upon in the disputed election, the
complaints of the Meletians and miscellancous charges (they
were all found useful) of oppression, of magic and of political
intrigue®. At first the Meletians could not even obtain a
hearing from the emperor?; and even when Eusebius took
up their cause, they found it prudent to defer the main attack
to the winter of 331. Even then their charges were partly
refuted by two presbyters of Athanasius who chanced to be
at Nicomedia; and when the bishop himself was summoned
to the comitatus, it was only to complete the discomfiture of
his enemies and return in triumnph to Alexandria shortly before
Easter 332. The intriguers had to wait awhile, especially as
Constantine was occupied on the frontiers.

We are not here concerned with the intricate details of the
Gothic war*; but the peace which ended it claims our attention

1 So Eusebius, p. 29. 4 The Anon. Valesii relates the

2 Ammianus xv. 7, 7 sums them up
in the form which reached the heathen.
He notices (1) ambition, ultra profes-
stonem altius se efferentem; (2) magic,
scitarique conatum externa, ut prodi-
dere rumores adsidui, mentioning his
skill in augury—quave augurales por-
tenderent alites scientissime callens,
aliquotiens predizrisse futura (compare
his interpretation of the crow’s cras
in Soz. iv. 10); (3) alia quoque a pro-
posito legis abhorrentia, cui presidebat,
which may mean immorality, or per-
haps oppression.

3 Epiph. Her. 68, 5—6.

Gothice war after 330, and Jerome and
Idattus fix the decisive battle for Apr.
20, 332. The Anon. Val. and Julian,
Or. 1., p. 9 D (see Spanheim’s note),
ascribe the victory to the younger Con-
stantine. This is not unlikely, for we
have no trace of him in the West
between July 1, 331 and July 27, 332:
yet we find his father dating a law
Apr. 12, 332 from Martianopolis, the
headquarters of Valens in the Gothic
war of 367, and of Lupicinus in 376.
It is the repeated complaint of
Joannes Lydus de magistr. ii. 10, iii.
31, 40 that Constantine’s removal of
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as the last of Constantine’s great services to the Empire. The
Edict of Milan had removed the standing danger of Christian
disaffection in the East, the reform of the administration com-
pleted Diocletian’s work of reducing the army to permanent
obedience, the foundation of Constantinople made the seat of
power safe for centuries; and now the consolidation of the
northern frontier seemed to enlist all the most dangerous
enemies of Rome in her defence. The Empire gained three
hundred thousand settlers for its Thracian wastes, and a firm
peace of more than thirty years with the greatest of the nor-
thern nations. Henceforth the Rhine was guarded by the
Franks, the Danube covered by the Goths, and the Euphrates
flanked by the Christian kingdom of Armenia. The Empire
already leaned too much on barbarian help within and without
its frontiers; but the Roman peace was never more secure than
when the skilful policy of Constantine had formed its barbarian
enemies into a ring of friendly client states’.

The emperor returned to his well-earned rest, the intriguers
to their work of mischief. Athanasius was ordered in 334 to
appear before a new council. As the trial was to be held
at Ceesarea, we may suppose that the bishop of the place was
intended to preside over it. But Athanasius was far from
sharing the emperor’s confidence in the moderation of Eusebius®.
He treated the assembly as a cabal of his enemies and declined
its jurisdiction.

Next year (335) the Eastern bishops gathered to Jerusalem

the frontier troops from the Danube
to lower Asia left Europe open to the
barbarians; and with this step Schmidt
De auct. Zosimi 16 proposes to connect
the outbreak of the Gothic war. Now
Joannes says that it was done dkwy......
déer Tupavvidos, which can only mean
the Persians, and fixes the date by the
words Kwvoravrivov pera viis roxys mhy
‘Pouny dwohrbvros which points to
the year 326. Cedrenus p. 516 Bonn
edition, who also denounces the trans-
fer, puts the Persian war in 326—7,
and relates at length its origin through
a fraud of the philosopher Metrodorus.
He seems dependent on Joannes, and
has his date ten years too early; but
we may very well suppose that a Per-

sian war was threatening in 326—7,
and that the withdrawal of troops from
the Danube gave an opening to the
Goths.

1 Compare Bethmann-Hollweg R5-
mische Civilprozess iii. 25.

2 This is the reason given by Soz.
ii, 25 for his refusal to attend. It is
confirmed from his own hints by Light-
foot, Kusebius of Cwsarea, whose narra-
tive is very suggestive about this part.
Hefele, Councils § 48, has entirely failed
to explain the thirty months’ delay
mentioned by Sozomen. The council
of Ceesarea may have been held in the
autumn of 333, but no manipulation
will bring it thirty months before that
of Tyre.
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to keep the Tricennalia of Constantine and to dedicate the
splendid church on Golgotha, which Eusebius enthusiastically
compares® to the new Jerusalem of prophecy. But first it was
a work of charity to restore peace in Egypt. A synod of about
150* bishops was therefore held at Tyre; and this time the
attendance of Athanasius was secured by peremptory orders
from the emperor. The Eusebians had the upper hand in it,
though there was a strong minority. Athanasius had brought
forty-eight bishops from Egypt: and others like Maximus of
Jerusalem and Alexander of Thessalonica were willing to hold
an impartial trial. Athanasius was not accused of heresy, but
with more plausibility of episcopal tyranny. His friends replied
with reckless violence, and the Euscbians might have erushed
him altogether if they had only kept up a decent semblance
of truth and fairness. But nothing was further from their
thoughts than an impartial trial. Scandal succeeded scandal?,
till the iniquity culminated in the despatch of an openly

1 Eusebius, V. C. iii. 33.

? The number is nowhere given,
but 150 seems a fair estimate. The
council at Jerusalem consisted accord-
ing to the Acts of Basil of Ancyra of
230 bishops: and this number exactly
suits the language of Eusebius, which
implies that the gathering was a very
large one, not indeed equal to that of
Nicea, but quite beyond comparison
with any other meeting of his times.
Now the council of Tyre was a mere
preliminary to the éykaivia at Jerusa-
lem, and must have been considerably
smaller.

On the other hand it is clear that
the Eusebians had a real majority.
Athanasius had at least fifty friends;
and if there had been only a knot of
intriguers on the other side, he would
have been quite able to defend himself.
Indeed, we nowhere find any indication
that the council was coerced by a mere
minority. Its misdeeds were at least
its own.

These considerations require fully
double the number of sixty bishops
given by Socrates i. 28.

It is therefore not likely that Atha-
nasius brought with him eighty-nine
Egyptian bishops to Tyre as early as
335. As there were in all only ‘‘about
ninety” (Ath. ad 4fros c. 10, p. 718) or

“nearly a hundred” (Ath. dpol. c. 4r.
c. 71, p. 147) bishops in kigypt and
Libya, they cannot have been so nu-
merous at Lyre, even if the Meletians
and Arians had been already weeded out
of the list. In fact, their protest to the
Count Dionysius (Ath. dpol. c. dr. c.
78, p. 154) is signed by only forty-eight.
Socrates i. 28 gives sixty as the total
number of the counecil; but this is too
low. Even if the Egyptians are not
included, as Hefele (Councils § 49)
evidently supposes, Athanasius’ treat-
ment of it as a mere cabal of his
enemies is noteasy to explain, especially
as he had supporters or at least neutrals
outside Egypt, like Maximus of Jeru-
salem and Alexander of Thessalonica.
And if he brought with him an actual
majority of the council, his conduct
becomes simply foolish.

3 The charge of fornication seems
apocryphal. 1t is found in Rufinus
i. 17, and from him in Soz. ii. 25 (“not
in the synodical acts, for it was too
absurd to insert”), and heavily re-
touched in Theod. 1. 30. Philostorgius
ii. 11 has it with the parts reversed.

This is outweighed by the silence
of Athapasius himself, of later councils,
and of Socrates, who had it before
him in Rufinus, and deliberately left
it out.
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partizan commission to superintend the manufacture of evi-
dence in the Mareotis. Maximus of Jerusalem left the council,
the Egyptian bishops protested, and Alexander of Thessalonica
warned the imperial commissioner of the plot. Athanasius
himself took ship for Constantinople, and the council con-
demned him by default’. This done, the bishops went on to
Jerusalem for the proper business of their meeting.

The concourse on Golgotha was a brilliant spectacle. Ten
years had passed since the still unrivalled gathering at Nicea,
and the veterans of the great persecution must have been
deeply moved at their meeting once again in this world. The
stately ceremonial suited the old confessors of Jerusalem and
Casarea much better than the noisy scene at Tyre, and may
for the moment have soothed the swelling indignation of
Potammon and Paphnutius. It was the second time that
Constantine had plastered over the divisions of the churches
with a general reconciliation; but this time Athanasius was

condemned and Arius received to communion.
The heretic had long since left Illyricum, though it seems

impossible to fix the date of his recall®

Lightfoot notices the suspicious
circumstance that Eusebius of Casarea
appears as the presiding bishop, both
in the incident of Potammon (Epiph.
Her. 68, 7) and in the story of the
seduction (Philost. ii. 12). If Athana-
sius had objected to him the year before,
Constantine would not have committed
g0 open a piece of injustice as to put
him at the head of the council. It
seems indicated by Ath. Apol. c. dr.
81, p. 156 that Flacillus presided, to
whom FEusebius dedicated his three
books de Eccl. Theol.

I Athanasius stayed at Tyre as
long as possible. The Egyptian pro-
test is dated Sept. 7, and was written
before he left.

The fact of his condemnation at
Tyre is established by Socr. i. 32, Soz.
ii. 25, though no stress can be laid on
the encyclical of Philippopolis (Hil.
Fragm. 11 in presentem Ath.) or on
the apocryphal dialogue in Theodoret
ii. 16. IfJulius of Rome ap. Ath. 4p. c.
A4r. 23, p. 113 seems to deny it, he only
means (as the next sentence shews)

However, one winter

that the decision was invalid. A con-
demnation by default at Tyre would
be a useful prejudicium when the merits
of the case were supposed to be dis-
cussed on the return of the Mareotic
commission to Jerusalem.

? It seems impossible with our
present materials to clear up the chro-
nology of the few years which followed
the Nicene council. We have not a
single certain landmark till we reach
the election of Athanasius in 328, his
stay at Nicomedia in 332, and the exile
of Eutropius before Basilina’s death.

Rejecting the apparently spurious
letter of Kusebius and Theognius in
Socr. i. 14, Soz. ii. 16, the following are
our chief data. (1) The recall of Euse-
bius and Theognius, which most likely
preceded that of Arius. Philostorgius
ii. 7 dates it in 328, and this is likely
enough: but he stands alone, and the
chapter is a jumbleof blunders. (2) The
letter of Constantine to Arius and
Euzoius, which bears date Nov. 27.
But we cannot fix the year, for the
emperor seems to have been at or near



111.] THE COUNCIL OF JERUSALEM. 91

the emperor invited Arius and Euzoius to Constantinople,
where they laid before him their confession of faith. It was
a simple document, which observed a prudent silence on all
the disputed questions’. If it abstained from contradicting
the Nicene decisions, it also failed to withdraw the Thalia.
However, it was enough for Constantine. It was not unor-
thodox as far as it went: nor were they bishops, that the
Nicene symbol should be forced upon them. They were there-
fore sent to lay it before the council at Jerusalem, which in
due course approved it, and received its authors to communion.
In order to complete the work of peace, Athanasius was
condemned afresh upon the return of the Mareotic commission,
and proceedings were begun against Marcellus of Ancyra,
who had alarmed the whole conservative party by his attack
upon Asterius®, and might also be supposed to have given
personal offence to the emperor by his absence from the
council.

Meanwhile Constantine’s dreams of peace had been rudely
dissipated by the sudden appearance of Athanasius before him
in the streets of Constantinople. Whatever the bishops had
done, it had plainly caused dissensions just when the emperor
was most anxious for harmony. An angry letter summoned

the whole assembly straight to court.

Constantinople every winter from 327
to 334 inclusive. Socrates i. 26 gives
the letter after the exile of Eustathius,
while Sozomen 1i. 27 connects it more
nearly with the council of Tyre. In
this lie may be right, for we know that
Arius went to Jerusalem with a confes-
sion of faith. But the friendly tone of
Constantine’s letter to him suggests
that it was written after his recall.
Altogether, our data are hopelessly
deficient.

We may perhaps get a glimmer of
light from the mention of Ursacius and
Valens as personal disciples of Arius,
and as young men in 335, though
already bishops. But where did Arius
meet with them? Their dioceses were
in Pannonia; but we see from the
cases of Photinus and Germinius that
they were not necessarily themselves
Pannonians. At the same time there

But there came only a

is nothing to connect them with Egypt:
and if we take into account the uncer-
tain life of Arius, it will be most likely
that they were his disciples during his
exile. If so, he must have spent some
time in Illyricum.

1 Soer. i. 26, Soz. ii. 27. They
merely say els «xUpiov ‘1. X. 1ov viow
alTol, TO¥ €& abrol wpd wavTwy TOW
aldvew  yeyevnuévor Beov ANéyov...Tov
kateNdbvTa kal capkwlévra (odpka dvala-
Bévra Soz.) kal mafévra k.7.A. They end
with desires for peace, &e. which might
almost have been copied from Constan-
tine’s letter to Alexander and Arius.

2 The bishops (Soer. i. 36) refused
to discuss the counter-charge against
Asterius, on the ground that he was
only a layman. Itis well to notice the
numerous indications that the Nicene
faith was not intended to bind in
all its strictness any but the bishops.



92 ECCLESIASTICAL HISTORY. [cu.

deputation?; and in truth it would have been very inconvenient
to transfer so large a council to the palace. Once confronted
with the accused, the Eusebians dropped the old charges
of sacrilege and tyranny, and brought forward a new one of
political intrigue. Athanasius was allowed no reply to this,
but summarily sent away to Trier in Gaul, where he was
honourably received by the younger Constantine. The emperor
refused either to restore him to Alexandria or to fill his
place, and exiled the Meletian John Archaph “for causing

divisions.”
between the two parties.
cellus.

Upon the whole, success was not unequally divided
To Constantinople also came Mar-
He had avoided the councils at Tyre and Jerusalem,

and only appeared now to invite the emperor’s decision on his

book>.

Constantine as usual referred the case to the synod,

which at once condemned it and deposed the author®.
There remained only the formal restoration of Arius to the

L As the church was consecrated in
September, and Athanasius only re-
reived formal audience Nov, 7, it is
likely that the council had mostly dis-
persed before the emperor’s letter ar-
rived. In that case the relics of it
would largely consist of Eusebians,
who would at least wait for the return
of the Mareotic commissioners.

2 Soz. il. 33 says that Marcellus
objected to the proceedings at Tyre,
and left Jerusalem before the dedica-
tion, while Soer. i. 36 tells us that he
promised at Jerusalem to burn his
book. The silence of Eusebius (Zahn
45) seems to disprove both accounts,

Eus. ¢. Marcellum, p. 56 *“when
nobody asked him.” It must have
been a strange book if Eusebius of all
men could denounce its tlattery of
Constantine.

3 Was Marcellus twice in Rome?
Caspari Quellen 111. 28—30 assigns him
a stay of fifteen months in 336—7,
in addition to a somewhat longer one
in 339—341.

Marcellus presents a creed of his
own accord to Julius in Epiph. Her.
69, 2 dvaykaior Hynoduny...... vropvijoal

U évavrdv kol Tpels ONous
wivas év 7y ‘Pduy wewounkbros, dvaykaioy
ynodunv, ué\\wv évrevber éfévar, &y-
Ypapéy gou THv épavrol wloTw...€me-
dovvar; whereas Julius in Ath. 4pol. c.
dr. 32, p. 118 drairebuevos wap’ Hudv

elmely wepl Tijs wloTews, olirws perd wap-
pnolas dmwekplvaro &' éavrol, ws k.7T.A.
tells us that Marcellus made his de-
fence when called upon. So Athanasius
himself Hist. Ar. 6, p. 275 xal adros
ey aveNfow els Tiw 'Pdunr dmreroyrhoaro.
kal amarolpevos wap’ alTlw, Oédwkev
Eyypagor Tiv éavrol micrw. Caspari
declares this a contradiction, and
refers the Epiphanian document to an
earlier visit.

The necessity of this arrangement
is not very clear. Marcellus was ready
enough for another fray with the mis-
believers he ‘‘had exposed at Niewa”;
and if pressure had to be put upon him
to declare his belief, he was not bound
to tell us the fact. Even if Julius had
required him to make a plain state-
ment before leaving Rome, he might
still prefer to say only that he himself
thought one necessary. A couple of
minor points may be noticed—(1) The
words of Athanasius supra &&éwker
Eyypagor Thy éavrol wioTw may be an
echo of the Epiphanian document, (2)
as Marcellus cannot have reached Rome
before the spring of 336, an interval of
fifteen months will bring us some time
past the death of Constantine. Would
Marcellus have merely said uéAwy
évretfer éEiévar, without a hint of his
expected restoration?

Zahn Marcellus 64 passes over Cas-
pari’s difficulty in silence.
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communion of Constantinople; for it seems! that Alexandria
had once again refused him since the council of Jerusalem.
This was prevented by his sudden death the evening before
the appointed day?

The chief interest of these events is in the strange wavering
of Constantine. Had he really deserted the Nicene faith?
Had the fatigues of the Gothic war broken down his strength,
and left him an impatient invalid? Was he at the mercy of
the last speaker? Was he merely balancing parties in order
fully to control them all? Or was he still deliberately acting
in the interest of unity?

He had not turned Arian. Whatever might be his policy
towards the outside sects, there is no indication that he ever
allowed the authority of the Nicene decisions to be openly
repudiated inside the church® If he exiled Athanasius, it was
not for heresy; if he invited Arius and Euzoius to court, it
was only that they might clear themselves from the imputation.
In this case no doctrinal charge came before him. The quarrel
ostensibly lay amongst orthodox bishops, for the Eusebian
leaders had all signed the Nicene decisions. Nor indeed does
any writer accuse him of Arianism® There is more to be said
for the theory® that he was balancing the parties against each
other; and if he had not struck so hard at Nicea, we might be

1 Soz. ii. 29.

2 The earliest account of the death
of Arius is given in the letter of Atha-
nasius de morte Arii; the next is an
allusion of Epiphanius Her. 68, 6.
Rufinus i. 13 improves the story by
putting the catastrophe during the
procession on the Sunday morning.
Socrates i. 38 is independent, and
avoids the error; while Sozomen ii.
29, 30 and Theodoret i. 14 quote Atha-
nasius.

3 Thus Sozomen iii. 1 says that the
Nicene doctrine only came into dispute
again after Constantine’s death, rotiTo
~yap el piy wdvres dmedéxovro Kwvar. ére
wepbvros 7@ Bly olels mepipavds éxBa-
ety éréAunoev. Even the Antiochene
council of 341 adopted a respectful tone
(Socr. ii. 10) to that of Niceea—the com-
pliment was repaid to itself by the
Acacians at Seleucia.

It is too much to say (Chawner,

p. 71) that he made the Nicene symbol
the test and touchstone of orthodoxy.
The Novatians were perfectly orthodox
in doctrine: yet they are included in
the severe law given by Eus. V. C. iii.
64 and alluded to by Soz. ii. 32, which
seems to have been issued about 332. In
this notice the omission (1) of the
Donatists, whose dangerous temper
was well known, (2) of the Manichees.
This must have been deliberate, for
Constantine took pains (Ammianus xv.
13, 2) to have their books translated
for him by Strategius (Musonianus).

4 Except Jerome Chron. for 337,
Constantinus extremo vite sue tempore
ab Eus. Nicom. episcopo baptizatus, in
Arianum dogma declinat: and Lucifer
pro S. Ath. p. 857, Migne, Athanasium
perosum habitum a patre tuo. These
however are scarcely serious excep-
tions,

5 Fialon Saint Athanase 114, 143,
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inclined to adopt it. Perhaps again! he was really irresolute,
and at the mercy of the last speaker. But Constantine was
still in vigorous health?; and there is no need to throw away
the clue which has guided us through his policy hitherto.
Upon the whole, he seems to have aimed at unity thronghout.
If he had believed the charge of delaying the corn ships, he
would have sacrificed Athanasius as he saecrificed Sopater.
Better risk a rebellion at Alexandria than a riot at Constan-
tinople. His refusal to listen to any defence looks like a decision
already made rather than a real explosion of rage. Athanasius
was sent out of the way as a troublesome person. It was not
casy to find out the merits of the case; but he was plainly,
for some reason or other, a centre of disturbance. The Asiatic
bishops disliked him; and this was enough for Constantine.
As we have here a clue to the Arianizing policy of Constantius
and Valens, it will be well to cxplain it further.

Nature has indeed marked out Constantinople as the head
of a great empire ; but in some respects it matters little whether
the body is European or Asiatic. It may make a great dif-
ference to the happiness of Europe; but the state itself may
flourish in either c<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>