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Abstract of Thesis. 

The t h e s i s consists of a commentary on the s o - c a l l e d "Opus 
historicum" of H i l a r y of P o i t i e r s , together v/ith r e l e v a n t i n t r o ­
ductory sections, appendices end conclusion. 

This work of H i l a r y has been recovered only w i t h i n comparative­
l y roc ont times, and, i n i t s present m u t i l a t e d form, contains 17 

<J^cu:acnt6 covering the per i o d from tho synod o f Sard.i.ca. t o the 
dt.-cth of the bishop of P o i t i e r s . I t represents the f i r s t attempt 
IV o. V.'estern h i s t o r i a n t o combat the A r i a n heresy not only by the 
r:<-D>:en v/ord but also ,by..written testimony and authentic documents 
of the period. 

The thesis opens w i t h an I n t r o d u c t i o n d e a l i n g v/ith the 
h i s t o r i c a l background and a u t h e n t i c i t y o f the work, the motives and 
.nothod of i t s author, and i t s e d i t o r s . ^ This i s fo l l o w e d by a 
ruc t i o n on H i l a r y and the A r i a n Controversy where short sketches 
nre given of the e a r l y h i s t o r y o f the Church i n Gaul, the l i f e o f 
' i i l e r y , and the course of Arianism t o c .367. Then comes the a c t u a l 
Commentary i n which every document i s "treated as a separate u n i t and 
provided i n most cases v/ith an i n t r o d u c t i o n and conclusion. 

Two appendices have been attached, one on the so - c a l l e d Ad. 
Coast. I , which i s now recognised t o be a c o n s t i t u e n t p a r t of B I I , 
and the other on the warmly debated L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s . F i n a l l y , 
there i s the Conclusion which contains the various t h e o r i e s pro-

and 
pounded on the o r i g i n a l form o f the c o l l e c t i o n ! i n which a v e r d i c t 
is passed on H i l a r y as a h i s t o r i a n . ' 
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So f a r as i s ".aiovm, t h i s i.: the f i r s t co.nmentai'y on the v/oi'-c 
i n ^n^'lish anu i t i s presented i n the hope t h a t i t may a i s p e l much 
of the u n c e r t a i n t y , which s j r r o j n d s the v;oric r by assem^linj fro.a 
,.iony sources the m a t e r i a l necessary t o i t s unaerstanuinj ana use 
and by r e s o l v i n g many d i f f i c u l t problems of d e t a i l ; ana L-O may 
^nin f o r i t moper acknowledgment as the ri-imcry source f o r the 
;:Lstory of Arienisui i n the 'Vest. 
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321; ( e a r l y ) 
Su.-nmer 

32V7 

335 A p r i l 
J u l y 
Aug-Sept. 
Sept. 
Oct -Nov. 

336 Feb. 

337 May 22 
Sent. 9 
Nov. 23 

338 Summer 

339 Jan. 

3^1 -Spring 
Summer 

3*2 Sept. 

343/4 

344/5 

34£ Oct. 21 

34V7 

Synod of Antioch 
Council of Nicaee. 
Council of Antioch against Eustathius. • 
Council at P a l e s t i n i a n Caesarea. 
Death of A r i u s . 
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Winter Council a t Sinnium re-Photinus. 
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The Germinius a f f a i r B V, B V I , and Am. 
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IM Til ODUC TI Ou 

According t o Jerome-1-, H i l a r y of P o i t i e r s was the author of a 
"Liber aaversum Valentem et Ursaciurn h i s t o r i a m Ari.ninentis et 
Seleuciensis synodi continens". As f u l l a u t h o r i t y can not always 
bo given t o the re.narks which he maxes on the t i t l e s of u^oks i n 
his catalogue ana as t h i s p a r t i c u l a r one savours of a cursory 
acquaintance r a t h e r than of any d e t a i l e d knowledge, i t i s ^ u i t e 
rx'obable t h a t Jerome hi m s e l f , and n o t H i l a r y , has thus designated i t . | 

Rufinus , too, mentions a oook w r i t t e n by H i l a r y f o r the 
i n s t r u c t i o n o f those who ?iad subscribed the p e r f i d y of Ariminum. 
This book, he continues, had f a l l e n i n t o the hands of H i l a r y ' s 
enemies and been corrupted by thera w i t h o u t H i l a r y ' s knowledge; 
then, on the basis o f these c o r r u p t i o n s H i l a r y had been accused i n 
council and excommunicated. Jerome3 doubts the a u t h e n t i c i t y of 
Rufinus 1 assertions co ncex-ning. t h i s excommunication, and asks him 
to c i v e ,the c o u n c i l at which the i n c i d e n t occurred, t o name the 
bishops who were -present, also the consuls ana Emperor at the time 
of t h e - c o u n c i l . Modem w r i t e r s , such as Chapman4-, have attempted, f 
not very s u c c e s s f u l l y i t must be confessed, t o perform t h i s task • L' 
f o r Kufinus. But h i s account sounds very improbable and i n t h i s • 

case a t l e a s t Jerome seems t o be the more trustv/orthy. I t i s t r u e 
that/. ' ' j. 

ii'otes. . ! 
1. De V i r . 111. 100. i 
2. De a d u l t e r a t i o n e librorum- Origenis ( e r i s t . a d Macarium) F.G.XVTI. 
3« arologla•adv. l i b . R u f . I I , 19. 
4. i n Rev. Ben. 1910 p.332sq. 
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t h a t l i t e r a r y f o r g e r i e s v/ere not r a r e ^ , but there see..is to have 
bee), n e i t h e r the time nor the• o p p o r t u n i t y before H i l a r y ' s death t o 
transform and d i s f i g u r e h i s bo ok so th a t he COU IG h a r d l y recognise 
i t , ana coula not prove i t s f a l s i t y . To no c o u n c i l , win ere H i l a r y 
was present, can we a t t a c h such an attempt. The councils of 
Cois t a n t i n o p l e and Paris must be r u l e d out as being too- e a r l y f o r 
6iv i n t e r p o l a t i o n s to have been made. The synod of Milan, where 
Hilary opposed Auxentius, must also be excluded because the sole 
aim of any Ar i a n i n t e r p o l a t i o n s i n h i s work would be to make him 
support, i n s t e a d of denounce, the proceedings at Ariminumj and t h i s 
being so, Auxentius could scarcely have accused him of heresy'. 
Again, i f the i n t e r p o l a t i o n s had been made i n a L u c i f e r i a n i n t e r e s t , 
• ss Chapman .suggests, i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o . see how Auxentius could 
have made use o f them f o r , b y consenting to the L u c i f e r i a n a t t i t u d e , 
lie would tlius have betrayed the t a c t i c s and p a r t played b„ h i s own 
party at Ariminum. 

However t h i s may be, the important p o i n t i s t h a t both Jerome 
aid Rufinus g|ve evidence f o r a book of • H i l a r y on the A r i a n 
controversy. 

. Mow i t was f o r long asserted t h a t t h i s work of H i l a r y had been 
l o s t . But i n the f i f t e e n t h century, P. Pithoeus discovered a 
c o l l e c t i o n o f f o u r t h century documents i n the l i b r a r y of a f r i e n d 
at P a i i s . This c o l l e c t i o n was d i v i d e d i n t o two p a r t s , the f i r s t of 
which bore no t i t l e , but the second a t t r i b u t e d the book to H i l a r y 
of P o i t i e r s thus: " I n c i p i t l i b e r secundus H i l a r i i Pictavensis 
provinciae/ 
Notes. 
5- c f . Ath. Apol. ad Const. £,11. Also B I I , 1. 
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vi ovincise' Aquitaniae , i n quo sunt ovinia ,quae ostendunt v e l 
HJO:.IOGO, quibusnam causis, cuibus i n s t a n t i b u s sab i;npe:.atore 
Constantio factum est Ariminense concilv.om contra formeilam tfiche/ii 
t r a c t a t u s , qua universae haereses comprehensae erant"; ana at the 
end of the l a s t document of t h i s second p a r t v/ere the words: 
" E x p l i c i t s a n c t i I l i l a r i i L i b e r ex opere h i s t o r i c o " . 

Since the G a l l i c MS. i n which the work was preserved, was not 
a very o l d one and of poor q u a l i t y , Pithoeus delayed p u b l i s h i n g an 
ed i t i o n i n the hope of recovering the o l d L'IS. fro.a which h i s had 
recently been c o r i e d . U n f o r t u n a t e l y he died w i t h t h i s wish u n f u l ­
f i l l e d , and N. Faber (Le Fevre) then undertook the completion of 
his tasli and duly published an e d i t i o n at P a i l s i n 15'9o. 

To Faber i t seemed p e r f e c t l y obvious ;that t h i s was an authent i c 
work of 'Hilary because the s u p e r s c r i p t i o n and t e x t agreed w i t h 
Jerome's statement on H i l a r y ' s book and the s t y l e was s i m i l a r t o 
that of the genuine works of t h e bishop o f P o i t i e r s . He came t o 
the conclusion t h a t a l l the fragments, w i t h the exception o f E I I I 
("Studens"), are what'remain of t h a t work of H i l a r y r e f e r r e d t o by 
Jerome. 

His optimism, however, was not shared by l a t e r couimentators. 
t-

While the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the Preface t o the work ( 3 I ) i s accepted 
by a l l , there has been great d i v e r s i t y of opi n i o n w i t h regard t o 
the r e s t o f the documents i n the c o l l e c t i o n . A. great deal of t h i s 
suspicion, i t must be admitted, has a r i s e n oecause of the doubts 
cast upon the L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s ^ . S t i l t i n g 7 , f o r instance, who 
ilotes. 
6. c f . s e c t i o n on the.se. 7. acta SS. Sept. VI p. 574sq. 

http://the.se
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has' shown, himself most eager t o defend L i o e r i u s , aomli-os the 
Preface (D I ) , w i t h some r e s e r v a t i o n , t o be genuine, bat wnolly 
rejects a i l the other documents, mainly on grounds of s t y l e . Few 
supporters of L i b e r i u s have gone thus f a r , and indeed i t - i s evident 
that S t i l t i n g has allowed h i s bias t o cor r u p t h i s c r i t i c a l judgment 
i n forming- so low an e s t i m a t i o n of the compiler, i n r e f u s i n g t o 
acknowledge t h a t , because of the d e t a i l e d knowledge of the events 
since the synod of Ari e s revealed i n the c o l l e c t i o n , tae compiler 
must stand close i n time t o these events, i n r e f u s i n g t o recognise 
the importance of the documents i n the c o l l e c t i o n , ana t o admit 
that they f i t w e l l i n t o the otherwise a t t e s t e d h i s t o r y of the 
period and have many p a r a l l e l s i n other contemporary w r i t i n g s . 

Baronius accepted most of the fragments as genuine but 
doubted t h e i r c o m p i l a t i o n by H i l a r y . This opi n i o n was shared by 

q i n 

T i l l e m o n t 7 . ' Coustant gave the matter g r e a t e r a t t e n t i o n . He 
noted t h a t the e n c y c l i c a l of the synod of Sardica (B I I ) and the 
l e t t e r o f Constantius to. the synod of Ariminum (A V I I I ) were much 
more extensive i n the Greek than i n the L a t i n of the c o l l e c t i o n ; 
that the creed of the synod of Eastern Sardica (A IV) v/as given i n 
a d i f f e r e n t form by H i l a r y i n h i s "De Synodis"; t h a t i n the MSS • 
only the second group was a t t r i b u t e d t o H i l a r y w h i l e the other v/as 
anonymous; the anathemas against L i b e r i u s i n B V I I also caused him 
d i f f i c u l t y . On the other hand he admitted t h a t the whole c o l l e c ­
t i o n / 
l^otes. 
o. t . V ad arm. 3^0 n « 3 -
9- t . V I I Mem. V).4 54-5. ' 
10. P.L. X c o l . 6l9sq. 
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t i o n s t i l l corresponded'in content t.o the work mentioned by Jerome, 
ho had no h e s i t a t i o n i n a s c r i b i n g the second group to H i l a r y not 
only because of the s u p e r s c r i p t i o n and concluding remarks but a l s o 
because of the contents and s t y l e of the Preface 
Then, though a l i t t l e d o u b t f u l , he decided t h a t the f i r s t group 
also should be a t t r i b u t e d t o H i l a r y because (1) the codex Hemensis, 
which i s very o l d , already contained the two parts of the compila­
t i o n ; (2) most of the fragments i n t h i s group are connected w i t h 
the h i s t o r y of•the c o u n c i l of Ariminum mentioned i n the super­
s c r i p t i o n of the second p a r t ; (3) the two parts are interconnected 
e.g. A I i s the answer t o B V I I I and 3 IV forms the t r a n s i t i o n t o 
A V I I ; (4) there i s a s i m i l a r s t y l e i n both s e c t i o n s . 

Having come t o t h i s d e c i s i o n , he Coalesced the two groups i n t o 
one c o l l e c t i o n ana arranged the documents i n c h r o n o l o g i c a l order. 

The t e x t u a l d e v i a t i o n s he explained as the r e s u l t of f a u l t y 
copies or change of residence. On the anathemas, he ^ave no 
d e c i s i v e conclusion: "they can, as spaie t h i n k , be w r i t t e n by a 
l a t e r / 
Notes. 
11. From the Preface i t appears t h a t the author i s a G a l i i c a n • 

bishop who i s w r i t i n g s h o r t l y a f t e r the c o u n c i l of Aries 353 
i n defence o f the Nicene creed and Athanasius and who has 
h i m s e l f s u f f e r e d h u m i l i a t i o n at the hands of the Arians at the 
c o u n c i l of B i t e r r a e ( o r B e z i e r s ) . When we remember t h a t 
Paulinus of Treves had already been e x i l e d at A r i e s (B I $ 6 ) , 
the choice can f a l l only on one man, H i l a r y of P o i t i e r s . 
A f t e r the e x i l e of Paulinus, he alone of the G a l l i c bishops 
had shown himself capable of leadership, had remained- steadfast 
i n face of A r i a n and i m p e r i a l o p p o s i t i o n , and. had f i n a l l y t o 
s u f f e r e x i l e f o r h i s staunch defence of Athanasius a t the 
c o u n c i l of B i t e r r a e 356. c f . c. Const. 2 De Syn. 2. 
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l a t e r hand f i r s t of a l l i n the margin and then i n s e r t e d i n t o trie 
t e x t ; or else they could be from H i l a r y himself, i n s e r t e d i n 
an,_er when he heard of L i b e r i u s 1 f a l l " . He was no more d e f i n i t e 
on the problem of the d i s f i g u r a t i o n of the work, a u ^ & a t i n g t h a t i t 
may have a r i s e n as Rufinus r e l a t e s or p u r e l y by accicent. 

B I I I ("Studens") he regarded as a f o r g e r y of a contemporary 
Arian which H i l a r y recognised as such and i n s e r t e d f o r t h i s very 
reason i n h i s work. The other L i b e r i a n l e t t e r s he accepted as 
genuine. His f i n a l conclusion was t h a t the fragments have a l l 
belonged'to a now l o s t work of H i l a r y . 

I n more recent times L o o f s 1 ^ , Guminerus-1-4 and Feder 1^ have, 
decided anew f o r the Hi 1arian o r i g i n of the whole c o l l e c t i o n , 
including the anathemas, and f o r the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the i n d i v i d u a l 
parts, i n p a r t i c u l a r the L i b e r i a n l e t t e r s . 

The r e a l d i f f i c u l t y i n t h i s question of a u t h e n t i c i t y has 
centred on the seeming i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s i n B I I I ("Studens"), but 
i f Duchesne's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of t h i s l e t t e r i s accepted 1^, there 
remains no reason why a l l the documents i n the c o l l e c t i o n should 
not be regarded as a u t h e n t i c m a t e r i a l gathered by H i l a r y w i t h a vi ev 
to p u b l i c a t i o n i n the i n t e r e s t s of the Nicene cause. 

There i s no doubt t h a t not a l l the m a t e r i a l c o l l e c t e d by 
H i l a r y has been preserved. I n the c o l l e c t i o n i t s e l f are various 
ref erences/ 
Notes. 
12. c f . l o c . c i t . i n n.2. 
l j . R e a l . V I I I . 
14. Die Hoaiousianische P a r t e i p.93 n.2, 
15' Stud. I . 
16. c f . the section,on the L i b e r i u s L e t t e r s . 
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references t o documents no longer a v a i l a b l e : e.g. (1) a aocuaent 
dealing w i t h the c o u n c i l of A r i e s , mentioned i n B I , and f o l l o w i n g 
t h a t , the account of the d e r o s i t i o n and e x i l e of Paulinus of Treve 
v/ith which the whole work should begin; . (2) the pert- d e a l i n g w i t h 
P&Jl of Constantinople i n A IV; (3) a short piece on the Uicene 
council i n A V, 1; (4) the p a r t concerning the Sirmian cre^d and 
the beginning of i t s r e f u t a t i o n , and also H i l a r y 1 s t e x t i n d i c a t i n g 
the d i s p o s i t i o n of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t before the f i r s t l e t t e r of 
the synod of Sardica i n B I I ; (5) the creed proposeu at KiKe i n 
Thrace which should f o l l o w the l e t t e r of the synoa of Ariminan t o 
Constant!us (A V). 

Several t h e o r i e s have been expounded t o e x p l a i n these gaps. 
17 

Saltet ' contends t h a t the work of H i l a r y has been re v i s e d i n a 
L u c i f e r i a n i n t e r e s t and, l i k e Wilmart, places t h i s r e v i s i o n and 
i n t e i p o l a t i o n at the end of the f o u r t h century. Schii<:tanz 1f .on the 
other hand, suggests t h a t the shortening took place i n an A r i a n 
Interest i n the f i f t h or s i x t h century. Feder's o p i n i o n l 9 i s t h a t 
some anonymous person who perhaps aimed a t giving- a new p r e s e n t a t i o 
of the Arian t r o u b l e s , made excerpts f o r h i m s e l f from the "Opus 

. Kistoricum" of H i l a r y and provided them v/ith many.marginal notes. 
Tne c o l l e c t o r had found the excerpts w i t h o u t order, had copied them 
as two parts and t r a n s m i t t e d them thus t o p o s t e r i t y . Like Coustan 
he thinks t h a t Jerome and Rufinus possessed the complete work of 
- i l e r y / 
^otes. 
1'/. i n B u l l . L i t t . Eccles. I905, 1907. 
IS. Die I l i l a r i u s Fragmente § 26 . 
19• Stud. I . 
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Hilary• but t h a t S u l p i c i u s SeveruE, who used the fragments 'in h i s 
Cnronicle, -probably possessed only the c o l l e c t i o n of excerpts. 
As several of the fragments are contained i n so::ie canon law 
c o l l e c t i o n s which can be t r a c e d back t o the f i f t h century, Feder 
concludes t h a t the o r i g i n of the c o l l e c t i o n should be placed about 
t::e end of the f o u r t h century. 

I t w i l l be seen t h a t none of these t h e o r i e s c a r r i e s very great 
weight. There i s no evidence t o support the claim of L u c i f e r i a n 
or Arian i n t e r p o l a t i o n s , and a more n a t u r a l explanation would seem 
to be t h a t the gaps have occurred i n the course of transmission. 
Moreover, ' i f i t i s necessary to suppose an i n t e n t i o n a l shortening 
of the work - which i s indeed very d o u b t f u l - whet person woulu 
have been more l i k e l y to have done t h i s than H i l a r y himself? 
Feder admits that- t h i s must have taken place very earl.,, probably 
before the f i f t h century, but can only suppose an anonymous 
c o l l e c t o r t o have done t h i s . I f the abridgement d i d not occur-
a c c i d e n t a l l y , i t seems more probable t h a t H i l a r y h i m s e l f had 
d e l i b e r a t e l y omitted some of the m a t e r i a l f o r purposes of h i s own 
( f o r example, because the amount of m a t e r i a l c o l l e c t e d tended to 
'overshadow h i s o r i g i n a l p l a n ) . 

No matter how these gaps may have occurred, i t i s unfortunate 
that., because of them, the o r i g i n a l dimensions of H i l a r y ' s m a t e r i a l 
can never now be known. 
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For the motives v h i c h induced H i l a r y t o begin h i s c o l l e c t i o n , 
•,ve must r e l y on the Preface (B I ) . This document i n u i c a t e s thai,, 
^ r i . u a r i l y , i t was a. p e c u l i a r i n s i g h t of H i l a r y vh i c h l e u him t o 
jHUurteke. h i s v/ork, namely, h i s s t r o n t c o n v i c t i o n t h a t what was at 
:..t&ke i n the e a r l y f i f t i e s of the f o u r t h century..was not simnly the 
r c i b o n of Athanasius, however much i t may have appeared'so on the 
jurface of the controversy, but something much more important, the 
;.icene creed i t s e l f . That-his Western br e t h r e n were b l i n d t o t h i s 
feet had been amply shown at the c o u n c i l of A r i e s , where tne 
uithodox had agreed t o condemn Athanasius i f t h e i r adversaries' i n 
t h e i r t u r n would anathematise Alienism. H i l a r y apparently was one 
^1" the few bi shops i n the West at t h i s time - who r e a l i s e d t h a t the 
condemnation of Athene sius r e a l l y i n v o l v e d a condemnation of the 
h'Lcene creed, and t h a t the Nicene creed was i m p l i c a t e d toe hind the 
person of Athanasius. His book was t h e r e f o r e intended t o propagate 
t h i s i n s i g h t and so arouse o p p o s i t i o n t o the A r i a n d e c e i t among h i s 
brother.bishops. 

Another f a c t o r i n the c o m p i l a t i o n was the summary treatment' 
meteo out t o him a t the c o u n c i l of B i t e r r a e . He had gone t o t h a t 
council i n the hope of p u t t i n g forward.his case and convincing i t s 
members by an e x p o s i t i o n of the t r u e f a c t s of the s i t u a t i o n . His 
opponents, however, had thwarted h i s plain and prevented him from 
addressing the c o u n c i l and securing an audience w i t h the Emperor. 
So he determined to r e v e a l i n - w r i t i n g "the f a i t h l e s s n e s s of the 
Arians., t h e i r ' f a l s e creeds and t h e i r d e c e i t f u l works w i t h respect 
t o / 
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20 to Athanasius". 
This was a f a v o u r i t e method of H i l a r y . 7/hen out.i.anoeuvrec i n 

person by h i s opponents, he would resort"'to h i s w e l x - t r i e a weapon, 
the pen. He adopted t h i s procedure a f t e r the c o u n c i l of B i t e r r a e , 
again at Constantinople i n 360 a f t e r h i s f a i l u r e t o secure an 
ajciience wi t h Constantius ( i . e . h i s c. Const.) and f i n a l l y , a f t e r 
the f a i l u r e of h i s mission against Auxentius at Milan ( i . e . h i s c. 
Aux.) From h i s apparent, defeats have issued a b i d i n g testimonies 
to his p o s i t i o n , h i s "beliefs and h i s a c t i o n s . 

To both these motives, must be added h i s passionate desire t o 
defend the orthodox f a i t h from a l l the assaults of i t s enemies. 

The m a t e r i a l i n the C o l l e c t i o n can. be roughly, c l a s s i f i e d i n 
three groups (1) those documents d e a l i n g * w i t h events UP t o 356 v i z . 
A IV, A V I I , B I , B I I and the Or. Syn. Sard, (the so-cal'led Ad 
Const.I); (2) those concerned w i t h the per i o d between 3^6 and 360 

viz. A I I , A V, A V I , A V I I I , A IX, B V I I I , B I I I , 3 V I I ; and (3) 

those belonging t o the p e r i o d a f t e r 360 v i z . A I , A I I I , 3 IV,.3 V, 
B VI. 

Only i n the f i r s t group i s there any evidence of a methodical 
arrangement of the m a t e r i a l . From B I I we gain an o u t l i n e of the 
plan adopted by H i l a r y i n the book which he published i n 3 5 6 2 i / 

His/ 
iiotes. 
20. Probably much of the m a t e r i a l which he used i n h i s book of 356 

had oeen already c o l l e c t e d and a;ranged i n p r e p a r a t i o n for­
t h e defence which he had intended to make a t B i t e r r a e . He 
was t h e r e f o r e i n a. good p o s i t i o n to produce h i s book before 
departing f o r e x i l e . 

21. c f . "Conclusion" on t h i s cook. 

http://can
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His f i r s t ' aim*^ wes t o prove the innocence of Athanacius, and f o r 
t h i s , he r e l i e d mainly on the decisions o f Western Saruica. 
Jecondly,. he intended to expose the deceits of the Ariens and t h e i r 

[ various changes of mind as exem p l i f i e d i n the conduct o f Valens and 

I ursacius. T h i r d l y 2 ^ , he proposed t o r e v e a l the heresy of the A r i a n 
| creeds (e.g. t h a t of Eastern Sardica) by co n t r a s t w i t h the pure 
f 
| f a i t h of the Nicene. creed. Thus he hoped' to d i s p e l A r i a n power i n 

the ''/est and gain v i c t o r y ' f o r the orthodox cause. 
I n no other document, however, i s any i n d i c a t i o n given of a 

simi l a r arrangement w i t h regard to the l a t e r m a t e r i a l , anu because 
! of the disordered s t a t e and confusion i n which the f r a g m e n t s have 
f f 
!; • reached us and the gaps i n the m a t e r i a l , i t i s now impossiole t o 
I ' detect any method or purpose embracing the C o l l e c t i o n as a whole. 

Nevertheless, even i n i t s present m u t i l a t e d form, the Collec­
t i o n i s a work of primary importance. I t covers the p e r i o d from 
the synod of Sardica to the death of' H i l a r y and represents the f i r s t 

j tttcmnt made by a Western h i s t o r i a n to give; an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
j the Arian cort roversy as i t a f f e c t e d the West i n h i s time. Through 
f 

| these documents, a bishop of the G a l l i c a n Church endeavoured- t o 
•rues a contemporary judgment on the r e l a t i o n s between Western 

i' orthodox bishops and the Arians and t o rouse h i s brethren t o a 
i 
[ repudiation of the A r i a n heresy. ;:otes. 

cf . B I I , 5 p.142 L . 8 . 
c f . B I I , Q p.147 L . 2 3 . 
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The reason f o r the. comparative neglect of t h i s C o l l e c t i o n by 
modem scholars can be r e a d i l y explained. They have found them­
selves unable t o make f u l l use of the i n f o r m a t i o n contained i n the 
uocamem,s simply because of the many d i f f i c u l t i e s of language and 
subject matter and trie ooscure references w i t h Vvhich the work 
abounds. Like every source book, i t r e f e r s t o many t h i n g s which 
v.ere co.amon knowledge t o the author, and h i s contemporaries and 
treated as such, but whose importance and relevance have long been 
for g o t t e n and which now present apparently i n s o l u b l e problems t o 
the reader. 

I t has been the purpose of the Commentary t o t r y ana resoive 
sorne of these problems so t h a t t h i s C o l l e c t i o n may be given proper 
acknowledgment and take i t s r i g h t f u l place among the primar-y source 
for the h i s t o r y of the Arian controversy i n the West. 

I t should be mentioned t h a t no comments are passed on the 
b i b l i c a l t e x t s i n the work because i t has been decided t h a t t h i s 
was a separate and s p e c i a l i s t problem. 

I t has been already s t a t e d t h a t i n the codex which Pithoeus 
discovered, the c o l l e c t i o n was d i v i d e d i n t o two p a r t s , the f i r s t 
of which bore no t i t l e but the second ascribed the work t o H i l a r y 
of P o i t i e r s . Thinking t h a t the two Darts had become i n v e r t e d , 
Faber, i n h i s e d i t i o n of 1598) changed the order so t h a t the 
i n s c r i p t i o n covered the c o l l e c t i o n as a whole~and the l e t t e r of the 
synod of Paris (A I ) , which l a y at the beginning of the c o l l e c t i o n 
i n / 



i n the' codex, now fol l o w e d the l e t t e r of the Easterns at Seleucia 
(ii V I I I ) i . e . h i s order was 3 I - V I I I , A I - I X . ' He e n t i t l e d the 
v.-or'c " H i l a r i i F i c t a v e n s i s provinciae Aquitaniae episcopi ex opere 
historico'Fragments numquam antea e d i t a " . • 

The e d i t i o n s o f A. Drovart (15.98) , R. N i v e l l e d 5 9 o ) and 
J. G i l l o t (1605) were almost exact copies of Faber'c. B a r o n i u s 2 4 

.•.lade s l i g h t t e x t u a l emendations on Fader's t e x t bat not u n t i l P. 
Constant's e d i t i o n of 1693 was a r e a l attempt made t o c o r r e c t the 
tex t . As a r e s u l t of t h i s work, Coustent's became the standard 
fo r many years and was the ba-sis f o r such e d i t i o n s as S. w'affei 
(1730), J. C a p e l l a t i (174-9) and F. Oberthiir (1785) . Coustant 
also made a change i n the order of the documents. Thinking t h a t 
the sequence of Faber might lead t o e r r o r equally as much as t h a t 
of Pithoeus, he attempted t o give one which would be c h r o n o l o g i c a l l y 
6ccurate and i n accordance w i t h H i l a r y ' s p l a n . For t h i s purpose, 
he noted a l l the gaps i n the work, separated a l l the disconnected 
documents, corn Dined those of s i m i l a r _ c o n t e x t , and e v e n t u a l l y 

4 

obtained f i f t e e n independent fragments, which he then arranged'in 
di r o n o l o g i c a l order thus: B I ; B I I ; A IV-, B I I I - , A V I I ; B V I I ; 
A V I I I and A IX (combined- as one document); A V; A V I ; 3 V I I I ; A I 
end A I I (combined as one document); B IV; A I I I ; B V; and B V I . 
To his e d i t i o n , Coustant p r e f i x e d the t i t l e : Fragmenta ex i i b r o 
Gancti I l i l a r i i P ictavensis Provinciae Aquitaniae, i n quo sunt omnia, 
quae ostendunt v e l quomodo,'quibusnam causis, quibus i n s t a n t i o u s 
sub/ 
Notes. 
2'4. i n h i s "Annales" of 1^09, 



sub imperatore Constantio factum est Ariminense c o n c i l i u m contra 
formeliam Nicaeni t r a c t a t u s , qua universae haereses comprehensae 
orant". 

The ^ r e a t advance taken by Feder i n h i s e d i t i o n of 1916 was 
.naue possible through the discovery of the o l d US which Pithoeus 
iiaci so ear n e s t l y desired t o f i n d . As has been s a i d , the codex 
used by Pithoeus was a f i f t e e n t h century one ( i . e . "T") , t o which 
Fsber added marginal emendations ( i . e . "G")• While e n t e r i n g i n t o 
this h e r i t a g e , Coustant also made use of the readings of J. Sirmond 
who had discovered another' IAS c o n t a i n i n g these documents ( i . e . " S " ) -
j j t these codices were only of secondary value. Feder had the good 
fortune t o come upon a MS of the n i n t h century ( i . e . God. Parisinus 
Arma.iientarii l a t . 483 - "A") and i n 1906^. by comparing "A" and "C", 
proved what had already been suspected by S c h i k t a n z ^ , namely,that 
"A" was the archetype from which "T" was copied. Eecause of t h i s 
discovery, Feder 1s e d i t i o n has an a u t h o r i t y and importance f a r 
j r e e t e r than t h a t of any previous e d i t i o n ; i t i s f o r t h i s reason 
that h i s t e x t (as given i n G.S.E.L. LXV) has been adopted as the 
basis f o r the Commentary, a n d i t i s assumed t h a t the reader w i l l have 
th i s at hand. 2^ 

Since he thought i t an e d i t o r ' s duty t o adhere c l o s e l y t o h i s 
Feder has l e f t unchanged the d i v i s i o n i n t o two pa r t s and the 

oider of the i n d i v i d u a l fragments of each p a r t . 
Notes. 
2'). I.e. p . 2?sq. 
2*>. Very few references have been made i n the Commentary t o any 

v a r i a n t i n the readings of the various t e x t s ; t h i s was 
thought unnecessary i n view of the e x c e l l e n t t e x t u a l 
apparatus which Feder has arpenoed t o h i s t e x t . 
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Ijvviewof the disordered s t a t e of the c o l l e c t i o n , t h i s see..is the 

best .nethod, as any other order i s bo and t o be a r t i f i c i a l ana • 
seive no u s e f u l r u g o s e . Then, because the tito.es uceu oy previous 
editors to describe the work had. no a u t h o r i t y i n the J;3S., he f e l t 
j u s t i f i e d i n g i v i n g i t a new t i t l e : "Collectanea A n t i a r i a n a 
Pari sine, quae vulgo d i c u n t u r Fragmenta h i s t o r i e s S. H i l a r i i 

27 
P i c t a v i e n s i s " . He also made other minor a l t e r a t i o n s . 

Hotes. 
?.'/. c f . C.S.^.L. LXV Praef. I I A 1 and Praef. I I A 6. 

Page references i n the Commentary are those ofC .5. 5.L. LXV. 
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A) Short Sketch of the A r i a n Controvers/ to 151. 

Of a l l the heresies, that- have endangered the t r u t h f o r which 
« 

the C h r i s t i a n Church stands , perhaps the mce t i n s i d i o u s was 
Arianisra. I t spread l i k e a canker over the Church i n the f o u r t h 
century and c o n s t i t u t e d a r e a l danger p r e c i s e l y because of i t s 
many po i n t s of contact w i t h the orthodox f a i t h . A r i a n p r a c t i c e 
ana p r a c t i c a l teaching d i d not d i f f e r from the orthodox, A r i a n 
baptism and euc h a r i s t were, on the surface, e x a c t l y the same as 
the orthodox, and tooth professed the' B i b l e as the basis of t h e i r 
ostein. The issue was f u r t h e r confused by the numerous v a r i a t i o n s 
of Arianisrn, from the palest- hue of mi s c o n s t r u c t i o n t o the blackest 
shade of heresy. Unless u l t i m a t e p r i n c i p l e s were questioned, .the 
tv/o systems could have e x i s t e d side by side w i t h each other w i t h o u t 
the ordinary Church member n o t i c i n g any great d i f f e r e n c e oetween 
the.a. 

I t was e s s e n t i a l l y an Eastern heresy, having i t s o r i g i n i n 
Alexandria where i t s founder, A r i u s , was attached as presbyter t o 
the important church of 3a u c a l i s ; and du r i n g the f i r s t twenty or ' 
t h i r t y years o f i t s growth, the 'Vest remained r e l a t i v e l y untouched 
Oj i t . When i t d i d e v e n t u a l l y enter the controversy, the West 
showed i t s e l f c o n s i s t e n t l y i n support of Athanasius, but, on the 
v.v:ole, the s t r u g g l e never aroused the same enmities, the same 
theological s t r i f e and p h i l o s o p h i c a l wranglings as i n the " a s t . 
For one t h i n g , the mass.of Western bishops, never seem t o have 
realised/ 
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realised the f u l l i m p l i c a t i o n s p f the A r i a n heresy. For another, 
tue 7/est was not p r i m a r i l y i n t e r e s t e d i n disputes concerning the 
f a i t h , e s p e c i a l l y w i t h regard t o the d o c t r i n e of God;. .Western 
bishops showed more concern f o r pr a c t i c e , and were content t o h o l d 
a simple f a i t h . Again, i n the East heresies had already gathered 
round the Person of C h r i s t , and more than one had already occupied 
p r a c t i c a l l y the same ground as Arianism, so t h a t the Nicene creea 

;i...oas something of an i n n o v a t i o n ; the West, not having t h i s baci:-
/ l ./round, found i t easier t o accept the Xicene decisions as a u t h o r i -

t a t i v e and always b i n d i n g . 
I t may s a f e l y be asserted t h a t when Ariu s r e v o l t e d from the 

doctrine which had become t r a d i t i o n a l i n the C h r i s t i a n Church 
concerning the Person of C h r i s t , he had rip i n t e n t i o n of d i s r u p t i n g , 
fax- less d e s t r o y i n g C h r i s t i a n i t y , though l a t e r i t was r e a l i s e d t h a t 
th i s would have been the l o g i c a l conclusion of h i s d o c t r i n e . He 
hod been s i n c e r e l y t r o u b l e d as t o how t o r e c o n c i l e the Perso n of 
Christ w i t h the b e l i e f i n one God, and h i s s o l u t i o n was t o accord t o 
Christ the highest honour short of f u l l d i v i n i t y . The crux of the 
..latter was t h a t , f o r A r i u s , C h r i s t remained only a c r e a t u r e , so 
t i i a t ; i f He were calledGou, i t was only i n a lower and improper 
sense. His s o l u t i o n proved a t t r a c t i v e and he soon found him s e l f 
with s t r o n g support not only amonr h i s own f r i e n d s i n Egypt but also 
among bishops i n other c o u n t r i e s , such as those-of Caesarea, Tyre, 
and Laodicea, and a t court w i t h the Emperor's s i s t e r Constantia. 
Indeed/ 



- 22 -

Indeed so s t r o n g had Arianism become by the year 325 t h a t i n some 
quarters i t ca.ne as something of a. s u r p r i s e when the Council of 
'ilicaea r e j e c t e d an Aria.nising creed. But the r e s u l t of t h i s 
Council was t h a t A r i u s found h i m s e l f abandoned by n e a r l y a l l h i s 
friends"*" and Arianism was conde:nned almost unanimously. For 
nearly 30 years a f t e r Nicaea Arianism remained under a cloud, but 
i t . s t i l l had i t s supporters and events were soon t o pi" ove t h a t , 
though anxious t o uphold the d i v i n i t y of C h r i s t , the Eastern uishops 
had nevertheless been compelled t o go f u r t h e r than they wished i n 
the f o r m u l a t i o n and a i b s c r i p t i o n o f the Nicene creed. Indeed, i f 
the v i c t o r y of the a n t i - A r i a n part„. a t Nicaea came as a s u r p r i s e , 
tne r e a c t i o n which f o l l o w e d the Nicene decisions was no less sur­
prising. At f i r s t i t seemed as i f Nicaea had crushed Arianism 
for ever, • andj/et i n an i n c r e d i b l y short space of time the s t r u g g l e 
was q u i e t l y resumed. 

This A r i a n r e a c t i o n had i t s o r i g i n i n the East and sprang, not 
from an extreme group of Arians^, but from the conservatives, such 
as Eusebius of Caesarea. I t was impossible at t h i s stage, of 
course,, t o a t t a c k the Nicene creed d i r e c t l y but they sought t o 
under,nine/ 

i.'otes. 
1. Of the 300 or so bishops present, only f i v e refused t o s i g n the 

Nicene creed, namely Eusebius of Nicomedia, Theognis of Nicaea, 
i.Iaris of Chalcedon, Theonas of Marmarica and Secundus of 
rtolemais. Eventually EUG ebius, Maris and" Theognis d i d s i g n , 
and, because they alone h e l d out, only Theonas and Secunaus were 
anathematised w i t h A r i u s .and h i s w r i t i n g s , c f . Soz. I , 2 1 . 

2. Such an attempt would have been dooiaed i'o f a i l u r e from the s t a r t 
i n f a c t the £ aders of the r e a c t i o n d i d not dare p u b l i c l y t o 
avow themselves as Arians u n t i l the year 357* 
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undermine the a u t h o r i t y of the c o u n c i l o f Hicaea by pro c u r i n g the 
i-3turn of the e x i l e s ana a t t a c k i n g the l e a u i n g Hicenes, such as 
^ustathius of Antioch, j.Iarcellus of Ancyra and Athanasius 3. 
—- ^ t t e r , f o r t h e i r p a r t , defended the a c t i o n ta.ceu a t Mcaea 
cs.C rebutted the accusations' of the Eusebians at such synods as 
Iko.,ie 341 and Western Sardica 342. 

I n 351 came one of the t u r n i n g p o i n t s i n the controversy 
jecsuse i n t h a t year Constantius gained a s i g n a l v i c t o r y a t I.Iursa 
over the usurper i.lagnentius, and became v i r t u a l l y sole r u l e r of the 
"..•voire. I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o say what p r e c i s e l y had made Constantly 
support the A r i a n cause. Since h i s f a t h e r ' s death he had oeen r u l e 
of the East ana had no doubt come i n contact w i t h Arians aiiu A r i a n 
ideas. He would also be i n f l u e n c e d oy trie' f a c t t n a t "ode m a j o r i t y 
jl the & shops i n the East were of t h i s persuasion. Furthermore 
iie had s u f f e r e d some h u m i l i a t i o n at the hands of Atnanasius i n 
34?/6 when he ha d been compelled to w r i t e three l e t t e r s t o oia the 
uishop of AJe xandria r e t u r n home, and the course of events a f t e r 
¥jl would, seem t o i n d i c a t e t h a t Constantius was actuated by a 
personal hatred o f Athanasius. S u l p i c i u s Severus4" suggests, too, 
t..at he had been won over t o the anti-Nicene p a r t y by a t r i c k of 
Valens, bi shop of Wlursa. The l a t t e r had been i n the t r a i n of tne 
Emperor, and, as he le arned the r e s u l t of the b a t t l e of i-.Iursa soono 
than the Emperor, had announced i t t o him, a s s e r t i n g t h a t an an^el 

."otec. 
j . c f . the work of coun c i l s l i k e those of Tyre 335? Jerusalem 335> 

Constantinople 33^ > Dedication Antioch 34-1) Eastern Sardica 3^2 
::.s. I I , 38. 
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'•.--.d orought hi.n the news, and thus had r e e s t a b l i s h e d h i s i n f l u e n c e 
jver the ..lino, of Constantius. 

Whatever the reason, h i s adherence to the ant i - I i i eerie p a r t y 
car. not- be doubted, ana h i s v i c t o r y at j.Iursa had two 'important 
consequences f o r the Church. F i r s t l y , the Eusebians were not slo\ 
to take advantage of the great o p p o r t u n i t y thus a f f o r d e d them and 

immediately began openly t o work f o r the reestablishment of 
• • 5 

Ai Lc.rasur . With Constantius as patron, they were aDie t o pursue 
f 

a much oolder p o l i c y than h i t h e r t o . Secondly, u n t i l 3?1 the 
; Western Church had been l e f t comparatively untroubled by the co n-
• tioversy v/hich had r e n t the Eastern h a l f of the t a p i r s . But now 
; Arianism came i n t o the West w i t h the f u l l support of the Emperor, 
; r.oiy assisted b_ h i s henchmen, Valens and Ursacius: and the one 
i 
i- '••' 
\ ' Curch above a l l others destined t o play an important arid d e c i s i v e 
,( 
' role i n r e s i s t i n g t h i s heresy was t h a t of Gaul. 
\ 

s 
l 1 3) The Church of Gaul and L i f e of H i l a r y t o p 3 . 

The beginnings of the C h r i s t i a n Church i n Gaul are f o r the 
»"ost pert vague and i n d i s t i n c t , but i t seems c e r t a i n t h a t 
Chi i s t i a n i t y reached Gaul l a t e . De l a Tour^ declares t h a t the 

5 C'-iscopal o r g a n i s a t i o n o f Gaul, i f we except some c i t i e s such as 
Lyons, Vienne, A r i e s , does n o t go beyond the f o u r t h century. Even 
f-.t the end of t h a t century, i n the d i s t r i c t s which witnessed the 
.missionary/ 
.. o t e s • 
y. e.g. the c o u n c i l of sirmium 351? h e l d , w i t h o u t doubt, a t the 

request of Valens i n order t o d i s c r e d i t the Nicenes through \ t a f i n a l a t t a c k on Photinus. ; "'• Les Origines Religieuses de l a France p-5« 
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' .-:;iorv\:Y a c t i v i t i e s of M a r t i n of Tour:;, the o i u r e l i g i o n of 
g^rs..i s t i l l p r e v a i l e d . Rot t l r t the G a l l i c Church aau. .not 

• ••, ••^7 hau i t s moments of d i s t i n c t i o n ; inueeu tne e a r l i e s t , 
u j f i i i i t e , H i s t o r i c a l evidence f o r the a c t i v i t y of the C h r i s t i a n 
R.jrch i n Gaul i s a t tne sa.ae ti.ae a noble t r i o u t e to i t t zeal aim 
c j.'i-tancy^. But i t i s t o the f o u r t h century t h a t the general 
foundation o f C h r i s t i a n i t y i n Gaul must be assignee. *.7itn the 

y^uer churches i n the Roman E.nnire i t sharea i n the .great increase 
ir. numbers anu p r e s t i g e which the i m p e r i a l favour under Coi'i t a n t i n e 
brought, and only then was i t P o s s i b l e t o e s t a b l i s h churches not 
o:,iy i n the p r i n c i p a l c i t i e s but also i n the r u r a l areas. 

Young as i t was, the G a l l i c churcn c o u l ^ not escape p a r t i c i p a -
lion i n the various controversies of the f o u r t h century. At the 
Jorncil o f Arie s 314, which d e a l t w i t h the Donatist question, tne 
following sees were representee: A r i e s , Vienna, Lyons, Vaison, 
...c r s e i l l e s , Bordeaux, Eauze, Autun, Rouen, Rei.ns, Treves and 
Cologne. But i t i s r a t h e r s u r p r i s i n g t o f i n d t h a t not a s i n g l e 
i a l l i c a n bishop i s d e f i n i t e l y known t o have attendee tne CoencLI of 
Mcaea^, although we can ha r d l y doubt t h a t so.ae a t l e a s t fro..; the 
c r - L t a l towns would be th e r e . The f i r s t .mown contact w i t h the' 
controversy was v/hen Athanasius was e x i l e e t o Treves by Constantine 
. i . 33'":- There, he was welcomed by Constantine I I ana i.Iaximin, 
•R s hop/ 

..otei. 
' * CI'- ^« Wale: La f i n du naganisme en Gaule (Paris 19yO) 
°* Ci'- t h G l e t t e r i n Eus. E. M. V, i concerning the persecution i n 

•uyons ana Vienne under Llarcus A u r e l i u s . 
V- G. f l o r i n , i n Rev. Ben. XVI, 1699, p.72-75, suggests t h a t a case 

can be made out f o r the presence of one G a l l i c bishop. 
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oishop of Treves. Then, there i s extant a l i s t of 34 bishops, 
uercribed as G a l l i e a n , who j o i n e d i n the a c q u i t t a l of Athanasius 
by western S a r d i c a 1 0 bat the names o f t h e i r sees are not given. 

The two Emperors, Constantino I I ana .Constans, ao not seem t o 
have taken a very a c t i v e p a r t i n the a f f a i r s of the Western Cnurch, 
i,:\C the Church of Gaul, l i k e most of the other churches i n the '.-Vest, 
U;-JS l e f t t o i t s e l f , gave almost wholehearted, support t o Athanasius 
r i . j the Nicene creed. 'But the change i n the p o l i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n , 
v/..ica occurred i n 351 , g r e a t l y aided the Arian cause i n Gaul, as 
in tne r e s t o f the 'West; indeed, i t i s no exaggeration t o say t h a t 
Arir-.nism owed i t s establishment i n Gaul t o the i n f l u e n c e o f 
JJHS t a n t i u s . Only af t e r h i s accession as sole r u l e r was there any 
strong or determined support of Arianism t h e r e . But i t was .in 
:j£jl, too, t h a t Core t a n t i u s was t o f i n d an opponent t o h i s Arianism 

/ 
/ 

"as zealous- and as courageous as Athanasius i n the East". 
Sv;ete 1 1 . w r i t e s : " I t i s t r u e t h a t the West rr oauced no great 
cehools of thought l i k e Hi at of Alexandria or Antioch, and no l o c a l 
group of great theologians such as the three Cappadocian Fatners. 
lie w r i t e r s were in.many cases moulded by the i n f l u e n c e of e a r l i e r 
or contemporary Greek theology and they t r a n s l a t e d ox- reproduced i n 
L?:tin dress the teaching of Origen or Eusebius, B a s i l or the 
m-egories. Yet amon,r the Western Fathers of the f o u r t h and 
r k f t h c enturies there are commanding p e r s o n a l i t i e s who have no 
superior i n the East and not a few l e s s e r authors of hijn m e r i t . 
A/ 
Notes. 
10. Ath. A P O I . C. Ar. 50. 
11. P a t r i s t i c Study p . l l ^ . 
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\ j.accession of champions of the Nicene, f a i t h was c a l l e d f o r t h by 
t..e e f f o r t s of Arianism t o capture the ortnodox West". I n l o 
.r.ai, at the beginning of the f o u r t h century^wss born one of the 
TO a t e s t j. most i n f l u e n t i a l and powerful o f these, a man destined 
tJ r-ic.j a great p a r t i n the l i f e not only of the G a l l i c d; urch but 

the whole mediterranean w o r l d , namely, H i l a r y of P o i t i e r s . 
. May H i l a r y i s one-of the 3b ast studied of the Fathers and yet 

importance can be gathered from the t i t l e "The At nana s i us of 
•.•.o "/est", given him by Due de B r o g l i e , an apt t i t l e indeed becaus 
«;.n wor.'-;, p o s i t i o n and cause represented by Athenasius i n the East 

i 
v. f ir ?'oly upheld i n the West by the bishop of P o i t i e r s . 

12 
..... Smith w r i t e s t n a t the t r u e s t , noblest and most e f f e c t i v e 

intainer of orthodoxy i n the West was not the oishop of home ox' 
tine but the G a l l i c bishop, H i l a r y . 
That H i l a r y was born i n Gaul i s admitted by ali^"> and indeea 

i : . the d i s t r i c t o f A q u i t a i n e , which a t t h a t time surpassed a l l the 
;'w.'ier provinces o f Gaul i n " u r b a n i t a s " l 4 and was the focus of 

15 
.\>.i£.n cul t u r e . There has been some douot as t o the exact-place 
j - ' his b i r t t r ^ but i t seems safe t o r e s t on the a u t h o r i t y of 

17 
Jerome ana Fortunatus who assert t h a t he was born at P o i t i e r s . 
Vh«f date of h i s b i r t h i s unknown but must be placed i n the e a r l y 
.'•jr.rs of the f o u r t h century. I n h i s w r i t i n g s H i l a r y i s c u r i o u s l y 
:>-ticent/ 
.. j t e s . 

The Church i n Roman Gaul p . l d l . 
c f . Aug. c . I u l . I , 5 : "Quis enim i g n o r a t H i l a r i u m episcopum 
Vallum" . S j l p . Sev. D i a l I . 

ij?- T\ Haarhoff "Schools of Gaul" P.46. 
i ' - c f . p. Chamard, H i s t . Eccles.du p o i t o u , Bk.I ch.VI V I I p.202sq. 
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i v i i c e n t about himself and h i s pa rents • • That he came from a wealthy 
••• \ i i y may be i n f e r r e d from the e x c e l l e n t education arid t r a i n i n g 
v.-.-iic:. he seems t o have had, and also from the a l t e r n a t i v e s which 
;-".-ose before him as a younr man about t o set but on the voyage of 
^ y c and seeking "an employment adequate to the rowers of human 
LLi'e and righteous i n ̂ t s e l f " . Ohe of these was t o lead a l i f e ox" 
IcLrure coiianeu w i t h wealth; he must t h e r e f o r e have been i n a 
'•j.Aiion t o enjoy t h i s , since otherwise he woulc not have considered 
i t . -Fortunatus indeed a f f i r m s t h a t he came from a noble f a m i l y 1 0 . 

19 
..... that h i s parents were C h r i s t i a n 7. But the l a t t e r a s s e r t i o n 
..c-.-.m to contradict, the account given by H i l a r y at the beginning 
..' his "De T r i n i t a t e " 2 0 . I n t h i s work there i s no s i ^ n of h i s 
..wing been brought up from b i r t h i n the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h ; r a t h e r 
•...are i s depicted an earnest young man reared i n a pagan s o c i e t y , 
i.kuaed' w i t h the- various pagan ideas o f the Divine Being ana f i n d i n g 
ike.a wanting, suddenly CIAKCI'M'C- upon the books of the Old Testament 

through them g a i n i n g an i n s i g h t i n t o the mystery of the Divine 
:.. lure unattainable by any human power of mind alone. I f he had 
.(.•on nurtured from b i r t h i n the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , then the Holy 
- c r i r t u r e s / 
J t e s . 
~> . "anud Gallicanas f a m i l i e s n o b i l i t a t i s lampade non obscurus, 

imo magis prae^ c e t e r i s g r a t i a g e n e r o s i t a t i s ornatus f u i t " . 
P.L. xX, c o l . 187 "a cunabulis t a n t a s a p i e n t i a p r i m i t i v a eius 
i s c t a b a t u r i n f a n t i a , u t iam tunc p o t u i s s e t i n t e l i e g i , Christum 
i n suis causis pro obtinenda v i c t o r i a necessarium s i b i m i l i t e m 
iussisse propagari". 
•V:. I . S l s q . Some scholars, such as Coustant and Chamard, have 
t r i e d t o r e c o n c i l e the two by r e f u s i n g t o take the l a t t e r 
account l i t e r a l l y , but there i s n o t h i n g i n the "De T r i n i t a t e " 
to substantiate t h i s o p i n i o n . 
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rvt 'res and t h e i r contents would have been f a m i l i a r t o him from 
- ' Kvood ana he would have been thus ea r l y acquainted w i t h the 
-;uos of God contained t h e r e i n : there could have been no sudden 
•j::-v.CIHG on what i s one of the e a r t h l y foundations of -the C h r i s t i a n 

i t h . This impression would seem t o be confirmed oy Augustus 
• . / . . j describes H i l a r y as co ming t o the F a i t h laden, l i . : e Cyprian, 
g:-.ctantius and others, w i t h the gold and s i l v e r anu. raiment of 
~ y - t 2 1 . A uber 2 2, on the basis of the eminence of .Hilary's 
fat,nor, sug^ ests t h a t h i s parents would be- pagans oecause emperors 
diu not then give high p o s i t i o n s t o C h r i s t i a n s . So i t seems 
"iooaole t h a t H i l a r y was not born i n t o a C h r i s t i a n f a m i l y . 

Nothing c e r t a i n i s know n about h i s education. From 
;V isonius and others we l e a r n how complete was the p r o v i s i o n f o r 
teachin;- at Bordeaux and elsewhere i n Gaul. Bordeaux, the c a p i t a l 
j 1 , ' AquitainejWas at t h a t time a t r u e centre of i n t e l l e c t u a l 
CJ i t u r e . I n h i s Ep. ad Kust. I , 4 Jerome states t n a t the 
ccaools i n Gaul were then i n t h e i r ./lost f l o u r i s h i n g s t a t e . I n 
view of t h i s high standard of c u l t u r e and of 'the o p p o r t u n i t i e s 
t'Vaileole f o r the highest education i n Gaul i t s e l f , there i s no 
heed t o conjecture, as some have done, t h a t H i l a r y went elsewhere 
.0/ 

Notes. 
21. Le Doct. C h r . I I , 40. c f . also J e r . I s . X L V I I I , 13. n i l . De 

T r i n . V I , 19-21 and Ps LXI, 2. • 
22. Vie des Saints de l ' E g l i s e de P o i t i e r s . 
O • cf. Haarhoff I . e . p.46sq. 



30 -

to complete* h i s e d u c a t i o n ^ . I n view of tne f l o u r i s h i n g p o s i t i o n 
3i' l e t t e r s and l i t e r a t u r e i n Aquitaine i n h i s day, i t i s .nore 
l i v e l y t h a t H i l a r y received there the f i r s t - r a t e education which 
was to oear r i c h f r u i t i n h i s l a t e r wor':-:. . There he would receive 
his grounding i n Gree.-c which was t o prove so u s e f u l i n h i s studies 

•j the works of Origeri and i n h i s work on the S c r i p t u r e s , ana also 
:.is t r a i n i n g i n r h e t o r i c ana i n the L a t i n language and l i t e r a t u r e . 
Jerome asserts t h a t H i l a r y was a d e l i b e r a t e i m i t a t o r of tne s t y l e 
of ^ u i n t i l i a n . He also describes Ilius l-y1 s d i g n i f i e d r h e t o r i c as 
"mounted on G a l l i c buskin and adorned w i t h flowers of Greece" and 
calls H i l a r y "the Rhone of L a t i n eloquence". But he c r i t i c i s e s h i 
entanglement i n lo n g periods and says h i s v/orvcs are not made f o r 
readers of mediocre l e a r n i n g . This i s , i n p a r t , a j u s t i f i e d 
c r i t i c i s m ; H i l a r y ' s sentences are o f t e n l a b o r i o u s l y l o n o ) y e t 
they are p e r f e c t l y constructed and due allowance has t o be made 
for the hardness and p r o f u n d i t y of the thoughts he i s conveying. 
Erasmus l a t e r makes somewhat the same c r i t i c i s m when he accuses 
"alary of being r a t h e r d e f i c i e n t i n s e v e r i t y and s i m p l i c i t y of s t y l 

I n a d d i t i o n t o h i s l i t e r a r y s t u d i e s , H i l a r y would also receive 
t r a i n i n g / 

2--. The Be n e d i c t i n e - e d i t o r asserts t h a t i n h i s f i r s t years H i l a r y 
was of obtuse a b i l i t y but t h a t he set out f o r Home ana thence 
to Greece and by ten years' assiduous study overcame t h i s 
n a t u r a l d i f f i c u l t y and obtained the graces of rare wisdom, 
e r u d i t i o n and eloquence. Jerome (HP. ad Rust. I , 4 ) , too 
takes i t as n a t u r a l procedure t h a t a student i n Gaul 'would 
complete h i s education i n Rome: "ac post studia...Gallerum.. 
m i s i t Romam...ut ubertatem G a l l i c i nitoremque sermonis g r a v i t * 
Homana c o n d i r e t " . But there i s no evidence t h a t H i l a r y ever 
di d t h i s . 
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, rf. ir.in" :* i n r h i l o s o p h y , w h i c h would i n d u c e l o ^ ' i c , t o v h i c h , 

-• -i r • from h i e w r i t i n g s , he seems t o have been s p e c i a l l y 

; - i t r a c t e d , some knowledge o f n a t u r e ! phenomena t o be used for. 

purposes o! a n a l o g y 2 ? , and s p e c u l a t i v e t h o u g h t , do.uinatea a t t h a t 

ii...e by Heor»latonisui. Perhaps i t v/as f r o m h i s s t u d i e s i n 

:; L-o"latonis:n t h a t t h e r e arose h i s d e s i r e f o r knowledge o f God and 

i'ar u nion w i t h I t i i f i . Moreover, t h i s perhaps proved t h e l i n k v h i c h 

bo..;nd hi.n so c l o s e l y v.i t'h Ori£en f o r t h e i a t t e r v/as l i k e w i s e 

. i o a t l y a t t r a c t e d by Ne o p l a t o n i s m . 

Thus p r e p a r e d , H i l a r y s e t h i m s e l f t o s t u d y t h e S c r i p t u r e s . 

,/..;.t hau l e d hira t o t h i s , we do n o t d e f i n i t e l y know; f r o m h i s 

......scription i n t h e "Be T r i n i t a t e " , i t would seem t o have oeen 

•.•f.ther i n t h e n a t u r e o f a p r o v i d e n t i a l " a c t of God t h a n any workin--

•j.-i ..lan's p a r t . Nowhere do we hear of any s r v i r i t u a l mentor whose 

-u i s o n a l i n f l u e n c e or v.orks d i s p o s e d him t o t a k e t h i s s t e p . H i s 

ecarch a f t e r t h e T r u t h seems t o have been an independent one, 

uiued o n l y b„ . t h e hand o f God. The. p h i l o s o p h i c a l systems w h i c h 

'jif.i.ned t o t r e a t o f t h e n a t u r e o f t h e D i v i n e B e i n ^ had- been wei^hea 

in the balance and found w a n t i n g . The l i f e o f ease and w e a i t h 

::F.C' oeen r e j e c t e d because i t seemed n o t f a r removed f r o m t h e l e v e l 

3X animal e x i s t e n c e . Then t h e p r e c e p t s o f t h e p h i l o s o p h e r s who 

ic..._nt t h a t t o keep t h e s o u l f r e e f r o m blame and evade by f o r e -

. v n t o r elude by s k i l l o r endure w i t h p a t i e n c e t h e t r o u b l e s o f 

L i f e / 

OtfeS . 
c f . De T r i n . V, 1 1 ; V I I , 14; I X , 4; X , I 4 . I n M a t t . XXI, 3. 
I n Ps. C X V I I I , A i n , 16. 



l l - ' o , v;ore r e j e c t e d as n e g a t i v e c o u n s e l s , n o t competent t o l e a d 

t o the /,ooc and hayr\y l i f e ; men needed t o '.enow n o t o n l y t h e 

r.c-ceptr necessary f o r r i f / h t a c t i o n and l i v i n g ; a u o o d l i f e b u t 

i,i:jO something about t h e God t o 7/hom we owe- oai e x i s t e n c e . The 

Philosophers couJd. g i v e no d e f i n i t e o r sound knowledge o f t h e . 

di v i n e Bein- and so w e r e ' r e j a c t e d . Then he chanced on the 

o c r i p t u r e s ana f o u n d i n God's u t t e r a n c e " I an t h a t I an" the t r u e 

s o l u t i o n t o h i s q u e s t i o n s j e o n c e r n i n ^ t h e n a t u r e o f God. Ke was 

s t i l l d e e p l y ' c o n s c i o u s of much weakness b o t h i n body and i n s p i r i t , 

Out l i g h t a n d c c i n s o l a t i o n came t o hira t h r o u g h reading, t h e F o u r t h 

josrel arid t h e g l a d t i d i n g s announced t h e r e o f t h e I n c a r n a t i o n o f 

t.e Son o f God. 

How o l d he was when t h i s c o n v e r s i o n t o C h r i s t i a n i t y t o o k 

riece we do n o t know b u t F o r t u n c t u s ^ s t a t e s t h a t he was m a r r i e d 
27 

ana naa a d a u g n t e r ' . V/hether h i s w i f e was a C h r i s t i a n and 

in f l u e n c e d him, whether she became a C h r i s t i a n a t t h e same t i m e 

f.s her husband, are q u e s t i o n s t o which no answer c a n be L . i v e n . 

.:or do we know t h e p o s t w h i c h H i l a r y h e l c b e f o r e be became a 

C h r i s t i a n , a l t h o u g h i t has been suggested, on t h e b a s i s o f h i s 

euueation and r a n k , t h a t he would be e i t h e r one o f t h e o f f i c e r s 

attached t o t h e c o u r t o f the Governor o f Gaul, known as " c u r i a l e s 1 1 , 

or/ 

Y.oiez . 
V i t a S. H i l . I , 

??• Some w r i t e r s , such as F e c h t r u p and Watson, t r e a t t h i s d a ughter I 
as l e g e n d a r y . 
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-r c l - e a m u n i c i p a l m a g i s t r a t e 
The o r i l / i n d i c a t i o n a v a i l a b l e w h i c h h e l p s t o f i x an approxi.a-

;• to- date f o r - h i s c o n v e r s i o n and e l e v a t i o n t o t h e e p i s c o p a t e i s a 

^hrase i n h i s "De Synoaio" 91: " r e ^ e n e r a t J S pride.a e t i n 

episcopatu a l i q j s n t i s p e r menens", d e s c r i b i n g how, t h o u 0 a he haa 

Ion,-' since j o i n e d t h e C h r i s t i a n Church and been a b i s h o p i'or some 

t i . i i e , he had never heard t h e Nicene c r e e d u n t i l h i s e x i l e i n 35A. 

His c o n v e r s i o n /(right t h e r e f o r e oe "placed c .3'>0 o r a l i t t l e e a r l i e r 

a no h i s e l e v a t i o n t o t h e e p i s c o p a t e c-3^3 29. How H i l a r / employed 

the t r u e between h i s c o n v e r s i o n and e l e v a t i o n , whether he e n t e r e d 

i'r.e m i n i s t r y o f t h e Church o f P o i t i e r s , we can n o t say. F o r t u n e t us 

t e l l s us t h a t he l e d t h e l i f e o f a p e r f e c t C h r i s t i a n lay.aan,sothat 

while s t i l l i n a l a y o f f i c e he possessed, by t h e d i v i n e w i l l , t h e 

Lrace o f a p o n t i f f a v o i d i n g t h e coaraunion o f Jews and h e r e t i c s , • 

:-rreabing the words o f t r u t h r e dounding t o t h e f r u i t o f t h e f a i t h 

eaiong t h e pe o p l e . 

As t h e r e i s no evidence t o t h e c o n t r a r y , i t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t 

i'Alary was r a i s e d , l i k e Ambrose, s t r a i g h t fro.a t h e l i f e o f a l a y a a r 

to the e p i s c o p a t e . I n h i s w r i t i n g s i s p l a i n l y v i s i o l e h i s h i g h ' 

regard f o r t h e work and l i f e o f a b i s h o p ^ 0 . 

A c c o r d i n g t o one t r a d i t i o n , he i s s a i d t o have succeeded 

...'rxentius, t h e brother- of Maximinus o f Treves ; but t h i s 

c - t h o r i t y / 
i.'Dtes. 
. ' j . c f . Cazenovel.c. 
- • c f . T i l l . Heat. V I I , 438. .We hear a l s o o f l . l a r t i n o f Tours 

coaring t o P o i t i e r s when H i l a r y was a l r e a d y a bishop and s t a y ­
i n g w i t h h i r i i as h i s d i s c i p l e f o r a. few ye a r s b e f o r e H i l a r y 
went i n t o e x i l e . 

30. c f . Ps.67§12-13. Ps.116, 1 4 ^ 3 , 4? H a t t . X , 4. De T r i n . V I I , 1; 
X I I , 20. A l s o see Heinkens p.^Osq. 

j i > c f . V i t a S- wlaxi.-iiini by Lupus- o f p - v r i e r e . 
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a u t h o r i t y f o r t h e e x i s t e n c e of t h e see of P o i t i e r s b e f o r e H i l a r y 

o f no v a l u e , and Juchesne32 p l a c e s Maxentius as f i f t h a f t e r 

. i i l a r y . So a n o t h e r t r a d i t i o n would have him as t h e f i r s t b i s h o p 

of P o i t i e r s ; .the e p i s c o p a l l i s t a t any r a t e does n o t f u r n i s h a 

c o c i s i v e argument f o r going back e a r l i e r . However t h a t may be, 

Lt i s p l a i n t h a t , w h i l e t h e c i t y o f P o i t i e r s was one o f t r i e most 

i . r r o r t a n t o f A q u i t a i n e ^ ^ , t h e see had t h e n no g r e a t importance i n 

the eyes o f t h e G a l l i c Church. S t i l l , l i ' c e a lmost every o t h e r 

rec i n t he 7,'ect a t t h i s t i m e , i t had g r e a t p o t e n t i a l i t i e s , s i n c e 

to be a b i s h o p i n Gaul was t o h o l d a p o s i t i o n o f i m p o r t a n c e , owing 

10 the s c a r c i t y o f Dioceses and t h e i r huge g e o g r a p h i c a l e x t e n t . 

T h i s , t h e n , was t h e p o s i t i o n t o w h i c h H i l a r y was r a i s e d a t a 

c r u c i a l stage i n t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e Western Church, because 

•Jonstentius and h i s s a t e l l i t e s V a l ens, U r s a c i u s and S a t u r n i n u s o f 

Aries (one o f t h e few G a l l i c a n A r i a n s ) were now ma Icing" d e t e r m i n e d 

•efforts t o coerce t h e Western b i s h o p s i n t o condemning A t h a n a s i u s . 

H i l a r y had t h u s t o f a c e t h e A r i a n c h a l l e n g e f r o m t h e v e r y b e g i n n i n . 

of h i s e p i s c o p a t e . 

C) H i l a r y and t h e A r i a n C o n t r o v e r s y f r o m 353 t o ySQ. 

Imme d i a t e l y f o l l o w i n g t h e f i n a l v i c t o r y o f C o n s t a n t i u s over 

..I;-g;ientius i n 353» t h e a n t i - N i c e n e p a r t y s e t out t o a v a i l i t s e l f 

of the o p p o r t u n i t y now p r e s e n t e d t o i t . F or t h e t i m e b e i n g , 

u x t r i n e / 

-O.LcS. 
}2. Pastes EpiscoPaux de l ' a n c i e n n e Gaul I I , 77-^ 
33* c f . Anm. Ware. XV, 2. Chamard I . e . I , 2 p.76, 



d o c t r i n e was k e p t i n t h e background, and C o n s t a n t i u s be,_an by 

02. nanding f r o m t h e bishops a s a/unary condemnation of A t nana s i as. 
: I i s s i n was t o s t r i k e , an i n d i r e c t but e f f e c t u a l blow a t t h e Hicene 

creed s i n c e t h i s c r e e d and A t h a n a s i u s were becoming i d e n t i f i e r w i t h 

each o t h e r . For t h i s purpose, t h e r e f o r e , a c o u n c i l was summoned 

t,o meet a t A r i e s i n t h e w i n t e r o f 353 w i t h S a t u r n i n u s as' p r e s i d e n t . 

Xt r e s u l t e d i n a r e s o u n d i n g v i c t o r y f o r t h e i m p e r i a l p o l i c y because 

the d e c i s i o n condemning A t h a n a s i u s was almost unanimous; even 

•„."e r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f t h e b i s h o p o f Rome, V i n c e n t o f Capua, con­

sented, a l t h o u g h L i b e r i u s l a t e r disavowed him. Out o f a i l t h e 

oishons present,' o n l y one, P a u l i n a s o f T reves, r e f u s e d t o s i g n , and 

i'or h i s s t e a d f a s t n e s s , was e x i l e d t o P h r y g i a . Two y e a r s o f uneasy 

reace ensued, w h i l e t h e Emperor was engaged i n w a r f a r e on t h e 

f r o n t i e r s . Then, i n 355? a n o t h e r c o u n c i l was h e l d at. i v l i l a n and 

c j s i n ended i n a v i c t o r y f o r the c o u r t p a r t y . - Only t h r e e b i s h o p s 

refused t o s i g n t h e condemnation o f A t h a n a s i u s , namely, D i o n / s i u s 

n' i . I i l a n , Eusebius o f V e r c e l l i and L u c i f e r , o f C a g l i a r i , ana t h e y 

.•affered t h e same f a t e as P a u l i n a s . 

At n e i t h e r o f these c o u n c i l s i s any r e f e r e n c e made t o H i l a r y , 

e.-.c vi seems u n l i k e l y t h a t he was p r e s e n t . P r o b a b l y he d i d not 

receive an i n v i t a t i o n t o a t t e n d because o f t h e u n i m p o r t a n t p o s i t i o n 

h i s see i n t h e Church o f Gaul a t t h i s t i m e . Perhaps, t o o , he 

-V hsve been r e l u c t a n t t o a t t e n d 3 4 , e s p e c i a l l y i n view o f h i s 

f u c i n t e l e c t i o n t o t h e e p i s c o p a t e . H i s l a t e r a t t i t u d e would seem 

W 

hotos. 
c f . t he a t t i t u d e , o f Eusebius o f V e r c e l l i w i t h r e g a r d t o t h e 
c o u n c i l o f M i l a n . 



..Iceto t h a t , i f he haa oeen ^ r e s e n t , he c o . f l d r o t nave 

:; L l c n t i n f a c e o f t h e heav/ d a f e a t o f t n e ortnou.ox. 

f l : . ' t e ntrance i n t o t h e c o n f l i c t t o ox p l a c e s h o r t l y a f t e r 

J.J . . . e l l o f M i l a n , v/hon, s u p p o r t e d by o t h e r G a l l i c o i shops, he 

;-:-;cu fro.a t h e communion o f S a t u r n i n u s , J r s a c i u s , anu. Valens- 5^. 
mado : : i l a i ' y ta.:e ap h i s s t a n d a g a i n s t Arianism?. I t mi^ght 

wro-jn (1) t h a t , l i k e t h e m a j o r i t y o f t n e Western oisnor>o, he 

r i t e d t he Western t r a d i t i o n o f s u p p o r t i n g A t h a n a c i u s and t n e 

creea (2) t h a t he had co.ae i n c o n t a c t w i t h A t - a n a s i u s u u r i n 

l a t t e g 1 s s o j o u r n i n Gaul (3) t h a t he was l e u t o sdont t h i s 

^ i on t h r o u g h a i s s t u d y o f t h e S c r i p t u r e s . 

We co n o t know how f a r he succeeded n o r how .aany G a l l i c 

ore f o l l o w e d h i s is ad i n t h i s m a t t e r . But what i s c e r t a i n i s 

, oy t h i s courageous a c t i o n , he exposed h i m s e l f i m m e d i a t e l y 

.o vengeance o f t h e c o u r t b ishops and G o n s t a n t i u s , w i t h t n e 

ri e ; : o f I.TngnentiuG s t i l l f r e s h i n h i s mind, was oounu t o r e g a r d 

as a new, i f e c c l e s i a s t i c a l , r e b e l l i o n i n Gaul. I t was 

Liable t h a t H i l a r y ' s a c t i v e campaign a g a i n s t A r i a n i s m s h o u l d 

oc br o u g h t t o an end, t e m p o r a r i l y a t any r a t e . About t h i s 

t i m e , t h e d e f e n d e r s o f t h e Nicene c r e e d , A t h a n a s i u s , Gssius, 

: i u s , were b e i n g r u t h l e s s l y a t t a c h e d ; and H i l a r y was t o oe no 

- t i on/ 

c f . H i l . c. Const.2. S a t u r n i n u s o f A r i e s occupies an e v i l 
-reeminence i n t h e w r i t i n g s of t h e o r t h o d o x , b e i n g r e p r e s e n t e e 
as immoral, v i o l e n t and a ^ t t o see.: t h e a i d o f t h e c i v i l power 
a/ a i n s t t h e d e f e n d e r s of t h e Hicene c r e e d . H i l a r y u n i t e s 
w i t h S u l / r i c i u s Severus i n c e n s u r i n g him more t h a n h i s comrades. 
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exception. ' He was c c u p e l l e d t o a t t e n d .a c o u n c i l h e l d a t B i t e r r a e 

(now B e z i e r s , n o t f a r f r o m t h e G u l f o f Lyons) under t h e p r e s i d e n c y 

oi' S a turninus i n t h e S n r i n g of 3 ^ b . v/e can n o t be sure e i t h e r 

of what a c t u a l l y t o o k n l a c e a t t h e c o u n c i l or of what were t h e 

fcctJal charges b r o u g h t a g a i n s t H i l a r y - he h i m s e l f i s v e r y vague 

when r e f e r r i n g t o ' i t i n h i s w r i t i n g s - b u t we '.enow t h a t t h e 

c'/.-vrges concerned, n o t h i s f a i t h , b u t h i s conduct. H i l a r y t r i e d 

•„j r a i s e a q u e s t i o n of f a i t h but was r e f u s e d a h e a r i n g ^ . i t 

was the p o l i c y o f t h e c o u r t p a r t y n o t t o d i s c u s s d o c t r i n e , and 

through h i s r e c e n t o u t b u r s t he had .given them ample o p p o r t u n i t y t o 

tccuse him o f b e i n g a clanger t o t h e p u b l i c peace and, t h r o u g h t h i s , 

[j secure h i s b a n i s h m e n t ^ 0 . So H i l a r y was deposed by t h e c o u n c i l 

:rd, i n s t e a d o f s e c u r i n g h i s aim, w h i c h was...to o b t a i n c o n f i r m a t i o n 

of the sentence of Western S a r d i c a c o n c e r n i n g A t h a n a s i u s , he found, 

himself c h a r g e d - w i t h s e d i t i o n b e f o r e t h e Caesar J u l i a n . The 

l a t t e r , however, would t a k e no p a r t i n t h e d i s p u t e e i t h e r because 

:.o f e l t t h e i s s u e was t o o s e r i o u s f o r him- t o d e c i d e w i t h o u t 

reference t o t h e Emperor o r because he d i d n o t wish t o o u t r a g e t h e 

-j..;inant/ 

±ne exact date o f t h i s c o u n c i l i s n o t known, but i t mast have 
been h e l d n o t l o n g a f t e r t h e synod o f M i l a n 355- Furthermore 
the Caesar J u l i a n was p r e s e n t and so t h i s must have oeen when 
he was s o j o u r n i n g i n Gaul d u r i n g p r e p a r a t i o n s f o r h i s Rhine 
campaign o f 35^/357. How J u l i a n l e f t H i l a n i n Becemoer 355 
and s r e n t t h e w i n t e r a t Vienne, and i t was n o t u n t i l June 
t h a t he was a t Autun on t h e r o a d t o t h e Rhine (Amm. H a r e Pes 
gestae XV, X V I ) . A l l t h i s p o i n t s t o t h e s p r i n g o f 3^6 as t h e 
probable t i m e o f t h e c o u n c i l o f B e z i e r s . 

>'t < ^ j i l - c. Const. 2 . c f . B I . 
Gv/atkin t a k e s a n o t h e r view and h o l d s t h a t t h e charge v/as one 
of i m m o r a l i t y . 
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o hnant c h u r c h f e e l i n g i n Gaul end a l i e n a t e s„.nrathies v/hicn he 

.,k. k- need i n f u t u r e ( e s p e c i a l l y when, as events v;jre t o p r o v e , he ; 

•,.~s not i n t e r e s t e d i n e i t h e r s i d e ) . The charge was t h e n c a r r i e d • 

t ; C o n s tantius3V } v/ho a c t e d a t once and i n t h e cummer o f 3?^> e x i l e d j 
* 

k i l a r y t o P h r y g i a i n t h e Diocese o f A s i a &lonu w i t h I j hodanius, ' 
AO 4 

bishon o f Toulouse . 

Before p r o c e e d i n g f u r t h e r , we must r e v i e w a n o t h e r s i d e o f 

H i l a r y ' s a c t i v i t i e s as b i s h o p , namely, h i s l i t e r a r y a c t i v i t y b e f o r e 1 

j o i n . " i n t o e x i l e . To t h i s p e r i o d beion t_s t h e Couuientary on S t . | 

katthew' s Gospel, t h e e a r l i e s t o f t h e e x t a n t and p r o b a b l y t h e ' 
4 1 -e a r l i e s t o f a l l H i l a r y 1 s w r i t i n g s . I t was a l s o t h e f i r s t j 

c:.:plete commentary on a Gospel produced by t h e L a t i n West and j. 
i 

-robably w r i t t e n i n t h e f i r s t i n s t a n c e f o r t h e b e n e f i t o f h i s ' 
• i 

d: urch a t P o i t i e r s . P r i o r t o t h i s , C h r i s t i a n s who u n d e r s t o o d i 
; 

only L a t i n and n o t Greek - p r o b a b l y t h e p o s i t i o n o f most C h r i s t i a n s j 

i n Gaul and i n t h e West g e n e r a l l y by t h i s t i m e - d i d n o t possess i 

any commentary on a Gospel or E p i s t l e . I t i s j u s t l y reckoned j 

e.:ong t h e most eminent c l a i m s o f H i l a r y t o our r e g a r d t h a t he was ; 
i 

the f i r s t i n t h e West t o p e r c e i v e t h i s want and a t t e m p t t o s u p p l y ? 

i t . 

A n o ther i n c i d e n t d u r i n g t h i s p e r i o d must be mentioned. A J 

t r i b u t e t o t h e fame o f H i l a r y as a t e a c h e r i s seen i n t h e v i s i t i 

r a i d t o him by M a r t i n , t h e f u t u r e b i s h o p o f Tours. M a r t i n , b o r n i n 

H-.nnonia/ ..otes. ' 
V). ' n i l . ad C o n s t . I I , 2. !' 
•;0. Sulp. Sev. Chron. I I , 39. j 
•H. That i t was w r i t t e n v e r y e a r l y i s shown by t h e f a c t t h a t t h e r e j 

i s no a l l u s i o n t o A r i a n i s m i n i t . , 
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ronnonia,' t h e c o u n t r y o f Vaiens and U r s a c t u s , but c o n v e r t e d fro.a 
-c avAs.n under o r t h o d o x i n f l u e n c e s , seems t o have been a t t r a c t e d 
by H i l a r y , a l r e a d y o i s h o p o f P o i t i e r s , and t o have spent some t i m e 
v.ith him b e f o r e h i s e x i l e . I t i s s a i d t h a t ' H i l a r y v/ishea t o o r d a i r . 
hi.:; deacon b u t a t h i s u r g e n t w i s h r e f r a i n e d and a d m i t t e d him i n s t e a d 
to the humble o f f i c e of e x o r c i s t 4 2 . M a r t i n ' s v i s i t i s r e g a r d e d 

a f r e s h t e s t i m o n y . t o t h e fame, f e r v o u r end o r t h o d o x y o f H i l a r y . 
To r e t u r n now t o H i l a r y ' s e x i l e : i t must have been w i t h 

heavy h e a r t t h a t he s e t o f f i n t o e x i l e f o r , i n a d d i t i o n t o t h e 
sorrow caused by s e p a r a t i o n f r o m h i s l o v e d ones, and h i s f l o c c , 
he must have been s o r e l y t r o u b l e d by t h e spread o f A r i a n i s m , w h i c h , 
r-ft e r t h e c o u n c i l o f A r i e s 353 had a p p a r e n t l y swept li.-ce a f l o o d 
over Gaul**-5. H i l a r y ' s a p p r e h e n s i o n tha>t h i s d i o c e s e , b e r e f t o f 
i t s l e a d e r , w o u l d be won over t o t h e A r i a n p a r t y i s c l e a r l y r e ­
vealed i n h i s ' "De Syn o d i s " l s q . When he r e c e i v e d no l e t t e r fro/a 
his c l e r g y f o r a t i m e d u r i n g h i s e x i l e , he t o o k t h i s s i l e n c e t o 
•:\een t h a t t h e y had been won over t o t h e - A r i a n cause. One can 
imagine h i s j o y when he d i s c o v e r e d t h a t t h i s was n o t t h e case b u t 
t h a t the d e l a y had been caused o n l y t h r o u g h t h e i r n o t knowing h i s 
address a t t h a t p a r t i c u l a r t i m e . 

His a p p i e h e n s i o n i s u n d e r s t a n d a b l e when we c o n s i d e r t h e 

determined e f f o r t made by t h e A r i a n p a r t y , a f t e r h i s e x i l e , t o 

c r p t u r e / 

otos. 
Sulp. Sev. V i t a i u s r t . 5-

•*3- Sain. Sev. Chron. I I , 39-
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44 
Car-ture the. whole 01' t n e .Vest . -, 

H i l a r y ' s e x i l e i n P h r y g i a however, was t o prove another, o f i 

those happenings where,* u n d e r t h e p r o v i d e n c e of God, m i s f o r t u n e i s ; 

turned t o b l e s s i n g . I t l a s t e d f r o m 35'< ' t i l l autuiiuv 3p9 but he ; 

uc-ed t h a t t i m e i n a number of ways b e n e f i c i a l t o h i m s e l f , t o t h e 

en arch of h i s day and t o p o s t e r i t y . He came t o t n e East as a ; 

i 
j i c h o p of t h e .Qa H i e Church and, t h o u g h h i s ideas about t h e Nicene • 

i 
creed were somewhat vague, s defender'and u p h o l d e r o f o r t h o d o x y and j 
Athanasius. I m m e d i a t e l y , he e n t e r e d . a n atmosphere f a r removed f r o m [ 
t..at o f Gaul. I n s t e a d of t h e simrae f a i t h o f t h e West, he-found 

-„.ie East t e e m i n g w i t h a l l shades of o p i n i o n ; i t m-ovided an ! 
the " j 

e x c e l l e n t environment f o r y y n a t u r i n g o f h i s own t h e o l o g i c a l i a e a s . j 

F o r t u n a t e l y , h i s e x i l e was n o t r i g o r o u s ; c i r c u m s t a n c e s i n d e e d j 
^ j 

created t o r him a p r i v i l e g e d s i t u a t i o n . When he a r r i v e d i n e x i l e , ( 

i 

ike a.nti-Nicene p a r t y was triumphant;' i n t h e East a l l t h e g r e a t 

episcopal sees were i n i t s power, and i n t h e West t h e most n o t a b l e 

J:' i t s opponents had been b a n i s h e d . But now came a change i n t h e 

character and p o l i c y o f t h i s p a r t y . The d i v i s i o n s , h i t h e r t o 

concealed/ 

.".otes. 
c f . t h e extreme A r i a n m a n i f e s t o i s s u e d by a Western c o u n c i l 
a t Sir-mi am i n the' m i d d l e of 357- H i l a r y l e a r n e d l a t e r t h a t 
t h i s m a n i f e s t o d i d n o t g a i n a n y t h i n g l i k e u n i v e r s a l ' acceptance 
i n Gaul. 

•'•'•). S u l P i c i u s Sever us, Chron. I I , 39, says t h a t " H i l a r y and t h e 
o t h e r s were d r i v e n i n t o e x i l e 45 ye a r s ago when A r b i t i o and 
L o l l i a n u s were c o n s u l s . . . But i t i s well-known t h a t t h e persons 
e x i l e d were c e l e b r a t e d by t h e a d m i r a t i o n of t h e whole w o r l d and 
t h a t . a o u n d a n t s u p p l i e s of money were c o l l e c t e d t o meet t h e i r 
wants v;hile t h e y were v i s i t e d by d e p u t i e s o f t h e c a t h o l i c 
people f r o m almost a l l t h e p r o v i n c e s " . 



••-.Lee i n facs. o f t h e o r t h o d o x c h a l l e n g e , came t o the s u r f a c e 

: ,ylC Q t h i s c h a l l e n g e was removed, and soon t h r e e u i c t i n c t , b a t 

•;U.l3) r o u - s nir.de t h e i r apre»ranee (1) t h e e x t r c u Art ens o r 

aoeans (2) t h e Homoeens, a p o l i t i c a l , r a t h e r t a a n u o c c i i n a x , 

• I T - , and ( 3 ) the c o n s e r v a t i v e Semiarians o i Homoiousians. 

.•-Honed i n P h r y g i a b u t h a v i n g g r e a t freedom ox movement, H i l a r y 

j y.: foand h i m s e l f i n c o n t a c t w i t h t h e s e groups and showeu. g r e a t 

I n t e r e s t i n them a l l , though h i s sympathies l a y w i t h t h e S e m i a r i a n s . | 

took t h e o p p o r t u n i t y o f e x a m i n i n g t h e c o n d i t i o n o f r e l i g i o n i n | 

^La Hi n o r , formed an e x c e e d i n g l y u n f a v o u r a b l e i m p r e s s i o n , 

• • ^ t f c i a l l y w i t h r e g a r d t o t h e e p i s c o p a t e , an^ has l e f t a bad r e p o r t 

H ;Hs o r o t h e r - b i s h o p s t h e r e . Hevei-theless, w h i l e i n e x i l e , he 

;;.lle.;nted t o remove t h e m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g s v k i c h p r e v a i l e d oe'tween 

"••stein and Western bishops. On t h e one hand, t h e bishops o f Gaul, 

v. i t . : whom he k e p t i n c o n t a c t , °iraagined t h a t t h e i r b r e t h r e n i n A s i a , 

. .re simply A r i a n s ; t h i s was a wroii£ i m p r e s s i o n because a l a r g e j 
i 

p r o p ortion o f them' were Semiarians n o t s o ' v e r y f a r reiaoved f r o m ; 

j.thodoxy. On t h e o t h e r hand, t h e b i s h o p s o f A s i a t h o u g h t t n a t t h e j 

ik-rtom bishops were l a p s i n g i n t o t he e r r o r o f S a b e i l i a i l s m . H i l a r y ; 

t r i e d t o c o r r e c t these m i s l e a d i n g c o n c e p t i o n s n o t o n l y i n h i s "De 

-./-.loais" but a l s o i n h i s speech a t t h e c o u n c i l o f S e l e u c i a 359. | 

Terhans t h e g r e a t e s t advantage o f h i s e x i l e was t h a t i t gave ! 
k i l e i s u r e t o compose a l l , o r a l n o s t a l l , o f h i s " p r i n c i p a l work, j 
.-./ 

••-JJ> exiled,, he was not derosea fro.n h i s see ana thus was a b l e t o 
~;~ervise i n some r . c r t t h e a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f h i s " d i o c e s e , c f . ad Const. 
;* > 2 \ ^ l l e g r e a t importance w h i c h he a t t a c h e d t o t h i s correspondence 

t h e G a l l i c an e p i s c o p a t e i s seen i n h i s a n x i e t y over the --f^nce o f h i s c o r r p . R r n W i p n r c ^-r* n ~ o . _ 

http://nir.de
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ug c T r i n i t a t e " i n w h i c h h i s o r i g i n a l . , thou, h t comes t o f u l l e s t 
r j : : i o n. 

I n a i l these ways, t h e n , t h e exi l e proved a source o f b l e s s i n g , 

ftve hi:a t i m e and l e i s u r e t o w r i t e , t o a p p r e c i a t e P a s t e r n 

j i o y and t h e p o s i t i o n o f t h e E a s t e r n b i s h o p s , t o foi-.a a l i n k 

:n East end '.Vest and so t o i n i t i a t e t h e process o f r e c o n c i l i a -

;. oetween t h e I l i c e n e s ana Semiarians which was t o f i n u i t s 
. p o t i o n i n the f i n a l v i c t o r y a t C o n s t a n t i n o p l e ' 361. " I n t h i s 
.1a1.ce, as i n those o f A r i u s ana A t h a n a s i u s ana aiany o t h e r s , exi x 

::.ae an e f f i c a c i o u s means f o r t h e s p r e a u i n g ana s t r e n g t h e n i n g 
4 7 

a e v i c t i o n s " . Not o n l y were H i l a r y ' s p e r s o n a l c o n v i c t i o n s 

. f a i t h s t r e n g t h e n e d , b u t t h e i n f l u e n c e or' such a .nan must nave 

•:hed g r e a t w e i g h t a t a t r u e when t h e t h e o l o g i c a l o p i n i o n s o f t h e 

t e i n s were i n such a s t a t e o f f l u x . 

His e x i l e i n P h r y g i a came t o an end when he was o r d e r e d t o 

•jr.d'the E a s t e r n c o u n c i l o f S e l e u c i a i n September 359 4 i~. 

As we have seen, u n t i l 356 i t was t h e c o n s e r v a t i v e s i n t h e 

i-h'icene p a r t y who had shown t h e i n i t i a t i v e ana g i v e n l e a d e r s h i p 

the. p a r t y . But i n t h e S i m i a n m a n i f e s t o o f August 357 came a 

oct c h a l l e n g e t o t h i s c o n s e r v a t i v e supremacy. For t h e f i r s t 

•e since t h e c o u n c i l o f Nicaea, t h e e x t r e m i s t s came out i n t o t n e 

:• as avowed A r i a n s and b o l d l y p u t f o r w a r d a creed w h i c h was 

. : . i t e l y and c o n f e s s e d l y A r i a n i n t h o u g h t , i n w o r d i n 0 and i n 
l v e * ? y J t ^ 2 t i m e was n o t y e t r i p e f o r such t h o r o u g h g o i n g 

M i i S . i l / . 

0 . 
V/fctson I n t r o d . i n Kicene L i b r a r y Vo. I X . P. X V I - X V I I . 
Sum. Sev. Chron. I I , 42. 
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: laiiis.n. -In t h e West a G a l l i c synod, a t ore e conuemnou t h i s 

:,.:iian m a n i f e s t o 4 * ^ . _ i n t h e East t h e c o n s e r v a t i v e r e p l y came a t ' 

..̂  synou o f Ancyra 3^8, a synod s m a l l i n numoers oat l a r g e i n 

.•thority as i t v/as known t o s t a t e t h e o p i n i o n s o f a g r e a t m a j o r ! c y ; 

;• the " a s t e r n o i s h o n s . A t t h e end of the synod i t s l e g a t e s s e t ojtf 

m- „ae co a r t a t S i r m i u n and were j u s t i n t i m e t o p r e v e n t Const an- ; 

ius from b e i n g won over by t h e Anomoeans . A new c o u n c i l was then; 

ova and r e a l I t e d i n . complete v i c t o r . , f o r t h e c o n s e r v a t i v e Semiar-
:.ns; a c o n s e r v a t i v e c r e e d was drawn up and s i g n e d by U r s a c i u s , ; 

:.iens and a l l t h e E a s t e r n s p r e s e n t . The Semiarians had t h u s 

.gained t h e p o s i t i o n l o s t a t - 3 i m i u . i l , 357, and i f t h e i r p o l i c y 

been w i s e l y g u i d e d , would have been i n a most f a v o u r a o l e p o s i - ! 
• 

ion f o r a c t i r g - as m e d i a t o r s between, t h e . Nicenes and t h e extreme 

r i a n s . T n i s chance was l o s t t h r o u g h t h e i r n e x t move, w h i c h was t o 

.r.u i n t o e x i l e a g r e a t h o s t o f t h e avowed A r i a n s . By t n i s ; 

e x e c u t i o n t h e y proved themselves i n c a p a b l e o f e f f e c t i n g a s o l u t i o n 

or soon t h e e x i l e s r e t u r n e d a l l t h e more e a i b i t t e r e d and a l l t h e 

j i t ready t o a t t a c k when t h e o p p o r t u n i t y p r e s e n t e d i t s e l f . So. -

:.e s t a w e was s e t f o r t h e emergence o f a p a r t y o f compromise. 

• CP. was t h e Homoean group, formed by Acacius i n the East and 

i:;.cius and Vaiens i n t h e West. T h e i r name "was t e a e n f r o m ' t h e i r 

dtchworc & f ov o v y w h i c h probably coaimendeo i t s e l f by i t s j 
••••-afinitenese. " I t was a t e r m w i t h a r e s p e c t a b l e p a s t (Athanaei-ic ' 
. / 

•> UJ: . 
.'• k ' i l . De Syn. 2, 3. 

http://-3imiu.il


44 

• example, h?. ci used i t f r e q u e n t l y i n h i s e a r l i e r a n t i - A i - i a n 

. . ni:. T ) end a p r o m i s i - v f u t u r e ; f o r i t would i n c l u d e A r i a n i s m 

.• e f f e c t u a l l y as t n e k i c e n e t e r m woulo exclude i t " 

The s t r e n g t h of t h i s new p a r t y was soon t e s t e d a t t h e c o u n c i l s 

." ,..ri.ainu:a and S e l e u c i a . The opponents t h e r e r a i r e u themselves 

g.io two main o l o c s : on t h e one s i d e were t h e Ano.aoeans and 

....occ.us - t h e s m a l l e r o f t h e two groups - on t h e o t h e r , t h e 

..icenes and Se.aiarians; f o r - g r e a t as was t h e l e t t e r ' s s u s p i c i o n '. 

•i.-ith r e g a r d t o t h e Nicene ci-eed., t h e i r f e a r and hatrec. of A r i a n i s m 

v{-s even g r e a t e r and, i f f o r c e d t o make a ch o i c e between t h e two 

tremes, t h e r e was no doubt t h a t t h e i r sympathies l a y w i t h t h e 

: icenes. The person who had done most t o remove,.the b a r r i e r s of 

. . i r t r u s t between t h e i'icenes and Semiarians was H i l a r y o f P o i t i e r s . 

'A; e x i l e had shown him t h a t t r i e d i f f e r e n c e between these two 

r c r t i e s was n o t so g r e a t as was supposed, and t h a t , i f t h e mis-

-:.u«rstendinis c o u l d be removed, i t might y e t l e a d t o an u n i o n 

octwoen East and West, s t r o n g enough t o s e t t l e t h e c o n t r o v e r s y and 

. r i n g peace t o t h e Church. , I n h i s "De Synodis", w r i t t e n w i t h t h i s 

c:-.u i n view, he m i n i m i sec a l l d i f f e r e n c e s and t r i e d t o induce t h e 

Jomiarians t o accept t h e Nicene creed and h i s Western b r e t h r e n t o 

look w i t h f a v o u r upon t h e s l i g h t e s t advance made by t h e Easterns i n 

'-;.ir. d i r e c t i o n . He c a r r i e d h i s work o f r e c o n c i l i a t i o n a s t e p 

her when summoned t o t h e c o u n c i l o f S e l e u c i a . There he was 

: . . r . r t i l y / 

• • t '3 S 
,'C. Hied H i s t o r y V o l . 1 1 p . l ^ I . 



. end, i t - would see..., unanimously welcomed by t h e S e m i a r i s n s 

, • lij'.vec t o adoress t h e c o u n c i l . Cn b e h a l f o f t h e Church i n 

• u he disclaimed t h e S a s - e l l i a n i s m o f w h i c h i t was suspected, 

•.• L C - h i s f a i t h t o t h e s a t i s f a c t i o n o f t h e c o u n c i l i n accoraance 

Lhc hicene c o n f e s s i o n , ana was t h e n r e c e i v e a i n t o communion 

• the E a s t e r n s ^ . . V/e '.enow n o t h i n g o f any f u r t h e r p a r t i c i p a t i o n 

H l a r y i n t h e a f f a i r s o f t h e c o u n c i l . 

I t was t o be sometime y e t , however, before t h i s a l l i a n c e 

:v:.een the Nicenes and Semiarians became f i r m l y e s t a b l i s h e d and 

;.i:.cu s u f f i c i e n t power- t o . e n f o r c e i t s s o l u t i o n o f t h e c o n t r o v e r s y 

- j r . the whole o f t h e Church. 

For the p r e s e n t , H i l a r y ' s hopes were q u i c h l y dashed. A t 

,ri..iinu.n and S e l e u c i a n o t h i n g d e c i s i v e was e f f e c t e d , b u t , a t 

' c s t a n t i n o p l e , i n t h e more c o n f i n e d space and nurnoers o f t h e 

ic.ee, w i t h more o p p o r t u n i t y f o r i n t r i g u e , t h e Homoeans soon 

.-.owed themselves t h e o n l y p a r t y w i t h t h e i n i t i a t i v e , p o l i c y and 

. . i l i t y t o t a k e advantage o f t h e s i t u a t i o n , and. t h e y g a i n e d a 

-..;r\L«tc v i c t o r y . They won t h e day because t h e y r e a l i s e a t h a t • 

t a n t i u s was s t i l l i n t e n t on s e c u r i n g a compromise which would 

:.cl-.de every c o l o u r o f A r i a n i s m except t h e extreme Anomoeans, and 

- e i r va-yue, i n d e f i n i t e c r e e d seemed t o o f f e r t h e b e s t hope o f t h i s , 

••c homoean supremacy, t h u s s e t up, l a s t e d f o r n e a r l y t w e n t y y e a r s , 

•t, was c o n f i n e d t o t h e East. As we s h a l l see, almost as soon as 

he/ 

ones. 
i . Sulp. Sev. Chron. I I , 42. 
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•. •• '.Vest was f r e e d f r o m t h e yoke .of C o n s t a n t i a s , i t renounced t h e 

: v i r i o n s t a k e n a t Ariarinum, S e l e u c i a and C o n s t a n t i n o p l e and 

c.:u'Li-.ied the Hicene f a i t h . 

h'ilary had gone t o C o n s t a n t i n o p l e w i t h t h e S e l e u c i a n l e g a t e s , 

- r o j a b l y i n t h e horv- of s e c u r i n g t h e r e p e a l o r h i s sentence o r e x i l e 

• - i , h i s w r i t i n g s g i v e us a g l i m p s e i n t o h i s f e e l i n g s e.t t h i s 

- r r t i c u l a r t i m e ? 2 , i n h i s Ad C o n s t . I I , he i s s t i l l h o p e f u l o f 

.-seising a j u s t h e a r i n g f r o m t h e Emperor; he as.:s hi.a t o p u t an eriu 

to the e r r o r s which so c o n f u s e d t h e Church and appeals t o him "GO t h 

)•• a p u o l i c d i s c u s s i o n w i t h S a t u r n i n u s o f A r i e s , whom he r e g a r d e d 

:.: the c h i e f a u t h o r o f h i s e x i l e and who'was t h e n i n C o n s t a n t i n o p l e , 

f o r an appearance i n presence o f t h e c o u n c i l w h i c h was t h e n 

.•-•ing h e l d , i n o r d e r t o d e f e n d t h e or t h o d o x f a i t h on t h e a u t h o r i t y 

Holy S c r i p t u r e . So f a r f r o m o b t a i n i n g e i t h e r r e q u e s t , he d i d 

rmt even secure r e p e a l o f t h e sentence o f e x i l e but was o r d e r e d 

"<*: f o r t h w i t h t o r e t u r n t o G a u l ^ , A c c o r d i n g t o S u l p i c i u s Severus^' 4, 

tr.is measure was suggested t o t h e Emperor by t h e A r i a n s i n o r d e r t o 

;et r i d o f t h e i r a d v e r s a r y who was r e p r e s e n t e d as "a sower o f 

..H-cord and d i s t u r b e r o f t h e East". L o o f s ^ v-ives a n o t h e r v e r s i o n ; 

: d y i n g on those words o f t h e c. Const. 11 " f u g e r e mini, sub Nerone 

f i c u i t / 

'. j t e s . , 
S u l p i c i u s Severus, C h r o n . I I , 45, d e c l a r e s t h a t H i l a r y a t t h i s 
time addressed t h r e e p e t i t i o n s t o t h e Emperor. These have been 
t a :en t o be t h e "Ad C o n s t . I I " , the "c.Const." and t h e s o - c a i i e a 
"Ad Const .1". I n view o f V/il.aart's work on t h e "Ad Const. I " 
i n Lev. .'^en.XXIV, i t see.as b e t t e r t o d i s c a r d t h e l a s t named and 
s u b s t i t u t e t h e speech o f w h i c h o n l y p a r t remains t o us now i n 
B V I I I , 2 (cf.Commentary and C o n c l u s i o n on t h i s document). 

')}>• Sulp. Sev. C h r o n . I I , 45. 
l.c". ' 

JJ. Heal. V I I I p.63, 
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l i e T i t " , he as'/.s i f the e x i l e .nust not have ta'.-:on f l i g h t . This 
•^jig j c t s i r o appealed t o Wil.nart who w r i t e s ^ " h a l f sent fro.n 

tantir.opie, h a l f a. vo l u n t a r y f u g i t i v e " . X.Le Bacheiet " , 
:..-v.over, as.'.s i f t h i s i s not t a ' : i n 0 " l a t e r e " i n . too r i 0 o i o u s a 
_o:..7e. Watson-'' su<_.;ests t h a t the ."io.;ioeans ha- Jean v i e t o r i oat; 

t h e stru,_gle w i t h the Se.uiarians out t h a t the c o l i c orthodoxy 
3j the '.Vest was e n i n f l u e n c e which, as H i l a r / hac hintec- i n the 
.•i„ C o n s t . I I , could not be ignored, w h i l e even i n the East the 
. iccnes were a power worth c o n c i l i a t i n g ; so the Ho.aoeans _ave a 

re of the Se.ni&rian s p o i l s t o the;a^° and i t Was as p a r t of t a e 
;;..!e p o l i c y , a n a not because t h e / were a f r a i d of h i s ar^.uueuis, 
i . . f t they permitted H i l a r y t o r e t u r n t o Gaul 5^. 

Probably the order t o r e t u r n t o Gaul was doth a p o l i t i c a l and 
> • 

.•cciesiastical move on the p a r t of Const-ant i d s . I f there was one 
«.t.n capable of d e s t r o y i n g the p o l i t i c a l and e c c x e s i a s t i c a i p o l i c y 
v/..ich Constantius had sought so hard t o a t t a i n i n the East, t h a t 
•~<'u was H i l a r y . He showed t h i s t o the highest decree i n h i s 
"c.Const. which was published s h o r t l y a'fter the order to r e t u r n 

expresses h i s f e e l i n g s at the f a i l u r e of the Semiariar: p a r t y , 
..'..ich he had i n p a r t supported, a n a on trie whole r e l i g i o u s 
s i t u a t i o n / 

i n L'Ad Const, l i b e r B r i m u s p.lpO. 
a. ^.T.C. V I . 

j.nfr JO . - ' 
• c i . Cwathin Studies p.lo-2. 

l-'ortunatus, P.L.IX col.lwO, sai d t h a t Ursacius anu Vaiens h a d 
s o l i c i t e d the Emperor t o send H i l a r y bac. t o Gaul oecaace thej 
.-u.ew t h a t he would overcome the.a i n the controversy and 
because they could not accomplish t h e i r h e r e t i c a l machination; 
while he was present. 



• .-.•<„ ion on the eve or h i s hera rt.<re f jV da u i . I n t h i s i n v e c t i v e 
:eiiectec the seiiti.nente of i n d i g n a t i o n v/hicn ani..iatec ::ixar„ 

. r. eke Ho..ioeans, once retu r n e d t o power,- i.upose<~ t h e i r cre-ju, 
l _ c ; . had oecoue the creed of Constaivtius, and cven,_eo t n e i r recent 
.••:f.t " f t Ancyrs by t e r r i b l e r e p r i s a l s a j a i n s t tne Se-narians . 
sope- of c o n c i l i a t i o n snc anion i n the near f a t are frau u i s -

—-ocreu. 
There i s a marked d i f f e r e n c e i n tone between t h i s i n v e c t i v e 

: t.,e "Au. C o n s t . I I " , out j u s t at t h i s c r i s i s H i l a r y nsu seen 
t o d r i v e hi.a t o despaii'; "and i f v/e d r i v e .aen t o despair, 

- H i 
J-;_ht to be. prepared t o near the..: spea^ trie language of despair". 

;.r.Ltftnti..iS has now become an a n t i - C n r i s t anu ae lauents t h a t tne 
v.ulh i s "perishing, not through t o r t u r e ana persecution oat through 
L:hbery ane i n t r i g u e . 

So j u s t as. Gonstantius had banished H i l a r y t o Pnrygia because 
thou, ht him l i k e l y t o upset h i s e c c l e s i a s t i c a l p o l i c y i n the 

•'jst, nov/ f o r a s i m i l a r reason he sends hi.n bac-c t o .j&al as a 
-ussible source of t r o u b l e and unrest i f allowed t o re g a i n i n the 
:k..t. 

He t u r n Home and Death of H i l a r y . 
The succeeding years were p a r t l y occupies; by his journey 

.d'.'.e'.vrrd, and a f t e r the r e t u r n , by e f f o r t s which, though of a con­
c i l i a t o r y character, a l l aimed at the r e s t o r a t i o n of the f a i t h as 

-•-•1/ 
i o t e s . 
:0. D.C.3.III, 63. 
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f o r t h _at f l i c s e a . 
rrobEDl./ he returneL: ho;.ie 07 way of the "Vie ^ j n a t i a " which 

throuyh i'hessaloraca t o Durazzo, thence by sea t o d r u a _ i s i anu 
;o ho.ae, Abrthern- I t a l y find i n t o .Gaui. hiihluas .aerhao^b as 
:in i n I I l / r i c u . . i for- tnc r e s t o r a t i o n of the ? a i t h , oat i t COGS 
r,e ; l i v e l y t h a t he'would a t t e s t at t h i s p a r t L c a l a r ti.ae t o 

so : the Arians i n a r e g i o n where they wore so s t r o n _ ; r a i n e r 
•purpose was t o r e i n s t a t e the I'icene f a i t h i n areas where i t hau. 

. i . r i y oeen upheld ar;C t o r e s t o r e those uishops who ;iaa seen 
oived or f a l l e n at Ari.nina.i. 

o o c r a i e s 0 , Sozo.nen'' and h.uf inus^-3 aentior. t h a t he c a l l e u on 
churches thro'a,;h which he massed t o r e t u r n t o the t r a o f a i t h 
v.'e do not I enow of any d e f i n i t e places he v i s i t e a before h i s 

I v a l i n ho.ae0^. 
d i l a r y received a warn wclco-ne when he d i a e v e n t u a l l y reach 

..;cr,.op_ Anonj those who .-rested hi.a was h i s a i s c i p l e f a r t i n , 
, on heariny of h i s r e t u r n fro.a e x i l e , had yone t o ho.ae t o .ueet 
/ 

111, 10. 
v , 13. 

> 30,31. 
•' o "L 3 01 i j ant rod. p.XXIX sq. ,3ee..is t o have been ..lists :en i n 

a l a r y 1 s wor : w i t h ."Cusebius of Y e r c a l i i i n the 
i-c-ooration of the F a i t h d u r i n g h i s r e t JIT. ho .ie fro..* e x i l e , 
oecs-a X i j v/as not. u n t i l 2 l c t e i dat« t h a t duseoius returned 
o ..i.a see; f o r instance, he was only r e t u r n i n y fro.;; e x i l e 

mo c o u n c i l o f Alexandria .net i n 3^2. 
a- v- Lac i f . 19. I-'ort. P.L..IX c o l . l s - 1 . 



• <'-r:d ..nssin-_ vim t a e r o , huu followeu or. t o Poi t i o r s 

his hj.^-nineGE on r e t j r n i r i y homo, no'.'ever, v/as m i n ^ e ^ v/iLh 
o'w because Oi' the scenes r.e ha a witnussov- on t.ve wa.,-, f o r 

... ivuvtius had ban!shed a l l bichords v.'ho hac. .refusou t o accept the 
:-.,uir, promui _.a\ea a L Arrminum ' . Hat taose wa:> wore taas 

„• r.Lsaec v;ers i n a minor-it* : according t o Sulrsicius SeVerus only 
•• .'.-.ty bishops remains, f i r . : , the r e s t vie re i n v e i ^ l e u by ursacius, 
. iour and t h e i r f r i e n d s i n t o s i g n i n g the h e r e t i c a l creou of 
.̂  i.hnua. So the' s i t u a t i o n i n the G a l l i c church v/es mris: on tne 

hen.; wore the bishops who hah f a l l e n a t Ari..iirium ana ao./e now 
'.ivir.f at naace w i t h t h e i r Avian nei.vhboa.rs i n Gaul, yet v/nose f a i t h 
•; fund, a .lentally orthodox j on the other w e r e the bisao^s who nsu 

f a l l e n , vhao s t e a d f a s t l y r e f u s e - any compromise w i t h Arianism 
..... i n Dursuance o f suoh a p o l i c y refused t o have communion w i t h 
w.^e who, tho.uyh not Arians, had nevertheless f a l l e n . H i l a r y ' s 
A.a/ 

. . J t S S . 
. Sulp. Sev. V i t a Ha i t . 6,7. Cha.mard, "Saint max-tin et son 

.lona store de L i fa- e'", states t h a t " f o r l o : r the '.Vest i-e.-^inod 
i n d i f f e r e n t t o the _reat monastic covenant i n the " c s i , out t.ie 
two men destined to encourage t h i s movement i n the 7/est wore 
Athanasias ana H i l a r y . Ataanasius d i d t n i s d u r i n y h i s e x i l e 
at Treves, which i s probably the cradle of monastic l i f e i n the 
'.Vest. Pat the establishment of the monastery at Liy.r.e' near 
P o i t i e r s Irao fax- . r e a t e r consequences f o i - the ".'/est, oecaus-j i f 
v/as from here t h a t the monastic move..ient spreau turouyao i t tae 
whol» of the West. Anc.it was H i l a r y wao i n s p i i ana encour-
e _ es h i s d i s c i p l e m a r t i n to e s t a b l i s h the monastery at Li.fu^e . 
I t woulo be during h i s e x i l e i n the Past t h a t H i l a r y v/ouiu come 
i n contact w i t h and be a t t r a c t e d 'by the monastic i n s t i t u t i o n s 
ana t h i s .cnov;ied,_.e would be i n v a l u a b l e i n the o r g a n i s a t i o n anc 
aw a i n i . s t r a t i o n of the new com ./unity: he woulo inaeea be tae 
"fathe: " of the vb W monastic f a m i l y " . This i s yet another 
f r u i t of i l i l a r y ' s e x i l e and ai o ther of h i s claims t o fame. 

V- Socr • I I , 37* Soz. IV, 19 • Jer . adv. Luc i f . Suip. Sev. C'uron. 
I I , 45. 

http://nei.vhboa.rs
http://Anc.it


. y- t o hove peon t o t r y and ho l a a '.'.liable corvee GOvweon ti;e.-u 
c-ctio'ns. He vvantea the lapsed bisho'r>s t o r;;;u.ir.ce t u c i r e r r o r 
socoma re cone i l e a to the orthodox f a i t h out ne also wanto^. tne 

; w.o-ox extremists t o welcome the.a i n t o communion a^ain on t h i s 
*. .'essioi; of repentance. 

'.h.ile he may have been handicar>pea i n h i s work a t t a i s time by 

. „• saspic ions aroused among hi s G a l l i c brethren through h i s 
-r-viojs r e l a t i o n s v.l t h the Eastern Se.aiarians, suspicions which he 
.... t r i e d to remove by h i s "De Synodis" and "be T r i n i t a t e " , he was 
sy/ertkeless aided by a change i n the p o l i t i c a l f i e l d . 

'Then H i l a r y l e f t Constantinople i n 360, Constant!as ana tne 
; -.mtier bishop Satuminus seemed secure i n t h e i r domination both of 
...0 c i v i l and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l ' a f f a i r s of Gaui>.- As we have seen, 
i:.a .n&jority o f the G a l l i c Ui shops haa been overpowerea by Constan-
:Has anu had sh a red i n the general debacle of the or-thouox at 
Aidiinua. But i n Way 3^0 J u l i a n ' s troops mutinied at P e r i s , anu 
J d i s n displaced Constantius as supreme r u l e r over Gaul. 
Jkstaxmnus now found h i m s e l f powerless. As p a r t of h i s p o l i c y , 

siian haa taken-no p a r t i n the controversy but haa already earned 
'• name f o r hi m s e l f as a righteous governor. The h o s t i l e power of 
h...stanti JS having been thus removed, H i l a r y 10and tne way maae 
.; ry f o r h i s task of i n d u c i n g the bishops t o objure t h e i r p r o f e s s i o n 

.V. i..;ina oaipicia.o 3evera.-.">° speaks oL" fr^^.io u t . ooa;vi.U- k.vid 

ho.: 1 /,n.:l f o r ;.!;is par^ose; one of taoso was •auaouotouly c.:o 

•'o. Chron. I I , 4|>. 
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...oil o f Paris whose synodal l e t t e r i s s t i l l '-•reserved'"'^. 
;.-.o West had never been a f r u i t f u l ground f o r Arianis.aj i t s 

. representatives there had been mere c o u r t i e r s , li'-ce Ursacius, 
-,'i-r. onu Saturninus, who r e l i e d f o r t h e i r s t r e n g t h s o l e l y on trio 

• .-..'or o f Constant Las . ''/hen t h i s was removed, 7/estern Arianis.a was 
j :i with no foundation. Thus i t was t h a t , w i t h the d e p o s i t i o n oi' 
g •:. n-ninus^, the A r i a n p a r t y i n Caul was soon destroyed, snu a l l 

other A r i an p r e l a t e s , who must have been few i n number, sub-
Htleu to the orthodox t e s t s , w i t h one exception. Paternas oi' 
. " / f o r d , a man of no s p e c i a l .'fame, had the courage of h i s convic-
1 „:.s,stubbornly asserted h i s b e l i e f , and s u f f e r e d the seme f a t e 

«... Satarninus. S u i p i c i u s Sever as asserts - though w i t h some 
;.u;.^erati on - t h a t by h i s a c t i o n at Paris -Hilary earned the g l o r y 
i .-.at by h i s s i n g l e e x e r t i o n s the provinces of Gaul were cxeanseu 
.':om'the defilements of heresy. 

But the worx of r e s t o r i n g the f a i t h and the bishops who had j 
ffcllen at Ariminun went on elsewhere and t o t h i s p e r i o d also must 

71 
Long his worx w i t h "useoius of V e r c e l l i . Rufinus r e l a t e s t h a t ' 

ij . o t h e r they " i r r a d i a t e d I t a l y , I I l y r i c am and Gaul", though he • adds 
'...ct H i l a r y v/as the more successful of trie tv/o. Moreover, Rufinus, 

ec t i y connects the p u b l i c a t i o n of the "De T r i n i t a t e " w i t h t h i s 
• m.: of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . I t see.as q u i t e probaole t h a t the p u o l i c a - :' 
^ -.... 

h J . e.:. : 
• A I . 

c f . A I 
• f i , 30,31. 

i 
I 



, o : ; .aast have co.ue so.«ne ti.ne a f t e r the r e t u r n fro,a e x i l e oocause 
•y-x-re was not ,ouch oTr-ort u n i t y for- i t t o be i n f l u e n t i a l oefore t h a t 

Their success i n t h i s worh can be 0 a t h e r e d fro.u H i l a r y ' s 
:u-.te .:snt i n h i s "c. Anxentiuia" 8 5 t h a t Vaiens , d i s a c i u s , Auxentius, 
jor-iinius and Gaius were the sole upholders of the A r i a n h e r i t a g e . 

Hi l a r y ' s l a s t a c t i v e p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the o t r uj^'ltf against 

/ viisnis:.i see.as t o have been i n Iris controversy w i t h Auxentius si' 
..hian. As we have seen, when H i l a r y waa e x i l e d , his see was not 
y i i l e d , but when Dion/si us of Li l i a n had e a r l i e r s t f f e r e u the sa.ae 
rale, i i i s see was f i l l e d by an Pastern A r i a n , A u x c n t i u s ^ . 
A:. L i on/si as diea i n e x i l e , Auxentius re./iainec. i n un^isputeu 
- ;f. session of the see. He a t once became the Issuer of the A r i a n 
r'-^'tj i n I t a l y and c o n s t i t u t e d a p o t e n t i a l danger t o the safety an-
;:ecurity of 7/estern orthodox./. Like Vaiens ana Ursacius he see.us 
i J have be.-n a ruost unscrupulous person - Athanasius mentions hi.u 
^iten ana b i t t e r l y as a leader of the h e r e t i c s - ana tne charitao-ie 
lone generally adopted by H i l a r y when d e a l i n g w i t n h i s opponents i s ' 

ent i n the case of Auxentius. I n the l a t t e r h a l f of 364, H i l a r y 
i h o u j i t t h a t the o p p o r t u n i t y hea come t o a s s a i l t h i s l a s t s t ronv-
.-.ofvi of Hestern Arianis:n. V a l e n t i n i s n was now E.'.roeror, ana, as he 
.hvoureo./ 
'..otes . 

The reason f o r t h i s was probably t h a t H i l a n v;as a .nacr: .aore 
i.apjrtant see than P o i t i e r s . ' The choice of an Eastern n r i a n 
shows the dearth of s u i t a b l e • A r i a n candidates i n the '.Vest. 



j c*. ifi c J i ' i : ^ .11 £ r.Oi"1! J 1 ..isxi' ~ i r s t act iO.. C « » ..O L.O :ia >/vi _/uun 
, j o iso op^ot i t i o n apui",:^ AuxentiJs, f o r tnu i c t i ; i co-.r-'la.in.s 

t.vis i n "sis p e t i t i o n t o tne "Cmper.'-n . Pis a~"^e-L wa^ s^cces^xPij 
was f o r o i d d e n t o s t i r jr> tire ^eopie a ya I n s t t n e i r oisso^ 

"riishop oi' P o i t i e r s , however, had other plans, ana he inuuco^ 
', :._entinian t o set on a commission of two laj o f f i c i a l s w i t h "oo.̂ e 
ten" ui CUOPS as assessors. P i l a r / and Puseoius were uoth ~\rcscnt 
Out. / i .uxenfiac ^ X S G U G C sts own cause. Accor>— i n y t o .apiary, t . i c 

pj ofecsion made by Auxentius was thorou.- hi., i n s i n c e r e , taou^h 
/.-.ientinian b e l i e v e d t h a t he was actir.y i n yoou f a i t n . 

Ley a l l y , Aaxentius was i n a strony p o s i t i o n ' J ana. t n i s ...uet 
hava weiyheo h e a v i l y w i t h V a l e n t i n i a n an^ been a powerful inuj.ce-
.uent to hi,a t o yyive h i s support t o the bishop of H i l a n . l e t 
morally i t was H i l a r y anc Pusebius who were i n the r i _ h t a ^ , as 
hilary ana Auxentius -:new only too w e l l , the decisions of the 
council of Ariminum, on which the l a t t e r placed so ..yrest s t r e s s , 
a&a been obtaineb only by f o r c e and d e l i b e r a t e f r a u d . 

Tae outcome was t h a t H i l a r y was commanued t o r e t u r n t o haul 
a..a at once obeye^. Once more, however, as on previous occasions, 
he used hie pen t o r i v e vent t o hie f e e l i n y s ana y^.ve an account o i 
a.e Ivap^enin/ S at Hi l a n i n h i s "c. Auxentiuai". 

)te. r . 
c f . his important status i n ..alan compared t o t h a t of H i l a r y , 
oicao" of tae r e l a t i v e l y unimportant see of P o i t i e r s , his 
a c t u a l possession of tae see, h i s i n s i s t e n c e on tne a u t h o r i t y 
of the c o u n c i l o f Ari.ainam. 

http://inuj.ce-
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Th..re i s much t o sc...lire i n the c o u r a g e , steadfastness arid 

-eel displayed by H i l a r y i n defending and pi o p s g a t i i ^ the Hicene 
f a i t h . From the day he adopted i t , n o t ' e x i l e , not i m p e r i a l 
f a v o u r , not even f a i l u r e COJIC shahe h i s resolve -or weaken h i s 
confidence 5 at a l l times i n a l l lands he was prepared t o uphold, 
i t , no matter the consequences. While h i s e f f o r t s may o f t e n see.u 
to have ..let w i t h scant success, f u l l c r e d i t must be paid him f o r 
uis f o r e s i g h t i n encouraging a Hicene-Somiarian a l l i a n c e i n order 
to secure u l t i m a t e v i c t o r y , and f o r h i s c o n t r i b u t i o n to the s o l u ­
t i o n of the t h e o l o g i c a l pi-obi ems, which underlay the controversy, 
given i n h i s "Da T r i n i t a t e " . 

Though thus b u s i l y engaged i n e r a d i c a t i n g the i n f l u e n c e of the ; 
Arian heresy, H i l a r y d i d not neglect h i s > . . l i t e r a r y wor.: a f t e r h i s 
r e t u r n from e x i l e . Jerome mentions a DO oh "To S a l l u e t the prefect 1'' 
or 'Against Gioscurus", which purports t o be a memoir published i n i 
3'"! 1/3- 2 against the violences exercised i n Gaul by Gioscurus, v i c a r :i 

if 
of the p r e f e c t S a l l u s t , when the C h r i s t i a n Church had t o combat, H 

• 

not heresy, but paganism under J u l i a n . This s t r u g g l e d i e not l a s t ! j 
l o r g , the end comiig w i t h the death of J u l i a n , end turou^n i t a i l 
tr.e Church i n Gaul remained u n i t e d . 

burirg. t h i s p e r i o d also he wrote h i s Commentary on Job ana h i s 
Homilies on the Psalms, both of these worhs beirg. adaptations from 
Cugen, attempts, as i t were, t o popularise and improve upon the 
tee chin. / 



teschin of Or i , gen i n the L a t i n '.'/est.''. 
H i l a r y has also some cla i m t o fc-ie a.; t..e f i r s t L a t i n Christie.!. 

»—V;i-i t e r . i:0\~: f a r ne was s...ccessf u l i n t n t s we do not .-cnov., 
7' 

f o r . according t o Jerome he coanlaineu of f i n d i n tae k: ais 
anteacha'bie i n sacrec son ;. 

F i n a l l y , t here i s h i s h i s t o r i c a l wo:.;, of which the c o l l e c t i o n 
j f co c l i e n t s now before us represents only a pa i t . ire bê .a.n t i r i s 
worn almost at the beginning of hi s episcopate e;ia see..is t o have 
been add i r i m a t e r i a l t o i t r i , h t UP t o the t i me of ais ceath. 

Jerome' states t h a t he died i n the r e i g n o f Vaiens ana 
Vel e n t i n i a n . S u l p i c i u s Severus^ places his death more p a r t i c u l a r l y 
i n the s i x t h year of h i s r e t a i n from e x i l e . As we "nave seen, he 
returned home immediately a f t e r the c o u n c i l of Constantinople ana 
so mast have reached P o i t i e r s 3^'0/3^i» moreover, the l a s t event 
recorded i n h i s h i s t o r i c a l worn must have t a Ken place at tae enu. 
of 366 or the beginning of 3^71 • So h i s death isproda'oxy t o oe 

I J placed e a r l y i n 3^7 

?4. Prom the Homilies on the Psalms we get an i n d i c a t i o n of 
H i l a r y ' s p a s t o r a l work' as oishop f o r here he i s seen i.upartin j 
ins t r a c t i o n t o h i s own f a m i l i a r congregation, ana he Knows 
his people so w e l l t h a t he pours out whatever i s passin_ 
. thro'j: h h i s mind . 

?;>. Comm.' i n G a l . I I Praef. 
7^. Da S c r i p t . Pedes. 100. 
77 . Chroii. I I , 45. 
'/a . of. i:> V, Ti V I . 
7y- Gregory of Tours, H i s t . Pranc. I , 3,<;> puts i t i n tae fo art h 

year of V a l e n t i n i a n ana Vaiens, i . e . Spring 367 -Spring 3^d. 
This i s also found i n Jero.ae's Chronicle though some MSG of 
t h i s woIK place i t i n the previous year ( c f . H- Helm Die 
Chronik aes Hieronyaas i n Eusebius V.'erne ( L e i p z i g l y i j ) t . V I 
— ^ r < ^ — — 



r i e s A. I . L e t t e r to E a s t e r n bishops from a s^nod at- P a r i s c .360 . 

QUHHARY. (1) I n t h e i r r e p l y to a l e t t e r fro;a some E a s t e r n s , the 

J a i l i c a n bishops d e c l a r e t h a t a t the synods of Ariminum and Hike the 

Arians had d e c e i t f u l l y used the a u t h o r i t y of those same E a s t e r n s to 

secure the omission of the word "usia"(«= o u c i o t ) because the E a s t e r n 1 

l e t t e r made i t quite c l e a r t h a t t h i s had been done without t h e i r 

Aiiowledge and consent. (2) The G a l l i c a n s , t h e r e f o r e , defend the 

use of the word "hornoousios " as put forward by the Eas t e r n s a g a i n s t 

the Arians and used prudently i n the West to descr i b e the true and 

lawful b i r t h of the only-begotten Son of God, a t the same time 

repudiating the charge of S a b e l l i a n i s m so f r e q u e n t l y brought a g a i n s t 

them. More s i g n i f i c a n t s t i l l - they show themselves prepared, under 

c e r t a i n c o n d i t i o n s , to accept the word " l i k e n e s s " when d e s c r i b i n g the 

r e l a t i o n s of F a t h e r and Son i n the Godhead. (3) There fo l l o w s a 

condemnation of one of the most important A r i a n t e n e t s "He was not 

before He was born". (4) Reference i s again made to the A r i a n 

deceit concerning the word " u s i a " and a l s o to H i l a r y ' s g a l l a n t , but 

vain, e f f o r t s at Constantinople to procure the condemnation of the 

great blasphemies accepted at Ariminum. Following the example 

oi" H i l a r y and the E a s t e r n s , the G a l l i c bishops excommunicate 

Auxentius, Vaiens, U r s a c i u s and other A r i a n s , r e j e c t a l l the 

blasphemies mentioned i n the E a s t e r n s ' l e t t e r , and e s p e c i a l l y condemn 

-ae apostate bishops who have been intruded i n t o the sees of the 

•:-xiled/ 



led c l e r g y . They a l s o promise to excommunicate and depose any 

l i i c bishop w h o - r e s i s t s t h e i r decrees or holds a wrong- opinion on 

•-:.e meaning of the word "omousion"( o ^ o o o c - i o v ) . I n c o n c l u s i o n 

•..".0/ inform the E a s t e r n s of the excommunication of Saturninus of 

Aries by a l l the G a l l i c a n bishops. 

;jgf^iTARY. This synodal l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s 

c o l l e c t i o n of documents but i t s a u t h e n t i c i t y has never been 

ruestioned and, as w i l l be seen later"'', S u l p i c i u s Severus knew of 

this l e t t e r and indeed used i t i n the composition of h i s "Chronicle' 1. 

The text as found i n the Fa.ber-Coustant e d i t i o n has been adopted by 

1-oronius ad ann . 362 n CCXXXsq. and v a r i o u s C o l l e c t i o n s of Canons 

such as B i n i u s I , 484, Sirmond ( C o n c i l i a antiqua G a l i i a e I , P a r i s 

1/^9, l 6 s q ) , Ed r e g i a 1 1 1 , 2 1 5 - 2 1 8 , Labbe,Cos.sart I I , 821sq . , 

hsreuin I , 7 2 7 - 7 3 0 , C o l e t i I I , 953sq ., Llansi I I I , 3 5 7 - 3 5 9 , 

Conciliorum G a l l i a e C o l l e c t i o I , P a r i s 1739, 198 . 

r . 43 L . 3 s q . I n c i p i t f i d e s c a t h o l i c a . . . e p i s c o p o s - J u s t as H i l a r y 

had expounded h i s f a i t h a t the C o u n c i l of S e i e u c i a i n order to remove 

e l l s u s p i c i o n of S a b e l l i e n i s r n and thus promote a c l o s e r r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between the Western Nicenes and E a s t e r n Semiarians, so now i n answer 

to an E a s t e r n request, the Western bishops at the C o u n c i l of P a r i s ' 

give a statement of t h e i r f a i t h f o r the same purpose and by so doing, 

demonstrate c l e a r l y t h a t H i l a r y ' s a c t i o n had the- support of the 

orthodox West. 

V.otes. 
1. see note on -p.46 L . l . 
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,4 apud Fariseam c i v i t a t e m - P a r i s was probably chosen as 

-eeting-place of the C o u n c i l because i t was the f a v o u r i t e ' c i t y of the 

Jaesar J u l i a n , whose p r o t e c t i o n the G a l l i c a n bishops would n a t u r a l l y 

soek as counterbalance to the enaity of the Emperor Constantius. 

For most of the f o u r t h century Treves (or T r i e r ) was f o r a l l 

p r a c t i c a l purposes the c a p i t a l of Gaul, but f o r a very short p e r i o d 

about the middle of the century P a r i s was able to lay c l a i m to t h i s 

t i t l e through the use made of i t by the Caesar J u l i a n as h i s head­

quarters and f a v o u r i t e place of residence.-

In i t s e l f , i t was an important m i l i t a r y camp,lying as i t did on the 

route followed by the barbarians on t h e i r way from the north to the 

south. 

C h r i s t i a n t r a c e s are found from the end of the t h i r d century, but 

only i n the f o u r t h century d i d C h r i s t i a n i t y g a i n a r e a l f o o t i n g i n 

the c i t y . 

L.4 episcopis G a l l i c a n i s - V/ith the important exception of 

^aturninus of A r i e s , the G a l l i c a n bishops seem to have h e l d 

c o n s i s t e n t l y to the orthodox Nicene p o s i t i o n . The t h e o l o g i c a l 

v/ranglings, which so d i s t u r b e d the E a s t , had very l i t t l e e f f e c t on the 

'•.Vest, which was more concerned vi t h the p r a c t i c a l than the p h i l o ­

sophical problems of C h r i s t i a n i t y . The t y p i c a l Western bishop was 

content to r e s t s a t i s f i e d with the d e c i s i o n s of the Council of 

hicaea 325, which was h e l d to be d e f i n i t i v e and binding on a l l . 

iiot so, the E a s t . 

"he reason f o r t h i s d i f f e r e n c e i n a t t i t u d e towards Nicaea between 
East/ 
IJotes. o _ Amm. j'Jarc XX, o, 2. 



Sast and '.Vest was probably t h a t vh ereas , before the C o u n c i l , the 

East had long been troubled by the problem of the Person of die Son 

o f Cod end had g r a d u a l l y i n process of t i m e formed i t sown t r a d i t i o n a l 

doctrine on t h i s Q u e s t i o n ^ , the West, w i t h a. few exceptions such as 

T e r t u l l i a n end Novatian, had no s u c h i n h e r i t a n c e . The Pasterns 

therefore regarded the Nicene creed with s u s p i c i o n as something new, 

tending to j e o p a r d i s e t h e i r own t r a d i t i o n a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the 

problem, while the West with no such background looked upon the 

f i c e n e d e c i s i o n s as having an a u t h o r i t y which could not be v i o l a t e d 

w i t h o u t danger to the true f a i t h . 

LA, 5 O r i e n t a l e s episcopos - From the context i t i s evident t h a t 

these were r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the Semiarian party a t Constantinople, 

The Pasterns had always suspected the West of S a b e l l i a n i s m , but 

di l a r y , by h i s courageous e x p o s i t i o n of the f a i t h a t S e l e u c i a , had 

been able to d i s p e l some of t h i s s u s p f c i o n . The calamitous events 

at S e l e u c i a and Constantinople would f u r t h e r induce the E a s t e r n 

Se.miarians to seek an a l l i a n c e with the Western Nicenes as a 

feasible means of r e t r i e v i n g t h e i r f o r t u n e s . I n thus b r i n g i n g 

together " f e l l o w - s u f f e r e r s " i n Past and West, the Arians a t Ariminuin, 
j 

foleucia^and Constantinople had u n w i t t i n g l y made an important c o n t r i -

bution to the orthodox cause. Though the Semiarian cause was now 

too weak f o r such an union to have much e f f e c t upon i t , t h i s 

^ c o n c i l i a t o r y movement was important i n so f a r as i t helped to 

:'e;.;ove some of the misunderstandings between E a s t and West, showed 
that/ 
.htes. 

l a r g e l y a s y n t h e s i s of t h e v a r i o u s s u b o r d i n a t i o n s t t h e o r i ^ 



that an amicable agreement could be reached between the two, and 

thus paved the way f o r the f i n a l s o l u t i o n of the problem. 

P.43, L. A,7 D i l e c t i s s i m i s . . . O r i e n t a l i b u s omnibus .. .manenti'ous -

In B V I I I , 1 p.174 L.14 .15 the Semiarian l e g a t e s speak of themselves 

as r e p r e s e n t i n g the whole synod of S e l e u c i a , and, by i m p l i c a t i o n , 

the whole of the E a s t . I t would be as such t h a t they addressed 

t h e i r l e t t e r to the C-allican bishops. 

According to M i l . c.Const.12 the Semiarians were indeed n u m e r i c a l l y 

by f a r the s t r o n g e s t party represented a t the S e l e u c i a n synod. Thi 

gives some weight to t h e i r c l a i m to represent the whole of the E a s t . 

As no synodal l i s t s are extant, i t i s impossible to t e l l which 

provinces were represented. 

L.11,12 d o c t r i n i s et p r o p h e t i c i s et a p o s t o l i c i s - i . e . the Old and 

Hew Testaments. 

L.13-15 deum patrem.. per.. Iesum Christum i n saneto s p i r i t u 

c o n f i t e r i - t h i s formula, f o r expr e s s i n g the r e l a t i o n s of ths three 

rsrsons i n the T r i n i t y i s found f r e q u e n t l y i n Athanasius^ 

..of es • f _ , .. j 
e.g. HP. I ad SeraPionem P.G. 26 col. 5 ^ 1 i 12 0 ^ O S L F > U'OU ev 

TTv^u y ck-r< i b i d . col . 5 7 7 §20 T O V ky {°i er v» o v r o v <?K "TTUrpo^ 
G I O U ' t*v TTv^o^o^rv. 1 igj ^ ' i v o K f c v o v j i b i d c o l 0 9 ^ ^23 0 y°*P 
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' .l;sq. Sed P l a n e . , causa cirnu.latur - This f e e l i n g of hopefulness 
wjuld s r r i n g ( 1 ) from the f a c t t h a t the bishops who had f a l l e n at 
;.f;c and Ariminum were r e c o v e r i n g and seeking' communion with the 
..icenes a ^ a i n . Though no l e g i s l a t i v e measures were taken u n t i l the 
synod of A l e x a n d r i a 362 , i t i s very probable t h a t t h i s process of 
recovery would begin as soon as the A r i a n d e c e i t s were d i s c l o s e d at 
the s\nod of Constantinople 360 . (2 ) from the knowledge t h a t , by 
the r e v o l t of J u l i a n i n May 3^0 , they now could hope t h a t the 
i m p e r i a l l y - b o l s t e r e d Arianism 'of the West would soon disappear. 
(3) from i l i l a r y ' s work of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n , of which t h i s c o u n c i l i s 
hut one example5. 

L.In-1H l i b e r a n s n o s . . s o c i e t a t i - t h i s probably r e f e r s to the e f f e c t 

both of the removal of Core tan-tins' i n f l u e n c e and of H i l a r y ' s work 

in Gaul a f t e r h i s r e t u r n from e x i l e . 

b. 1^., 17 errore mundi - the A r i a n heresy was a w o r l d l y e r r o r 

-0cause (1 ) i t s f a i l u r e to recognise J e s u s C h r i s t as the Son of God 

had i t s source i n i t s dependence, not on r e v e l a t i o n , but on worldly' 

hnowledge ( 2 ) i t s c h i e f s t r e n g t h l a y i n i t s r e l i a n c e on worldly 

power. E s p e c i a l l y was .this true i n the West where both the l e a d i n g 

Arians, Saturninus of A r i e s and Auxentius of Milan were i m p e r i a l 

nominees. 

-.1? i n e x p i a b i l i - t h i s means, not t h a t those who repented of the 
A r i a n / 
• btes . 
•>> Sulp. Sev. I I , 4 5 . 



- I - , error coulo never receive forgiveness - the tenor of the 
V:v show's i t to be otherwise - "but t h a t i t was now evident t o the 

,..v 0 S t h a t there coulu he no rapprochement between orthodox and 
That such an a l l i a n c e mi/ht have seemed a p o s s i b i l i t y t o 

^: can be gathered from P h i l o s t o r g i u s (H. E. V, 1) compiaining t h a t 
v.--' cr-ointments of Acaciuc were mostly Xicene. 

. j a l i i c a n bisnops are not here foreshadowing the l a t e r L u c i f e r i a n 
• -.jiLion of r e f u s i n g t o deal w i t h oishops who had once f a l l e n . For 
uxr vurle,on l e a r n i n g t h a t the Semiariar.s had been deceived i n t o 
'oting as they had done a t Seleucia and Constantinople, they are 
i g i l y prepared t o renew n e g o t i a t i o n s and seek a s a t i s f a c t o r y union 
.vita them. 

l . i o ex l i t t e r i s v e s t r i s - t h i s l e t t e r i s no longer extant. I t 
..ives e forced i n t e r p r e t a t i o n t o presume, as Coustant^ ana Sciii;ttanz^ 
.• , t h a t the Easterns had communicated by l e t t e r w i t h H i l a r y at 
h-r.ctantinople. He had been i n the comra ny of the Easterns at 
Jfcieucia and there i s no reason t o suppose t h a t i t would be otherwise 
*t Constantinople. Their close r e l a t i o n s a t Seleucia and 
h'.r^tar.tinople would t h e r e f o r e make such a l e t t e r unnecessary. i t 
:O-J.SS more reasonable t o suppose t h a t the l e t t e r would be adaressed, 
".Jt to H i l a r y , but d i r e c t l y t o the G a l l i c a n bishops, and would be 
i ven to H i l a r y as he set out t o r e t u r n t o Gaul. 

••-tker i s there any suggestion t h a t the l e t t e r had come from H i l a r y 
not from the Eastern bishops nor t h a t H i l a r y had informed them by 

. ^ e r / 
• >tes. 
y n°te (g) c o l . 710-7H P.L. X. 
• p.4-0. 
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letter and not i n person . 

• iQ-so. fraudem d i a b o l i etc - t h i s r e f e r s t o the deception 
-rectised by Valens, Ursacius and the other Arians at I-Iike" on the 
legates of the Ariininum synod and a t Ari:ninuui i t s e l f i n f a l s e l y 
using the a u t h o r i t y of the Seleucian bishops t o overthrow the Kicene 
"usia" and g a i n acceptance f o r t h e i r new creed. 

L.20 sq u t d i v i s i i n p a r t i b u s etc - the Arians had been able to use 
•J.e geographical d i v i s i o n for- t h e i r own ends e.g. f o s t e r i n g the 
suspicion of Western Sabellianisra among the Easterns. 

L.22sq. nam p l u r e s . . c o a c t i - the Galilean's l e t t e r i s the only 
authority f o r t h i s statement but Soz.H.E. IVy 19> Ath. Ep. ad Afros i 
3, M i l . c. Aux. give s i m i l a r accounts. 

' i 
p.-'4, L.lsq. sub a u c t o r i t a t e . . . c o a c t i - c f p.43 L.19", p.45 L.d,9. ! 
According t o Ath.De Syn. 30> Theod I I , l 6 j t h e reason f o r the r e j e c t i o r 1 

of the t e r a "usia" was t h a t i t was u n s c r i p t u r a l . But, as the same i 
c r i t i c i s m could be passed- on t h e i r own terms, i t i s probable t h a t 
tr.e Arians gave t h i s other reason i n order t o strengthen t h e i r case. i 

Nicenes' jus t i f i c a t i o n f o r the use of the term "usia" was t h a t , j 
th_\igh the word i t s e l f i s not found i n S c r i p t u r e , the idea conveyed j 

i t c e r t a i n l y i s . c f n i l . De Syn. 87sq. ' 
:.otes. I 

f o r these opinions see Coustant,' note (d) col.709 P.L.X. 

L 



„ £,.2,3 quod verburn..inventus - i . e . at the Council of ilicaea 
• deviously the words "ousia" and "homoousios" had been regarded 1 
: r r i c i o n both as tending towards a Manichean view of the Son as 

-r.rt of the d'ivine essence and as lending themselves t o S a b e l i i a i 
;:. snite of i t s h i s t o r ^ , however, the Nicene Fathers were compelle 
:.o use i t as the only word which provided an adequate safeguard 
f_&inst Arianism. 

I.} a nobis..susceptun est - cf, the note on p.43 L.4 episcopis 
J a i i i c a n i s . 

"omousion" - i t had been the aim of H i l a r y i n h i s "De Synodi; 
end i n h i s personal e f f o r t s a t Seleucia t o show t h a t the words 
"homoousios" and "homoiousios" were not f a r removed i n meaning anc 
could indeed be r e c o n c i l e d w i t h each other. To t h i s end, he had 
•„ried to d i s p e l some of the suspicions which had gathered round zh 

v.-ord "homoousios". I n t h e i r l e t t e r the G a l l i c a n bishops now act 
in li:ce manner. They a f f i r m the t r u e use o f the word "omousios 1 1 ( i 
"ho.T.oousios") t o express the b i r t h o f the only-begotten Son from t 
/atner. I t does not mean a common possession of the d i v i n e essen< 
hereby the Son appears as a mode of the Fatter, but conveys the id< 
of whole and p e r f e c t only-begotten God born from whole and p e r f e c t 

egotten God, o f one substance ("usia" or "substantia' 1) w i t h God 
:r.e Father, and l i k e the Father i n the highest sense of t r u e GOQ t o 
v.uc God, excluding- a l l thought of creaturehood, adoptionism and 
• S i a l i s m . / 



, o ^ i i 3 : . i . The d i v i n i t y i s not t o be thought of as a "oneness" 
(= "unio") i'.e. one Person v/ith three modes, but as an u n i t y ( = 
"unitas"), which preserves the true' f u l l n e s s of the E i r t h , and the 
re l a t i o n s h i p i s not merely one o f l o v e ^ which imp l i e s a subordina­
t i o n ! st tendency, out of d i v i n i t y ( " d i v i n i t a s " . =.' o ucr/oc > Schi-:tanz 
- . 3 0 ) , one between two d i v i n e persons. 

The ICicenes admitted t h a t the word "homoousios" had oeen conde.aned 
at the Council of Antioch 269 but argued t h a t v/hile Paul of Samosata 
used the word i n one sense, Ari u s denied i t i n another, and hence 
i t was repudiated at Antioch i n one sense and enacted at Hicaea i n 
another 1 0. According t o Ath. De Gyn. 4^ the Council o f Antioch had 
understood "homoousios" i n a b o d i l y sense, .whereas the Ilicenes used 
i t i n an im.viaterial sense, t o show t h a t the Son was not a cre a t u r e , 
but of the essence of the Father. The word had f a l l e n i n t o d i s ­
repute at Antioch because a m a t e r i a l i s i n g inference was threatened 
from i t . The Kicer.e Fathers on the oth e r hand had used t h i s word 
to denote t h a t Father and Son are o f the same "usia" ana thus combat 
the Arian d o c t r i n e t h a t the Son of God was a creature. I n the 

:.:icene sense i t denoted the t r u e and l e g i t i m a t e b i r t h of the only-
begotten God the Son from God the Father. 

Xotes . 
V< Schiktanz p.38 t h i n k s • " c a r i t a s " - AOO\*IC/S. 
10. c f . n i l . De Syn. 77sq. Ath. De Syn. 43. 



- *>7 -
< 

L.5,.6 secundum S a b e l l i i blasphemias - not much i s known of the 
heretic S a b e l l i u s , though the sect t o which he gave h i s r& me l a s t e d 

11 
at l e a s t u n t i l w e l l on i n the f i f t h century . He used to be placed 
about the middle o f the t h i r d century, but the discovery of the 
"Philosophumena" of I l i p p o l y t u s has proved t h i s to be a mistake and 
riiaces him a t the close of the second and beginning' of the t h i r d 
century. W r i t i n g i n the f o u r t h century, B a s i l o f Caesarea makes 

12 
him an A f r i c a n by b i r t h and there i s no doubt t h a t when Dionysius 
was bishop of Alexandria 247-65,his teaching enjoyed g r e a t p o p u l a r i t y 

1^ 
i n the Libyan Fentapolis J ; but there i s no contemporary evidence t o 
support B a s i l ' s statement. S a b e l l i u s 1 main centre of a c t i v i t y was 
Lome where d o c t r i n e s s i m i l a r t o those he taught were already being; 
c i r c u l a t e d , mainly through the i n f l u e n c e of Fraxeas, Moetus and h i s 
brother. i -
According t o K i p p o l y t u s , Sabel'lius was a t f i r s t undecided i n h i s 
views but was perverted t o l.lonarchianism by. C a l l i s t u s 1 4 . Hippolytus 
asserts t h a t he t r i e d t o c o r r e c t him and t e m p o r a r i l y succeeded, but 
unoer C a l l i s t u s 1 i n f l u e n c e S a b e l l i u s once again lapsed i n t o h e r e t i c a l 
views. On his. accession i n 217, however, C a l l i s t u s excommunicated 
Sabellius i n order, according t o H i p p o l y t u s 1 : ? , t o be able thus t o 
defend hi m s e l f against any <n arge of heresy. That i s the l a s t t h a t 
i s heard o f S a b e l l i u s . 
I I . cf. the l e t t e r of the Church of Constantinople i n the l a t t e r h a l f 

of the f i f t h century ( i n Van Esnen's lus 3 c c l e s . H l , p.171). 
x2. I n h i s Ep. C C V I I f 1 he r e f e r s t o him as "the Libyan". 
i j - Sue. U.S. V I I , V I . Ath. De Sententia D i o n y s i i t§ 5, <)j. 
I - . Kefut. IX, 11. Hipnolytus i s of course extremely biased against 

C a l l i s t u s and too great r e l i a n c e can not be placed on h i s ^ 
statements^ 

15- I:efut. IX, 12. 
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^P.oellius h-asnot l e f t much i n w r i t i n g "but traces of h i s teaching can 
-robsblg be gathered from Hippolytus " l i e f u t a t i o " , Ath. Sx p o c i t i o 
v i d e i , De d e c r e t i s , De Synodis, end e s p e c i a l l y the f i r s t three Orat. 
c . Ar. 

unionem - "unio" i n the cense of "oneness" i . e . t r y i n g t o 
preserve the u n i t y of the Godhead but l o s i n g the d i s t i n c t i o n of 
Persons w i t h i n i t , so t h a t "the Father i s one mode ana the Son another 
mode of the same subsistence c f H i l . De T r i n . IV, 42; VI,11; V I I , 2 1 . 
Comm. i n Ps. CXXII§ 7. 

g.o,9 "unius"..vel 'usiae' v e l 'suostantiae 1 - t h i s i s d i r e c t e d 
against the Arians. T e r t u l i i a n had used "substantia" as the 
equivalent of the Greek oucriot a n d OTTOO-T^C-I s-HP 

L-9J10 "creatura" applies1© t h to the Arians and t o the dynamic 
iJonarchians; "adoptio" to the dynamic Monarchians; and " a d p e l l a t i o " 
to the m o d a l i s t i c Monarchians. 

p.44 L.10,11. quia ex ipso esset - t h a t i s the equivalent of the 
£K Tfj s oocr/ocs roo 7T<*rj>os of the iMicene Creed. "ex deo deus" and 
"lumen ex lurnine" are found i n the Hicene Creed. " V i r t u s " i s found 
frequently i n T e r t u l i i a n meaning (1) supernatural being, angel (2) 
deeds showing power, miracles" 1" .. N"Ex s p i r i t u s p i r i t u s " i s probably 
mentioned/ 
Notes. 
l^- e.g. i n h i s adv. Prax. 
17- adv. i'vlarc.5)8; 3>1;<I> adv. I u d . 9 £q> adv. Prax.23. 



mentioned as f u r t h e r safeguard against suspicions of a m a t e r i a l i s t 
viev of the word "hornoousios". 

1.12 sq. s i m i l i t u d i n e m quoque etc - i n t h i s statement come t o 
f r - i t i o n the labours of such men as H i l a r y and'Basil of Ancyra who 
uesired to see an al l i e r . c e between the Western ITicenes and Eastern 
be;r.iarians . The G a l l i c a n bishops here make t h e i r g r e a t e s t concession 
by recognisi ng the Semiarian " s i m i l i t u d e " as a word which could be 
su i t a b l y used t o describe the r e l a t i o n s of Father and Son i n the 
Godhead. They q u a l i f y t h i s r e c o g n i t i o n , however, because even the 
Acacians had been w i l l i n g t o concede a l i k e n e s s , though i n t n e i r 
case one only i n w i l l and o p e r a t i o n 1 ^ . The lik e n e s s which the 
Jal l i c a n s w i l l admit i s one t h a t i s worthy of God the 
likeness of t r u e God to t r u e God, one which..covers the essence, so 
that while there, i s not a s i n g l e d e i t y , there i s an u n i t y i n the 
de i t y which allows f o r and gives f u l l weight and meaning to the tr u e 
b i r t h , of God the Son. The Son and Father are i n a t r u e sense one, 
not merely bound together by love- even the Aria.ns could admit t h i s -
but by d i v i n i t y 1 ? . i t i s no t i c e a b l e t h a t / t h e Gal l i c a n s do not 
attempt t o give a d i r e c t credal q u o t a t i o n or statement, but the 
general tenor i s t h a t of the ITicene creed. 

Notes. 
l o . cf. E n i P h . Haer. 72, 12-22. 
19. That i s , w h i l e the Arians could admit. thai: both Father and Son 

were u n i t e d by the love which flowed only from one, v i z the 
Father, they could not admit t h a t both were u n i t e d by the d i v i n e 
essence which was the common possession of Father and Son. 
The f i r s t s t i l l i m p l i e d the subor d i n a t i o n of the Son t o the 
Father, the second t h e i r e q u a l i t y . 
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The S c r i p t u r a l background of these sections i s reminiscent of 
..ilery's s t y l e , and h i s i n f l u e n c e i s c l e a r l y seen v/hen § 2 i s compared 
Iir. such passages as De Syn. ^8, 8b, ana c. Const. 22 : e.g. 
'...mousion, s a n c t i s s i m i v i r i , i n t e l l i g o ex Deo Dea'n, non d i s s i m i l i s 
• i - ^ n t i a e , non divisum, ced natum, et ex i n n a s c i b i l i s Dei su b s t a n t i a 
c^n^enitam i n F i l i o , secundura s i m i l i t u d i n e m , unigenitam n a t i v i t a t e m " 
C-e Syn. 88). 

\.24 "non er a t ante ouam nascerctur" - t h i s was one of the 
T i a c i p a l A r i a n p r o p o s i t i o n s condemned i n the Hicene creed because 
i t denied e t e r n i t y t o the Son of God and made Him a creature of time. 

t h i s s e c t i o n the Galileans defend themselves against the di a r e e s 
:f Sabellianism and Subordinationism (1) To say t h a t the Son had an 
existence before He was born does not imply t h a t He i s unoe^otten 
i.e. make Him the same as the Father. (2) He became t r u l y man and 
i t i s as man and only as man, because of human l i m i t a t i o n s , t h a t He 
is subordinate t o the Father. 

L.8,9 c u ; n ex l i t t e r i s v e s t r i s . . cognoscat - see notes on 
r.*3 L.lSsq. 

L.9,10 pietatem eorum - i . e . the legates of the Ariminum c o u n c i l 
a',2 V I I I , 1, 2, and agreeing w i t h L.IO "conventos" by a sense 
construction. 

L.IO/ 
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u.IO qui de Arimino Cons t ant i n o r - o l i m r e v e r t e r u n t - t h i s would be 
awards the end of 3!>9. cf.B V I I I , 1. 

i j . l l s q neque eos . . . n u n t i a v e r i t - from 3 V I I I , 2 can be gained some 
idea of the speech made at Constantinople to the legates of 
Ariminum by H i l a r y . 

u . l l , 12 tantarum olasphemiarum - i . e . those of the creed o f Nike. 

L.o "ex l i t t e r i s v e s t r i s " L.13 " H i l a r i u s n u n t i a v e r i L " - t h i s 
d i s t i n c t i o n between the l e t t e r of the Easterns and H i l a r y ' s 
cr.nounc'ii ent i s noteworthy. I f H i l a r y had sent a l e t t e r 2 0 , the 
'•aliicans would have been bound t o mention t h a t t h i s news had 
come i n h i s l e t t e r , as d i s t i n c t from t h a t of the Easterns. The 
fact t h a t they make the d i s t i n c t i o n between "ex l i t t e r i s v e s t r i s " 
and " n u n t i a v e r i t " i s evidence t h a t H i l a r y was present i n p j r s o n at 
the c o u n c i l of Paris t o give them t h i s news. This view i s 
strengthened by L.17-19 "r-rofessionem q u i . . n e g a v i t " . 2 x 

I.'otes. 
20. As Constant and Schiktanz assert. 
' i . i t seems more reasonable t o put the n a t u r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n on 

"nuntiare", since there i s no r e a l o b j e c t i o n t o i t . than to 
acorn, the o p i n i o n of Schiktanz O.40) who wishes •>•{, to be 
understood of a w r i t t e n communication. 
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^,14-15 ab h i s omnibus..gesta sunt - see the notes on p.43 L.lSsq. 

and p.45 L.3sq. 

L.15 Auxentium - Auxentius, bishop of Milan, was one of- H i l a r y ' s 
strongest opponents i n the West, and only a few years l a t e r I l i l a r y 

,22 
was to he.ve the worst of a controversy w i t h him i n L i l i a n i t s e l i 
:ie became bishop a f t e r the expulsion of Dionysius i n 355 arid though 
et one time a member of the Semiarian p a r t y , he i s u s u a l l y 
associated w i t h the Valens group. 

Since Ursecius, Valens, Gaius,"Kegasius and J u s t i n u s were a l l 
legates of the synod of Ariminum, i t i s q u i t e probable t h a t 
Auxentius also acted i n t h i s c apacity; he could be includea i n the 
"ceteris Ariminensis synodi l e g a t i s " E V I I I , 1 p.174 L . 6 , 7. 

et Ursacium ac Valentem - Ursacius and Valens were l e a d i n g 
exponents of Arianism i n the West and as such were i n constant 
c o n f l i c t w i t h H i l a r y . They must have been born c.300 or even 
e a r l i e r because they were a c t i v e l y engaged i n the controversy a t 
the time of A r i u s ' r e c a l l from e x i l e . Indeed they probably 
adopted the A r i a n p o i n t o f view from contact w i t h Arius d u r i n g the 
l a t t e r 1 s e x i l e i n I l l y r i c u m . E s s e n t i a l l y c o u r t i e r bishops, despite 
various changes of f o r t u n e , they seem to have r e t a i n e d t h e i r 
influence at c o u r t almost t o the end of t h e i r l i v e s 2 3 . 

Like/ 
'.otes. 
22. see H i l . c. Aux. 
'•'3« The l a s t mention of e i t h e r of them i n h i s t o r y t e l l s how Valens 

obtained the r e c a l l of the A r i a n Eunomius from e x i l e i n 3&7 
( P h i l o s t . H.E. IX, 8). 
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' Like most of t h e i r p a r t y , though A r i a n a t h e a r t , they f r e ­
quently changed'their views outwardly to s u i t the times. 

P.45 L.15 Gaium - Gaius i s f r e q u e n t l y mentioned along w i t h Valens 
and Ursacius and presumably belonged l i k e the others to the province 

24 • • of I l l y r i c u m . A V, 1 proves h i s presence a t Arimmum, and 
despite h i s condemnation there along w i t h Ursacius, Valens and 
Germinius^? he was a legate of the Western synod a t Constantinople^? 

Later he associates h i m s e l f w i t h Valens, Ursacius and Paulus i n the 
27 

l e t t e r to Germinius ' . 

L.16 Megasium et Iustinum - both were legates of the synod of 
Ariminum at Constantinople . The l a t t e r i s probably t o be 
i d e n t i f i e d v/ith the J u s t i n u s present a t the synod of Nike 2 <^. 
i.Iegasius i s mentioned i n A'VI, p.87 L.f> as being i n the Valens group 
6t Ariminum. 

L.17 sq. i u x t a f r a t r i s . . n e g a v i t - the d i s t i n c t i o n made again-^ 
between the l e t t e r o f the Easterns and the p r o f e s s i o n of H i l a r y 1 • i s 

f u r t h e r proof f o r H i l a r y being-present i n person at t h i s c o u n c i l of 
Paris. 

L.18 horum L.20 eorum - i . e . Ursacius, Valens and the others. 
notes. 
24. ef.Ath. Ep. ad Epictetum i n Post Nicene L i b r a r y vol.4 

p.570 No LIX. 
25. A IX, 3 c f A V., 3. 
26. 3 V I I I , 1. 
27. E V. 
2b. . B V I I I , 1 n. 174 L . 5 , 6 . 
29. A V, 3 v. 86 L.2. 
30. cf.p.4-5 L .8,13. 



L.i?' olasphemias - c f L.12 note. 

L.20 sacerdotes arost a t a s - Federal ana Schiktanz-^ are of the 
opinion t h a t the nhra.se a r p l i e s only t o the de p o s i t i o n s ' a t Con-

s tantinorle-J - >. V/hile tnere i s no douot that\oishops woula be 
thinking' e s p e c i a l l y of those recent happenings , there see.us no 
reason why i t shoula not have a wider reference' to include a l l those 
unv/orthily e l e c t e d t o the sees of the e x i l e d bishops e.g. Auxentius 
intruded i n place of Dionysius who was e x i l e d at i.;iian 355-

g.21,22 aut i g n o r a t i o n e aut impietate - i t i s possible the-z some of 
ine persons .elected t o the sees of ex i l e a bishops - and .many of 
those agreeing w i t h t h e i r e l e c t i o n - would ei i h er not know tne f u l l 
facts of the case, or i f they d i d , would not understand the com­
p l i c a t e d issues at stake aid vo u l d accent' the see i n Oooa f a i t h ; 
others - probably the m a j o r i t y - would accept the sees, f u l l y aware 
of the si n they were committing. 

L.23, 24 i n t r a G a l i i a s - the Council regards i t s e l f not as a mere 
P r o v i n c i a l , but as a n a t i o n a l one, c l a i m i n g to sp eak f o r the whole 
of Caul ana e s s e r t i n ^ t h a t i t s decisions are v a l i d f o r the whole o f 
Jaul. cf. p.4'-. L.4 ab omnibus C a l l i c a n i s episcopis. I t seems very 
probable t h a t there would be representatives from the whole of Gaul 
pre cent at the Council. 
"Jnlike/ 
..otes. 
'1. 3 t u d i e n l p . ^ 3 . 
32. p. 40. 
3̂- e.g. kTudoxius of Antioch took over the see of ̂ acedonius of Constantinople (Socr. 11.VI. I I , 42, 43. Soz. 11.3. I I , 24,2?), 
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•;-iii'.'5 England, where the State euoptea the Church's t e r r i t o r i a l 
f events, Gaul had e a r l y been h i g h l y developed i n t o various 
^ i c t r i c t s f o r c i v i l purposes by the State, so t h a t when the Church i 
^ j l came to plan out i t s episcopate, i t found an o r g a n i s a t i o n 
f-^r-^oy prepared f o r i t . 

At, t h i s time the c h i e f c i v i l d i v i s i o n s of the province of Gaul were: 
rbor.ensis, A q u i t a i n e , Lugdunensis, B e l g i c a - , and these were adopte 

:y the Church i n Gaul f o r her own o r g a n i s a t i o n and admini s t r a t i on 
f-fter the Council of Antioch 3 4 1 ^ and the '.Vestem synoa o f Sardica 
Y-2 vvliich mediated the canons of Antioch t o the V/est. 

~.-'i5 L.25 - p.46 L . l necue enim. . iudicandus - t r a n s l . "For, not to 
.nontion other t h i n g s , n e i t h e r w i l l he be judged worthy of s a n c t i t y 
In respect of the name of bishop ( l i t . o f f i c e of bishop) who e i t h e r 
permits an o p p o r t u n i t y of preaching (sc.those blasphemies) by not 
condemning (them) or s t r i v e s against God and the majesty of the only 
bc-gotten God, C h r i s t , by t h i n k i n g otherwise than as we t h i n k concern 
ing the expression "omousion". 

L.l - 7 a quo (sc. sacerdotio) . . .fecerunt - i n no other-
contemporary document i s t h i s i n c i d e n t concerning Saturninus 
.-.er.tioned. But i n Sulp. Sev. Chron.II , 45 the f o l l o w i n g passage i s 
iV-ni; "P.esistebat sanis c o n c i l i i s Saturninus Arelatensiu.ii 
•*•-:scopus, v i r sane pessimus et ingenio malo pravoo^ue.Verum etiam 
':c.eter haeresis infamiam m u l t i s atque i n f a n d i s c r i m i n i b u s convictus 

> t e s . 
For f u r t h e r i n f o r m a t i o n see Duchesne Pastes 3p; "Breviarium 

.L. Foif. F e s t i " ; Lavisse " H i s t , de France" v o l . l ' p t . I I . 
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ccclesia 'eiectus est*, " he may t h e r e f o r e have been r e l y i n g on t h i s 
letter- f o r h i s i n f o r m a t i o n . 

Gaturninum - Gaturninus was the e i g h t h • bishop of Aries coding 
^etv/e^n Valentinus and Artemius. He f i r s t came i n t o prominence 
v.-.ien as bishop of A r i e s he presided at the c o u n c i l h e l d there i n 3^3 

ho alone, among a l l the l e a d i n g G a l l i c bishops, supported the cause 
Arianisn . I n 356 he was again pr esident a t the c o u n c i l of Hosiers 
which e x i l e d H i l a r y - the l a t t e r - indeed regarded him as the c h i e f 
perpetrator of h i s e x i l e I t i s pjobable t h a t he was one o f 

1 

the legates sent by the synod of Ariminum to the Emperor at 
Constantinople, cf. H i l . ad Const. I I , 3 . 

h.2,3 iam Saturninum..iam l i t t e r a s - the emphasis on the "iam" i s 
noteworthy - already before t h i s Saturninus has been condemned. 
So (1) there i s no need to condemn him again - the previous condemna­
t i o n s t i l l stands. (2) they have thus an e a r l i e r ' a u t h o r i t y f o r the 
step they are now taking'. 

H'.c previous condemnation of Saturninus i s mentioned i n (a) n i l . 
Const. 2 " A f t e r the e x i l e of Paulinas, Eusebius, L u c i f e r , and 

Gionysius 5 years ago, along w i t h the G a l l i c a n oianops I broke o f f 
communion vri t h Saturninus, Valens and Ursacius ". (b) n i l . He Syn. 2 
"After t h a t , you had denied him ( i . e . Saturninus) communion f o r the 

olo three years u n t i l now". 

.mtee • 
H i l . De Syn. 2 ad C o n s t . I I , 3. 



77 -

L.2 s t a t u t i s salubribus - i . e . the Hicene creed. 

L.3 secundum f r a t r u m . . . l i t t e r a s - these l e t t e r s are not now 
preserved and so i t i s impossible e x a c t l y t o determine t h e i r authors 
or the time of w r i t i n g . They might have been w r i t t e n by Gallicans 
about the time of Beziers; ox- w r i t t e n t o H i l a r y i n e x i l e and shown 
by him t o the Easterns when at Constantinople.cf. Hi 1. De Syn. 2; 

or w r i t t e n from some of the p r o v i n c i a l synods held i n Gaul since 
Hila r y ' s r e t u r n from e x i l e . 

p.4-6 L.5 V e t e r a . . . crimina - e.g. the P a r t he had played i n spxravin--
the e x i l e of orthodox G a l l i c a n bishops such as H i l a r y 3 1. 

L.6 e p i s t o l i s suis - None of these l e t t e r s have survived but i t i s 
probable t h a t , j u s t as the Hicenes were sending out l e t t e r s i n order 
to win support end strengthen t h e i r p o s i t i o n (such as the one under 
discussion), so Saturninus would be doing the same. He would 
possibly be t r y i n g t o make known as widely as possible the decrees 
of the Council o f Constantinople 360. 

CONCLUSION. This i s a most i n t e r e s t i n g l e t t e r showing t h a t despite 
ihe lac.-; of knowledge on both sides and the doubts and suspicions 
purnosely f o s t e r e d by the Arians, some degree .of understanding- and 
agreement was s t i l l p ossible between East and West i n face of the 
Arian danger. There i s no doubt t h a t the d i s a s t e r s a t 
Constantinople 3^0 ( o f which another glimpse i s given i n B V I I I ) 
• •otes. 
}7. _ T-T-M . Po C N r ~ ^ 



p r e c i p i t a t e d t h i s quest f o r an a l l i a n c e . To orthodox V/e sterns and 
Semiarian Easterns a mutual a l l i a n c e would seem the only way of 
counteracting the Homoean v i c t o r y a t Constantinople, and as great 
haste would be necessary t o meet t h i s c r i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n , i t i s 
probable t h a t the Easterns' l e t t e r was w r i t t e n and the synod of 
Paris h e l d before the autumn of 3^0« The anger revealed i n the 
Jali i c a n s ' l e t t e r concerning the events a t Arim.inum, Nike' and 
Cors t a n t i n o p l e i n d i c a t e s t h a t the l e t t e r must have been v / r i t t e n 
s h o r t l y a f t e r those c o u n c i l s , when the dec e i t s p r a c t i s e d by the 
Arians were s t i l l f r e s h i n the p u b l i c mind and the cause of much 
embarrassment and wrath i n a n t i - A r i a n c i r c l e s . The date 3^0 
is also supported by the choice of Paris as the meeting-place f o r 
the Council. This c i t y had only r e c e n t l y come i n t o prominence 
because of the Caesar J u l i a n ' s using i t as h i s headquarters and 
fa v o u r i t e place of residence, and i t seems reasonable to suppose 
that the G a l l i c a n bishops had chosen i t i n an e f f o r t t o g a i n J u l i a n 1 

favour, when the l a t t e r was s t i l l i n Gaul and had s t i l l not shown 
v/here h i s r e a l sympathies lay.38 . 

From the contents of the l e t t e r , i t has been seen t h a t the 
bishops addressed are Easterns who, though not wh o l l y accepting the 
terms "usia" and "homoousios", s t i l l f e e l drawn t o Western supporter 
of these terms through mutual o p p o s i t i o n t o &: d e t e s t a t i o n of the 
Arian h e r e t i c s , and are presumably r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the Semiarian 
parti-/ 
Notes . 
3'3. For these reasons B l o n d e l l " L i b . de primatu" p. 127-8 and Faber 

Praef. 18 P.L.X c o l 900 -1 seem wrong i n d a t i n g i t 366 and 362 
r e s p e c t i v e l y . 
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^ a r t y a t C o n s t a n t i n o p l e . 
Thai- t h e r e a l i n s p i r o r o f t h i s c o u n c i l o f Far-is was H i l a r y i s 

not doubted, b u t t h e r e i s c o n s i d e r a b l e d i v e r g e n c e o f o p i n i o n as t o 

v.Tietner H i l a r y h i m s e l f was t h e r e i n perso n or i n s t i g a t e d i t p u r e l y 

by l e t t e r . F a b e r i V , Reinkens 4 0,<*-Gum-/ierus 4 1 t h i n k he v/as p r e s e n t . 

^ u s t a n t 4 " ^ , V i e h h a u s e r 4 3 , - f S c h i k t a n z ^ t a k e the o p p o s i t e view. 

According t o S c h i k t a n z t h e Easterns had w r i t t e n t o H i l a r y w h i l e he 

was s t i l l a t C o n s t a n t i n o p l e and he i n t u r n had s e n t t h e i r l e t t e r 

w i t h one o f h i s own t o h i s G a i l i c a n b r e t h r e n . But t r i e Galileans.', 

l e t t e r (A I ) g i v e s no i n d i c a t i o n o f t h i s h a v i n g happened, no 

reference i s made t o H i l a r y ' s absence f r o m t h e c o u n c i l or t o any 

l e t t e r w r i t t e n by him, i n d e e d t h e t h r e e passages i n which t h e 

JaH i c a n s m e n t i o n H i l a r y d e f i n i t e l y g i v e t h e i m p r e s s i o n t h a t he was 

present 4"^. 

The c-etter e x p l a n a t i o n seems t o be that- H i l a r y had r e c e i v e d th< 

l e t t e r w h i l e a t C o n s t a n t i n o p l e ( r a t h e r t h a n had i t sent t o him as 

he inkens p.248 a s s e r t s c f " c r e d i d i s t i s " p.43 L .19), had c a r r i e d i t 

p e r s o n a l l y w i t h him on h i s r e t u r n f r o m e x i l e , and had maoe t h i s 

l e t t e r a reason f o r t h e summoning o f t h e C o u n c i l o f Par-is, w h i c h he 

himse l f a t t e n d e d . 

S c h i k t a n z / 

otes. 
;. P r a e f . 1 8 . 
0. p.248, 250. 
1. n.172 -3 . 
2. r.L. X c o l . 709-710 note ( d ) , 
3- p. 32. 
. p . 4 0 - 1 . 

j- p.43 L . l 8 , 1 9 "ex l i t t e r i s v e s t r i s . . I - I i l a r i o c r e d i d i s t i s " ; P « 4^ 
L .8,13 "ex i i t t e r i s v e s t r i s . . H i i a r i u s n u n t i a v e r i t " ( S c h i k t a n z 
s t r a i n s t h e meaning o f " n u n t i a r e " t o cover a w r i t t e n com;iiunica 
t i o n , b u t even i f t h i s were so, one would s t i l l e xpect t h e 
a d d i t i o n a l " i n l i t t e r i s s u i s " i n d i s t i n c t i o n t o L . 8 ) ; p.4? 
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S c h i k t a n z i s a l s o o f t h e o p i n i o n t h a t t h e approach o f 

"liomoousian" and "Homoiousian" f i t s t h e s i t u a t i o n i n S e i e u c i a i n t 

l a s t months o f 359. There i s no doubt that. H i l a r y had t a k e n t h e 

o r r o r t u n i t y a t S e i e u c i a t o promote b e t t e r r e l a t i o n s between I l i c e n e 

aid Semiarian. But t h e r e i s no reason t o suppose t h a t t h i s work 

•,vas n o t c o n t i n u e d a t C o n s t a n t i n o p l e ; i n d e e d , as events proved, i t 

became a l l t h e more u r g e n t and necessary t h e r e . 

As f u r t h e r s u p p o r t t o h i s case, S c h i k t a n z c i t e s S a i p i c i u s 
46 

Severus' s t a t e m e n t t h a t H i l a r y r e t u r n e d t o h i s c o u n t r y oy a 

roundabout v/ay, and from t h i s concludes t h a t he would have sent h i ; 

communication t o h i s G a l l i c b r e t h r e n w i t h more s;oeed; t h e presump­

t i o n b e i n g t h a t a f t e r a l o n g e x i l e and w i t h Nicene a f f a i r s i n such 

p e r i l o u s p l i g h t H i l a r y was i n no h u r r y t o r e t u r n home ana had by 

i n c l i n a t i o n chosen t h i s l o n g r o u t e . T h i s o f t h e man whose a n x i e t y 

and concern' f o r h i s homeland i s so s t r i k i n g l y d e m onstrated i n h i s 

"De Synodis". The more r e a s o n a b l e e x p l a n a t i o n i s t h a t H i l a r y had 

chosen t h i s roundabout journeyv.not o f h i s own f r e e w i l l - a f t e r h i s 

long e x i l e he would n a t u r a l l y be anxious t o r e t u r n as o u i c r c l y as 

possible t o h i s own p r o p e r sphere o f l a b o u r i n o r d e r a t such a gr a v 

c r i s i s t o conduct m a t t e r s i n perso n r a t h e r t h a n m e r e l y by l e t t e r -

the choice would be f o r c e d upon him by t h e u n s e t t l e d p o l i t i c a l 

E d i t i o n s o f t h e t i m e . The P e r s i a n war s t i l l d i s t u r b e d t h e Emnir 

f.r.d o r d i n a r y t r a v e l l i n g w ould be d i s r u p t e d . That he d i d n o t waste 

••uch t i m e on t h e way home i s proved by r. I e r t i n ' s f a i l u r e t o c o n t a c t 

'•otes. 
^ . i n h i s V i t a M a r t i n i 6. 
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. . 4-7 
him a t Rome and t h e i r meet i n f . e v e n t u a l l y o n l y a t P o i t i e r s . 

That H i l a r y was the i n s p i r o r o f t h e c o u n c i l o f P a r i s and was 

h i m s e l f p r e s e n t i s s u p p o r t e d (1) f r o m the i n t e r n a l evidence o f t h e 

l e t t e r i t s e l f 4 8 - , (2) by S u l p i c i u s Severus' s t a t e m e n t i r i - h i s 

C h r o n i c l e I I , 4-5 t h a t H i l a r y h e l d f r e q u e n t c o u n c i l s i n Gaul a f t e r 

h i s r e t u r n f r o m e x i l e i n o r d e r t o combat A r i e n i s m . 

P o l i t i c a l c o n d i t i o n s a t t h i s p a r t i c u l a r t i m e f a v o u r e d t h e 

work o f r e c l a m a t i o n and r e c o n c i l i a t i o n t o w h i c h H i l a r v and t h e 

other G a l l i c a i b i s h o p s s e t themselves and o f which t h i s c o u n c i l o f 

Pa r i s i s a t y p i c a l example. For i n l/ia;- 360 J u l i a n , t h e Caesar o f 

Gaul, r e v o l t e d a g a i n s t t h e Emperor C o n s t a n t i u s ana thus was removed 

the p r i n c i p a l source of* A r i a n s t r e n g t h i n t h e West. J u l i a n showed 

• en a t t i t u d e o f i n d i f f e r e n c e towards t r i e I v i c e n e - A r i a n d i s n u t e , and 

w i t h o u t t h e i m p e r i a l f a v o u r A r i a n i s m . w h i c h had never been v e r y 

s t r o n g i n Gaul, wag bound- t o g i v e way b e f o r e d e t e r m i n e d Hicene 

a t t a c k s . S a t u m i n u s , as l e a d e r o f t h e A r i a n s i n Gaul, was 

n a t u r a l l y t h e c e n t r e o f a t t a c k , and w i t h h i s f a l l t h e A r i p r . 

i n Gaul was soon d e s t r o y e d 4 ' . Though th e y had f a l l e n a t Ariminum, 

tne m a j o r i t y o f the G a l i l e a n b i s h o p s were n o t a t t r a c t e d by A r i a n i s m 

r-.r.d renounced i t a t t h e e a r l i e s t o p p o r t u n i t y . 

I n / 

-?• G u l p . S e v , V i t a i v l a r t i n i A,7. 
e.g. i n § 2 t h e e v i d e n t care o f t h e V/es t e r n s to- show c i e a r l 
what t h e y mean by "homoousios" and " u s i a " and t h e i r a n x i e t ! 
t o a v o i d a charge o f S a b e l l i a n i s m i s exa c t par-li«'1 i*"" 
H i l a r y * s e f f o r t s i n h i s "Be Gynodis" and o f h i s c o n d u c t " a t 
S e l e u c i a . I t i s a l s o confii-med f r o m t h e o t h e r passages 
a l r e a d y g i v e n where m e n t i o n i s made o f h i a. 

49. Gulp. Sev. C h r o n . I I , 45. ' . 
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I n a i l t h i s work ' T i l e r y too'.c a l e a d i n g p a r t ; S u i p i c i u s 

.j^/ciuc indeed c l a i m s t h a t i t was by h i s e f f o r t s alone t h a t Gaul 

v;cr cleansed f r o m t h e A r i a n h e r e s y . 

This l e t t e r o f t h e G a l i l e a n b i s h o p s , t h e r e f o r e , ' msXez an 

i m p o r t a n t c o n t r i b u t i o n to'waidc our u n d e r s t a n d i n g of t h e A r i a n 

c o n t r o v e r s y i n shcv/ing <1) t h a t t h e r e was a p o s s i b i l i t y o f u n i o n 

between ?,zst ana West ana o f s y n t h e s i s betwesn "honoousios" and 

"homoiousios". (2) t h a t H i l a r y had done something t o remove the 

s u s p i c i o n s between E a s t e r n Semiarians and Western Xicenes by h i s 

"Da Synodis" and by h i s speech a t S e l e u c i a . (3) t h a t Caul a t l e a s t 

was not overwhelmed by t h e d i s a s t e r s a t Ariminum, S e l c u e i a and 

C o n s t a n t i n o p l e b u t was d e t e r m i n e d t o overcome them, and s t i l l h e l d 

f i r m l y t o t h e Nicene c r e e d . 

Throughout t h e whole l e t t e r , t h e i n s u l a r i t y o f t h e G a l l i c 

t i chops i s a p p a r e n t . T h e i r main i n t e r e s t i s i n Western a f f a i r s , 

i n j u s t i f y i n g themselves a g a i n s t t h e charge o f S a b e l i l a n i s . n , i n 

e x p l a i n i n g the f a l l a t Ariminum and I7i>e7 t h e b i s h o p s conaemned 

••.ave a l l d i r e c t c o n n e c t i o n w i t h t h e 'Vest, and the o n l y r e f e r e n c e 

io C o n s t a n t i n o p l e i s i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h t h e conduct o f t h e l e g a t e s 

of the c o u n c i l o f Ariminum. 
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Tories A I I . L e t t e r o f ii'usebius o f V e r c e l l i t o Gregory o f 

:_ivira c. 3o0. 

[I) Dusebius compliments G-regory f o r h i s r e s i s t a n c e t o Ossius and 

his r e p u d i a t i o n o f t h e many b i s h o p s who f e l l a t Ariminumi and 

-..-.tared i n t o communion w i t h . V a l e n s , O'rsacius and t h e i r p a r t y . 

He thanks him f o r h i s k i n d remembrance o f him, e x h o r t s him t o 

re:r.ain s t e a d f a s t i n h i s defence o f t h e Nicene f a i t h , and t o renounce 

a l l r e l a t i o n s w i t h h y p o c r i t e s , - and on t h a t c o n d i t i o n promises him 

f e l l o w s h i p . ( 2 ) Now s u f f e r i n g h i s t h i r d e x i l e , he t e l l s how 

his own e x p e r i e n c e has shown him t h a t t h e hope o f t h e A r i a n s l i e s 

not i n themselves b u t s o l e l y i n t h e i m p . e r i a l f a v o u r . He asks 

Gregory t o w r i t e a g a i n and t e l l him how h i s work o f r e s t o r a t i o n 

and r e c o n c i l i a t i o n p r o g r e s s e s . The l e t t e r ends w i t h a s a l u t a t i o n 

from a l l t h o s e p r e s e n t w i t h . E u sebius. 

This l e t t e r has been p r e s e r v e d o n l y i n H i l a r y ' s work. Besides 

Faber-Constant, B a r o n i u s ad ann.357 n.XXXV has e d i t e d i t . V a r i o u s 
1 

t i t l e s have been g i v e n t o t h e l e t t e r through.some MSS. h a v i n g 
2 

::oon i n f l u e n c e d by t h e f o r m o f t h e s u b s c r i p t i o n j 

?.46 1.11 s a n c t i s s i m o - on t h i s f o r m see C o n c l u s i o n . 

• ozes. 

e.g. t h e one f o l l o w e d by C o u s t a n t . 
see Feder p.46 1.11 note i n app. c r i t . 



Gregorio - t h e s u b s c r i p t i o n r e v e a l s t h a t t h i s Gregory i s a b i s h o p 

of Spain and i t i s commonly a c c e p t e d ^ t h a t he i s Gregory o f E l v i r a 

(near Grenada). I n t h e l i t e r a t u r e o f h i s ovm t i m e , Gregory's see 

i s r a r e l y mentioned; he i s c a l l e d o n l y "episcopus H i s p a n i a r u m or 

I l i s p a n i e n s i s " , b u t Jerome ̂ De V i r . i l l . 105 ? g i v e s : "GregoriU3 

B a e t i c u s , E l i b e r i e p i s c o p u s " . L i t t l e i s known about t h e l i f e 

of Gregory and v e r y d i f f e r e n t e s t i m a t e s have been formed o f him. 

Garas^ has done a g r e a t d e a l o f work on him b u t u n f o r t u n a t e l y t h i s 

v/ork i s marred by h i s b i a s a g a i n s t Gregory. His main c o n t e n t i o n 

i s t h a t Ossius i s f r e e f r o m t h e t a i n t o f h e r e s y and he condemns 

Gregory as t h e a u t h o r o f what he c o n s i d e r s t o be c a l u m n i e s a g a i n s t 

Ossius. A c c o r d i n g t o Gams, Gregory f e l l i n t o heresy a t Ariminum, 

and he g i v e s t h e f o l l o w i n g reasons i n s u p p o r t o f h i s v i e w : ( 1 ) he 

r e j e c t s t h e c l a i m o f t h i s l e t t e r o f Eusebius t o be c o n s i d e r e d i n 

f a v o u r of Gregory on t h e ground t h a t E u s e b i u s ' o n l y source o f 

i n f o r m a t i o n would be Gregory's own l e t t e r o f s e l f - c o n d e m n a t i o n . 

But i t i s e v i d e n t f r o m h i s l e t t e r t o t h e Church a t V e r c e l l l ! t h a t 

Susebius was i n communication w i t h o t h e r p e r s o n s , and i t t h e r e f o r e 

3eems v e r y u n l i k e l y t h a t t h e o n l y source of i n f o r m a t i o n a v a i l a b l e 

t o him on t h e i m p o r t a n t events a t Ariminum and Nike was Gregory's 

l e t t e r . A l s o i t i s n o t a p p a r e n t what advantage Gregory c o u l d 

hope t o g a i n by t h u s d e c e i v i n g S u s e b i u s . Sooner o r l a t e r t h e 

l a t t e r / 

Notes. 
3. e.g. Gams I I , 256, Couotant c o l . 713 ( b ) . S c h i h t a n z p.42. 
4. K i r c h e n g e s c h i c h t e von Spanien I I , 256-9, 279-82, 310sq. 

itegensburg 1854. 
5. i n P.L. X I I . 
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l a t t e r would d i s c o v e r t h e t r u t h and condemn Gregory f o r h i s 

j-sception, and'by i m p u g n i n g h i s a u t h o r i t y and i n t e g r i t y , make i t 

•.veil-nigh i m p o s s i b l e f o r him ever t o t a k e a l e a d i n g p a r t i n c h u r c h 

a f f a i r s i n f u t u r e . . I n t e r n a l e vidence f r o m t h e l e t t e r - i t s e l f , 

IOOJseems t o suggest t h a t 3 u s e b i u s has much f u l l e r i n f o r m a t i o n 

about Gregory t h a n he would o b t a i n f r o m a l e t t e r . ( 2 ) he 

asserts t h a t a c c o r d i n g t o a l l o t h e r a u t h o r i t i e s , n o t one o f t h e 

bishops o f Ariminum s t o o d f i r m . T h i s i s not q u i t e a c c u r a t e . 
7 

J u l i a n t h e P e l a g i a n s t a t e s t h a t aoout seven had remained f a i t h f u l 

to Nicaea. But i n any case t h e r e i s no d e f i n i t e e v i d e n c e t h a t 

Gregory was a t Ariminum. Gams' o n l y b a s i s f o r s a y i n g t h a t he 

was i s t h e r a t h e r shaky one o f i d e n t i f y i n g him w i t h ohe G r e g o r i u s 

r.entioned among t h e l e g a t e s a t Nike . I t seems more r e a s o n a b l e 
to suppose t h a t he was n o t p r e s e n t a t Ariminum because ( a ) i f he ! 

had been p r e s e n t and g i v e n way, he c o u l d never have r i s e n t o 

l e a d e r s h i p o f t h e L u c i f e r i a n party." Even i f h i s f r i e n d s had been i 
I 

v / i l l i n g t o o v e r l o o k t h i s l a p s e , h i s enemies v/ould c e r t a i n l y n o t ; 
i 

have been slow t o t a k e advantage o f i t . ( b ) i f he had been i 

present and r e s i s t e d , he would almost c e r t a i n l y have been sen t ; 

i n t o e x i l e , b u t i n t h e i r " L i b e l l u s precum" P a u s t i n u s and . 

l.'.arcellinus make no m e n t i o n o f t h i s , r a t h e r t h e y s t a t e t h a t he had • 

never s u f f e r e d t h i s punishment- Moreover t h e st a t e m e n t t h a t j 

he had r e f u s e d h i s a s s e n t t o v e r y many who had f a l l e n a t Arim i n u m r/ 

r.eed/ 

"otes. ; 
c f , n o t e on p.46 L.19 "hoc v i v i s p r o p o s i t o " and L.22 "quibus 
potes t r a c t a t i b u s " . 

7. i n A u g u s t i n e " I r a p e r f . Opus c . I u l i a n u m I , 75 P.L.XLV.col 1101 
c i . A V, 3 p. do L. 2. ' ' 3- L i b . p r e c . l o . : 
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need n o t a t a l l i m p l y t h a t Gregory was p r e s e n t i n p e r s o n a t t h e 

Co u n c i l . 

Gams' t h e o r y must t h e r e f o r e be r e j e c t e d . But t h e r e i s no doubt 

t h a t he i s r i g h t i n a c c e p t i n g t h e evidence o f t h e " L i b e l l u s p r e cum. 
10 

as t o t h e l e a d i n g p a r t p l a y e d by Gregory i n t h e L u c i f e r i a n p a r t y 

P l o r e s " ^ i s u n w i l l i n g t o a l l o w t h i s because o f t h e many i n a c c u r a c ­

ies f o u n d i n t h a t book. I n t h i s " c a s e , however, i t s e v i d e n c e i s 
12 

s t r e n g t h e n e d by a s t a t e m e n t o f Jerome i n h i s C h r o n i c l e where he 

a s s o c i a t e s Gregory w i t h L u c i f e r o f C a g l i a r i and says t h a t t h e 

l a t t e r w i t h G r e g o r i u s , a Spanish, and P h i l o , a L i b y a n b i s h o p ^ 

"nunquam se A r i a n a e m i s c u i t p r a v i t a t i " . 

In h i s De v i r . i l l . 1 0 5 Jerome has i n s e r t e d t h e f o l l o w i n g n o t i c e 

about Gregory: " G r e g o r i u s 3 a e t i c u s , S l i b e r i e p i s c o p u s , usque ad 

ext remain senectutera d i v e r s o s m e d i o c r i sermone t r a c t a t u s c o m p o s u i t , 

et de Fi d e elegantem l i b r u m , q u i hodieque superesse d i c i t u r " . 

There has been much s p e c u l a t i o n as t o t h e book "De F i d e " . The 

B o l l a n d i s t s 1 ^ c o n c l u de "etiamnura l a t e t " . C e i l l i e r ^ c o n s i d e r s i t 

to be a t r e a t i s e v a r i o u s l y a s c r i b e d t o Gregory o f Naaianzus., • 

Ambrose, or V i g i l i u s o f Thapsus, w h i c h , however, i s a t t r i b u t e d t o 

Phoebadius o f Agen 1- 5 and i s p r i n t e d among h i s works by Iv.'igne 1 • 

Gams-*-̂  t h i n k s t h a t a t r e a t i s e "De T r i n i t a t e " , f o r m e r l y a s c r i b e d t o 

Gregory/ 
' f\ T p r; 
10. eg. L i b . p r e c . 9, 10, 20, 25, 27. 
11. EST). Sagr. X I I , 121 ( M a d r i d 1704). 
12. P.L. X X V I I , 695. 
U. A c t a S.3. A p . I l l , 270, 
14. "A.uteurs sacre's" V I , 59 ( P a r i s 1737 e d ) . 
15. H i s t . l i t t . de l a France I , p t . I I , 273-276. 
15. P'.L. xx. \\. 
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j re g ory, 'though r e a l l y w r i t t e n by F a u s t i n u s ( o f t h e L i b . p r e c . ) , 

i s the work t o which. Jerome a l l u d e s . He c o n s i d e r s t h a t Jerome was 

..-.isieci by Gregory c l a i m i n g t h e book as h i s own, w h i c h , a c c o r d i n g t o 

his i d e a s , he c o u l d r i g h t f u l l y do. '"he i d e a l o f t h e e a r l y Church, 

v.-liich Gregory wished t o r e s t o r e , i n c l u d e d t h e r i g h t o f common 

p r o p e r t y , w h i c h c o u l d presumably c o v e r w r i t i n g s . Gregory, t h e n 

as head of t h e p a r t y , so Gams c o n c l u d e s , might c l a i m a work 

composed by one o f h i s f o l l o w e r s . V/hile t h e t h e o r y w h i c h 

a t t r i b u t e s t h e "He f i d e " t o Phoebadius o f Agen has s t i l l i t s 

s u p p o r t e r s °y "vVilmart and M o r i n have done much t o d i s c r e d i t i t 

and secure r e c o g n i t i o n f o r Gregory as t h e r e a l a u t h o r . Ivlorin was 

also t h e f i r s t t o a t t r i b u t e t h e " T r a c t a t u s C r i g e n i s " t o Gregory 

and t h i s was s u p p o r t e d by Y/ilmart. The l a t t e r l a t e r r e d i s c o v e r e d 

another work of Gregory v i z . t h e " T r a c t a t u s i n C a n t i c i s Canticorum'^ 

i n s e r t e d by G. Heine i n h i s " B i b l i o t h e c a a necdotorum" 1^. 

Thus have been r e c o v e r e d s e v e r a l o f t h e t r a c t a t e s o f Gregory l o n g 

considered l o s t . 

The date o f Gregory's d e a t h i s u n c e r t a i n . I f t h e " q u i " i n 
P I 

Jerome's statement"" r e f e r s t o Gregory h i m s e l f and n o t t o h i s 

book, he would s t i l l b e a l i v e c.392. 

Votes. '" 
e.g. Durengues "La q u e s t i o n du "De f i d e " (Agen, 1909). 

13. L e i p z i g 1645 
20. see V/ilmart i n " B u l l . L i t t . S e c i e s . 1905 p.233sq. H o r i n i n 

"Rev. d ' h i s t . e t de l i t t . • r e l . 1 9 0 0 p.l45sq.~ and Rev. Ben.1002 
p.229sq.. 

21. see above. 
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1.11. Eusebius - t h a t t h e Eusebius here mentioned i s t h e 

.'.•.or; of V e r c e l l i i s g a t h e r e d both, f r o m t h e d e t a i l s g i v e n i n t h e 
22 

: .-jer i t s e l f and f r o m t h e s i m i l a r i t y o f t h i s l e t t e r w i t h t h e 
1-2 known t o have been w r i t t e n by Eusebius of V e r c e l l i ^ . 

, ...'obius o f V e r c e l l i stands i n t h e f o r e f r o n t o f t h e d e f e n d e r s o f 

.i'icene Creed i n t h e m i d d l e o f t h e f o u r t h c e n t u r y . Re was b o r n 

.. S a r d i n i a b u t t h e date o f h i s b i r t h i s n o t known. H i s f i r s t 

.-."jarance i n h i s t o r y i s as a " r e a d e r " a t Rome, and he became 

nop of V e r c e l l i i n 340. N o t h i n g e v e n t f u l seems t o have t a k e n 

-lace i n t h e f i r s t y e a r s o f h i s e p i s c o p a t e , b u t i n 354 he was asked 

hj L i b e r i u s o f Rome t o j o i n L u c i f e r , P a n c r a t i u s and H i l a r y i n an 

.-..-.bassy t o C o n s t a n t i u s t o r e q u e s t t h e summoning of a c o u n c i l w h i c h 
24 

.. i g i l t decide t h e c o n t r o v e r s y between Nicene and A r i a n . When 
M-.io c o u n c i l was d u l y h e l d i n K i l a n 355? S u s e b i u s , p r o b a b l y f o r e -

..:oir.g the r e s u l t , was a t f i r s t u n w i l l i n g t o a t t e n d b u t l a t e r 

changed h i s mind a f t e r u r g e n t e n t r e a t i e s f r o m t h e Nice n e s , A r i a n s 
25 

r..-:d C o n s t a n t i u s h i m s e l f . T h i s u r g e n c y makes a l l t n e more 

j t r a n g e t h e t r e a t m e n t he r e c e i v e d when he d i d e v e n t u a l l y a r r i v e 

I.'ilan. For t h e f i r s t t e n days a f t e r h i s a r r i v a l he was not 

..ilowed t o e n t e r t h e c o u n c i l , and when a t l a s t he was i n v i t e d 

:viong w i t h L u c i f e r , P a n c r a t i u s and H i l a r y , he was i m m e d i a t e l y asked 

'.o oign a condemnation o f A t h a n a s i u s . Eusebius a v o i d e d t h i s by 

;reducing/ 
e.g. h i s f i r m adherence t o t h e Nicene f a i t h , h i s t h r e e e x i l e s . 
P . L.XII. 

• J a f f e ' Reg. P o n t i f . I , 33.Mansi I I I , 204-5. 
\,-.3.ns± l l , 237. 
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•oducing a copy o f t h e Kicene c r e e d and a s k i n g a l l t o s u b s c r i b e 

order t o remove a l l s u s p i c i o n o f heresy. - T h i s , o f c o u r s e , 

g.rc'.v tne c o u n c i l i n t o c o n f u s i o n , and, t o a v o i d s i m i l a r o c c u r r e n c e s , 

:3 subsequent m e e t i n g s were h e l d i n t h e i m p e r i a l palace" 1 . 

.'..ore, t h r o u g h i m p e r i a l p r e s s u r e , t h e A r i a n s were a b l e t o secure 

.;.e e x i l e of Susebius and t h e o t h e r s who had r emained l o y a l t o 

.';hanasius. Susebius was e x i l e d t o S c y t h o p o l i s i n S y r i a where a 

?aii.vg A r i a n , P a t r o p h i l u s , was b i s h o p . L a t e r he was t r a n s f e r r e d 

.0 Cappadocia and t h e n t o Egypt. T h i s l e t t e r t o Gregory was 
27 

.Ti'cten d u r i n g h i s e x i l e i n t h e T h e b a i d i n Egypt . A f t e r t h e 

.ccession o f J u l i a n and t h e g e n e r a l amnesty w h i c h f o l l o w e d , 

'usebius went t o A l e x a n d r i a where he met A t h a n a s i u s . He t o o k a 

oading p a r t i n t h e synod w h i c h met t h e r e i n 362 and was sent t o 

n t i o c h w i t h a l e t t e r f r o m t h e c o u n c i l to*'the A n t i o c h e n e s c o n c e r n -

r.j the schism t h e r e . U n f o r t u n a t e l y , hoy/ever, L u c i f e r o f C a g l i a r i 

iad a r r i v e d a t A n t i o c h b e f o r e him and c o m p l i c a t e d i s s u e s by e l e c t i n g 

. r i v a l b i s h o p , P a u l i n u s . The r e s u l t was t h a t Eusebius had t o 

.oave w i t h h i s m i s s i o n unaccomplished. " A f t e r a t o u r o f t h e 

"astern churches, he went t o I l l y r i a and t h e n t o I t a l y where he 

oined f o r c e s v a t h H i l a r y i n an a t t e m p t t o r e - e s t a b l i s h t h e Nicene 

a i t h . Jerome p l a c e s h i s d e a t h i n 371. 
28 

'here are t h r e e l e t t e r s o f Eusebius e x t a n t ( 1 ) a b r i e f answer 
o/ 

-5. H i i . L i b . I ad Coinst. § 3 p . l 8 6 s a . A t h . H i s t . Ar.76 S u l o . Sev. 
Chron.1T, 39. 

"7. of. p. 47 L . l t e r t i o l a b o r a n t e s e x i l i o . 
-J. see P . L . X I I . 

http://Chron.1T


to C o n s t a n t i u s s a y i n g he would a t t e n d t h e c o u n c i l o f M i l a n . ( 2 ) 

3oQ t o t h e Church a t V e r c e l l i d e s c r i b i n g h i s t r e a t m e n t a t S e y t h o p o l 

u-(3) the p r e s e n t one t o Gregory o f E l v i r a . 

29 
p. 13 S i n c e r i t a t i s - a c c o r d i n g t o S o u t a r J " s i n c e r i t a s " i n t i t l e s 

i s u s u a l l y a d dressed by a s u p e r i o r t o an i n f e r i o r e c c l e s i a s t i c . 

At the t i m e o f O s s i u s 1 f a l l , Gregory i s d e s c r i b e d as a " r u d i s 
30 

episcopus" and i s p r a c t i c a l l y unknown . I n A V I I I , 1 p. 94- L.5 

C o n s t a n t i u s t h u s addresses t h e I t a l i a n b i s h o p s assembled a t 

Ariminum. 
Gregory's l e t t e r no l o n g e r s u r v i v e s . 

L.14 t r a n s g r e s s o r i . . . O s s i o - Ossius ( o r K o s i u s ) o f Cordova i n 

Spain was one o f t h e most d i s t i n g u i s h e d l e a d e r s o f t h e o r t h o d o x 

p a r t y i n t h e f i r s t h a l f o f t h e f o u r t h c e n t u r y . He i s t h o u g h t t o 

have been b o r n about t h e m i d d l e o f t h e t h i r d c e n t u r y b u t i t i s 

not known when he became b i s h o p . I n t h e e a r l y p a r t o f h i s 

e p i s c o p a t e he a t t e n d e d s e v e r a l s m a l l synods, t h o u g h he-was n o t 

pre s e n t a t A r i e s 314.. He had t h e g r e a t honour o f p r e s i d i n g b o t h 

at t h e c o u n c i l o f Nicaea and l a t e r a t t h a t o f S a r d i c a . N o t h i n g 

i s heard o f him f o r some t i m e a f t e r S a r d i c a , b u t w i t h t h e r e n e w a l 

of A r i a n f o r t u n e s i n t h e m i d d l e o f t h e c e n t u r y he became a main 

t a r g e t o f a t t a c k . At f i r s t he remained s t a u n c h t o t h e Nicene 

Creed/ 
Notes. 
29. G l o s s a r y o f L a t e r L a t i n p.379-
30. Marc, and F a u s t . 2 p . I I , 34 p. 15 CS2.L. XXXV. 

http://2p.II
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31 r.reed b u t l a t e r succumbed t o A r i a n p r e s s u r e . About t h e m i d d l e 

of 357 a. second g r e a t synod o f Sirmium was summoned. A c c o r d i n g 

•zo Soz. IV, 12 a l l t h e members v/ere V/'estern b i s h o p s , w i t h t h e 

Avians, V a l e n s , U r s a c i u s and Germinius, i n command. They i s s u e d 
32 

the "second S i r m i a i i " c r e e d , w h i c h was o p e n l y A r i a n i n tone and 
i s t h i s c r e e d w h i c h Ossius i s s a i d t o have s u b s c r i b e d 33 

'.'his i s what i s r e f e r r e d t o i n t h e phra.se " t r a n s g r e s s o r O s s i u s " c f . 
34 

Li b . p r e c . 34 . jvfcn. w i s t . Ar. 45 a s s e r t s t h a t he renounced t h i s 

weakness and a n a t h e m a t i s e d t h e A r i a n heresy b e f o r e h i s d e a t h . I n 

t h i s same book, w r i t t e n i n 358, A t h a n a s i u s mentions h i s d e a t h , so 

t h i s must have t a k e n p l a c e s h o r t l y b e f o r e . He seems t o have been 

about one hundred y e a r s o l d when he d i e d and had been b i s h o p f o r 
35 

more t h a n s i x t y y e a r s . 

1.14,15 c a d e n t i b u s p l u r i m i s A r i m i n o - c f . A V, V I , V I I I , I X , B V I I I . 

For " c a d e n t i b u s " see t h e C o n c l u s i o n . .- The b i s h o p s r e f e r r e d t o here 

are p r o b a b l y Spanish b i s h o p s w i t h whom Gregory would have c o n t a c t 

•.•/hen t h e y r e t u r n e d home a f t e r t h e c o u n c i l o f Ariminum. 

L.15 V a l e n t i s , U r s a c i i - see note on them A I p.45 L.15. 

L. 16 quo a i p s i . . damnaverunt - A f t e r r e j e c t i o n o f t h e i r h e r e t i c a l 

creed, t h e synod o f Ariminum on 2 1 s t . J u l y 3 5 9 ^ ° condemned as 

h e r e t i c s and deposed u r s a c i u s , V a l e n s , Germinius and C-aius. 

.;otes. 
31. c f . h i s l e t t e r t o C o n s t a n t i u s i n A t h . H i s t . Ar.44. 
32. H i l . Be Syn. 1 1 . A t h . Be Syn. 28 . Socr. I I , 30 . 
33. Socr. 11 31 Soz.IV, 1 2 . A t h . H i s t . Ar. 45 £voi c -„ QQ Q N i - p o l . de Fuga 5. ^ U i > c . ^ r . o 9 , 9 0 ; 
o4. C.S.B.L. XXXV D . 1 5 . 

36: f T > . H i S i - o A r f 4 ^ 5 - S u l P - 1 1 , 5 5 . 

http://phra.se
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P. 13 sq. g r a t u l a m u r t i b i e t c - Eusebi u s f e e l s t h a t t h r o u g h t h i s 

strong a c t i o n o f Gregory t h e s a c r i f i c e s o f e x i l e a re n o t i n v a i n . 

He r e j o i c e s t h a t t h e r e a r e s t i l l b i s h o p s a b l e t o r e s i s t t h e A r i a n 

heresy. 

1.19 q u i a hoc v i v i s p r o p o s i t o - t h i s phrase seems t o s u p p o r t t h e 

view t h a t Eusebius had o t h e r sources o f i n f o r m a t i o n i n a d d i t i o n 

to Gregory's l e t t e r . He c o u l d n o t have made t h i s s t a t e m e n t i f 

he had been r e l y i n g s o l e l y on t h a t l e t t e r . c f , Gams i n no t e on Gre-

£orio L . l l . 

17 

L.19, i N o s t r i d i g n a t u s es meminisse - Jerome"' r e l a t e s t h a t 

a f t e r t h e synod o f Arim i n u m many b i s h o p s w r o t e l e t t e r s o f c o n s o l a ­

t i o n t o t h o s e c o n f e s s o r s who, because o f t h e i r defence o f A t h a n a s i u 

were i n e x i l e . . 

L.21 Y p o c r i t i s - " H y p o c r i t e s " i n so f a r as t h e i r acceptance o f t h e 

creed o f Niks' was one g i v e n o n l y under, i m p e r i a l • p r e s s u r e and 

renounced as soon as t h i s was removed. The success o f H i l a r y 

and Eusebius o f V e r c e l l i i n r e s t o r i n g t h e f a l l e n b i s h o p s may be 

c i t e d as f u r t h e r p r o o f o f t h i s . 

L. 22 t r a c t a t i b u s - c f , n o t e on G r e g o r i o L . l l . 

liotes . 
57. adv. L u c i f . 19 P . L . X X I I I , 172 c. 
38. see C o n c l u s i o n on to n e o f such phr a s e s as t h i s and p.47 L.b, 

9 d i g n a r e n o b i s s c r i b e r e . 
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".23 de regno s a e c u l a r i - see note on p.47 L. 2 - 4. 

••,.47 L. 1 t e r t i o l a b o r a n t e s e x i l i o - a f t e r t h e c o u n c i l o f M i l a n 

Eusebius was e x i l e d f i r s t t o Sc 

i d o c i a ^ 0 . , and l a s t l y t o Egypt''1"1, 

3 5 5 , Eusebius was e x i l e d f i r s t t o S c y t h o p o l i s i n S y r i a ^ ^ , t h e n t o 

.mac 

1.2-4 quoniam omnis s p e s . . r e g n i s a e c u l a r i s - t h i s s t a t e m e n t i s 

c e r t a i n l y . , "true o f t h e We-st. The few l e a d i n g A r i a n s i n t h e '.Vest, 

cuch as S a t u r n i n u s o f A r i e s , were a b l e t o r e t a i n t h e i r sees o n l y 

because of t h e s u p p o r t o f t h e Emperor; w i t h t h e r e m o v a l of 

i m p e r i a l f a v o u r through, t h e d e a t h o f C o n s t a n t i u s , t h e s t r e n g t h 

oi" A r i a n i s m i n t h e V/est v a n i s h e d and i t d i d not l o n g s u r v i v e . 

Auxentius, who remained a t M i l a n u n t i l . h i s d e a t h i n 374, must have 

been one of t h e l a s t s u r v i v o r s o f A r i a n i s m i n t h e West. I n t h e 

East, as i n t h e V/est, c o u r t i n f l u e n c e and i n t r i g u e p l a y e d a p a r t , 

but t h e s i t u a t i o n i n t h e East as a whole was r a t h e r d i f f e r e n t , 

-he East was g e n u i n e l y i n t e r e s t e d i n t h e t h e o l o g i c a l problems and 

•.vranglings o f t h e v a r i o u s groups, Nicene, A r i a n , S e m i a r i a n , and 

Eastern b i s h o p s were n o t c o n t e n t t o r e l y on one c r e e d as the f i n a l , 

o n c e - f o r - a l l s t a t e m e n t o f t h e Church's f a i t h , b u t were ever 

searching f o r new and f u l l e r s t a t e m e n t s o f t h e t r u t h . The r e s u l t 

v:as t h a t many E a s t e r n b i s h o p s , who s u p p o r t e d A r i a n i s m , a c c e p t e d 

i t not m e r e l y t e m p o r a r i l y on grounds o f expediency as a 

G e o l o g i c a l / 

'."otes. 
3?. see S u s e b i u s ' l e t t e r P . L . X I I , c o l 947sq_. 
•';C. Jerome De v i r . i l l . 96* 
41. Ruf. H.E. I , 27. A c c o r d i n g t o S o c r . I I I , 5 and T h e o d . I I I 2 

he was l i v i n g i n Upper Thebaid. 
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t h e o l o g i c a l system t h r u s t upon them a g a i n s t t h e i r w i l l "by t h e 

i m p e r i a l power, b u t because t h e y g e n u i n e l y b e l i e v e d i n i t and 

accepted i t on i t s own m e r i t s . I n t h i s l i e s one of t h e reasons f o r 

the Homoean supremacy e s t a b l i s h e d a t C o n s t a n t i n o p l e l a s t i n g i n t h e 

>ast f o r a l m o s t t w e n t y y e a r s . To v e r y many E a s t e r n b i s h o p s t h e 

Komoean system was not a mere i m p e r i a l creed b u t was s i n c e r e l y 

regarded as a s a f e and r e v e r e n t f o r m u l a o f f a i t h . That t h e 

s t r e n g t h o f t h e A r i a n s l a y w h o l l y i n t h e p r o t e c t i o n a f f o r d e d them 

by t h e i m p e r i a l power i s a l s o a s s e r t e d i n S u s e b i u s 1 l e t t e r t o t h e 

p r e s b y t e r s and peo p l e o f I t a l y ^ . 

L.3 i n suo haud u n i t o consensu - i n t h e o r y t h e A r i a n s m i g h t s t i l l 

be r e g a r d e d as a p a r t y composed o f a v a r i e t y o f " s p l i n t e r - g r o u p s " , 

h e l d t o g e t h e r o n l y by t h e i r common h a t r e d o f A t h a n a s i u s and t h e 

Nicene c r e e d , b u t f o r a l l p r a c t i c a l purposes t h e Homoeans had 

e s t a b l i s h e d a complete supremacy a t C o n s t a n t i n o p l e and t h u s a c h i e v e d 

a l a r g e degree o f u n a n i m i t y . 

L.7 i n p a s s i o n ! b u s p e r d u r a r e cupimus - an account o f h i s s u f f e r i n g s 

i n e x i l e i s g i v e n by Susebius P.L. X I I , 950sq. 

L. t i , 9 d i g n a r e n o b i s s c r i b e r e - see C o n c l u s i o n on t o n e o f t h i s phrase 

cf.p.46 L.19sq. 

Notes. 
42. P.L. X I I , 950. 
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. ~ 10 q u i d m a l o s . . c o r r e x e r i s - Susebius d i s t i n g u i s h e s t h r e e 

...-uos of b i s h o p s ( 1 ) t h e wi c k e d who have consented t o t h e decrees 

•. kriminum and have t h e r e f o r e t o be c o r r e c t e d . ( 2 ) those who 

remained s t e a d f a s t ( 3 ) those who are i n need o f w a r n i n g and 

k.-ice l e s t t h e y s h o u l d be ensnared by t h e d e c e i t s o f Arirainum 

. i by the bi s h o p s who have a l r e a d y f a l l e n . 

.-. a l l p r o b a b i l i t y t h i s i s a r e f e r e n c e t o Gregory's work i n h i s 

. l a n d " . 

. YJo.i. s a l u t a n t t e omnes so.- see C o n c l u s i o n on s i m i l a r i t y o f endm. 

;-v.vcen t h i s l e t t e r ana t h a t o f Susebius t o t h e Church o f V e r c e l l i * 7 

.11 Diaconus - because o f t h i s s i m i l a r i t y i n e n d i n g , S a l t e t t h i n k s 

. .;• b e t t e r r e a d i n g i s "diaconus". But t h e endings are i n no way 

:...otiy the .same and t h e r e seems no r e a s o n why i t s h o u l d not r e f e r 

: a p a r t i c u l a r p e r s o n c a l l e d "Diaconus" 7as i n s e v e r a l i n s c r i p t i o n s 

o rr.ay indeed have been t h e one who gave 3 u s e b i u s t h e a d d i t i o n a l 
4- ̂  

ormation about Gregory . 

.13, 14 C-regorium episcopuin Spanensen - m e n t i o n has a l r e a d y been 

. ..i'j of the r a r i t y w i t h which. Gregory's see i s designated i n t h e 

- "mature/ 

I n t h e b u s i n e s s o f c o r r e c t i n g t h e f a l l e n b i s h o p s khisebius 
would f o l l o w t h e r u l i n g o f t h e C o u n c i l o f A l e x a n d r i a 362 
'•vhich recommended generous t r e a t m e n t except t o t h e extreme 
A r i a n s . 
P . L . X I I , 954. 

• see p r e v i o u s n o t e s . I n Corp. I n s c r . L a t . I l l , 2654 and 
8P j-P h- 7 6 8 and 1769 "Diaconus" appears as a "oro^oer 



-ir at ure o f h i s t i m e . He i s u s u a l l y g i v e n t h e t i t l e 
46 

•••r.:iscopus H i s p a m a r u n o r h i s p a n i e n s i s " . c f ."Ossius, "bishop o f 

1:1 2us. V . C . I I i , 7 and Socr. H.2. I , o\ 

'Y.."~)L*jolC'i'<. 
i'roru l l u s e b i u s ' s t a t e m e n t t h a t he i s now i n h i s t h i r d e x i l e , i t 

Aoliows t h a t t h i s l e t t e r must have been w r i t t e n f r o m t he Upper 
A H 

m.ebaid i n 3 g y p t • some t i m e between t h e end o f t h e c o u n c i l o f 

.'.riminum aim t h e g e n e r a l amnesty g r a n t e d by J u l i a n on h i s a c c e s s i o n 

i. - . 3 6I. i'he r e f e r e n c e t o t h e A r i a n s p l a c i n g t h e i r hopes i n t h e 

w o r l d l y power 0 can r e f e r o n l y t o 'Jonstantius 1 r e i g n . 

' J a l t e t ^ and Chapman'*0 have a t t e m p t e d ' t o prove t h a t t h i s l e t t e r i s 

l u c i f e r i a n f o r g e r y . A c c o r d i n g t o S a l t e t , t h e l e t t e r was f o r g e d 

*;o g i v e p u b l i c i t y t o the s t r o n g x A i c i f e r i a n Gregory by p l a c i n g him 

under t h e p a t r o n a g e o f Eus e b i u s , t h e renowned d e f e n d e r o f t h e 

'.iicene f a i t h , t h u s c r e a t i n g t h e i m p r e s s i o n t h a t b e f o r e t h e C o u n c i l 

of A l e x a n d r i a had commi t t e d him t o a d e f i n i t e p o l i c y , i i u s e b i u s had 

~lven h i s a p p r o v a l t o Gregory and h i s "uncompromising a t t i t u d e " , 

.ut t h e l e t t e r i t s e l f c o n t r a d i c t s t h i s o p i n i o n s i m p l y because i t 

A'.ce s/ 

..otes. 
•I0. "Gpanensis" i s f r o m t h e s h o r t e n e d f o r m "Sioania". 
•-7. c f . note p. 47 L. 1 . 
.j. c f . p . 4 7 L.2sq.. 

•'.-•j. L u l l . L i t t . i c c l e s . 1905 p.225sq and 1906 p.300sq.. 
-"•C. Rev. Ben. 191C p. 325-7. 



•-_C3 3 c d i f f e r e n t s i t u a t i o n from t h a t deceit w i t h by t h e c o u n c i l 

02 ;.le:ca.idric and s i m i l a r c o u n c i l s and out o f which t h e L u c i f e r i a n 

j c h i s m a r o s e . 2he L u c i f e r i a n s o b j e c t e d t o t h e l e n i e n c y shown by 

shops who f e l l a t Arir.iinum and l a t e r r e p e n t e d of t h e i r f a l l . ' I 

.Air: obi u s 1 l e t t e r - t i i e r e i s no s i g n t h a t t h e " t r a n s g r e s s o r " O s s i u s 

and the o t h e r f a l l e n b i s h o p s had Y3T r e p e n t e d . The l u c i f e r i a n s 

could t h e r e f o r e g a i n no advantage f r o m IDusebius' a p p r o v a l o f 

Gregory because i t was g i v e n i n a t o t a l l y d i f f e r e n t s i t u a t i o n and 

was i n no way i n c o m p a t i b l e w i t h t h e p o l i c y of t h e C o u n c i l of 

Alexandria. 'The "uncompromising a t t i t u d e " p r a i s e d by Ausebius 

i s Gregory's r e s i s t a n c e t o heresy, not h i s r e s i s t a n c e t o f a l l e n , 

but r e p e n t a n t b i s h o p s . 

G a l t e t f u r t h e r argues t h a t the p l a c i n g t o g e t h e r of t h e l e t t e r o f 

the C o u n c i l of ? £ r i s and t h i s l e t t e r t o Gregory i s n o t f o r t u i t o u s . 

On the b a s i s o f a s t a t e m e n t i n A u g u s t i n e ' s "Contra Parmenianum" 

I , 7 that" c o u n c i l s were h e l d i n S p a i n and Gaul w i t h r e g a r d t o 

Ossius and on t h e a s s u m p t i o n t h a t t h i s i s t h e o n l y c o u n c i l we know 

of h e l d i n Gaul between 359 _and 384, S a l t e t c o n c ludes that- t h i s 

C o u n c i l o f P a r i s must have a b s o l v e d t h e memory o f Ossius. Now, 

he c o n t i n u e s , s i n c e t h e p r i n c i p a l o b j e c t o f E u s e b i u s ' l e t t e r i s 

t o encourage Gregory i n h i s o p p o s i t i o n t o Ossius, t h e d e c i s i o n 

of t h e C o u n c i l o f P a r i s on Ossius must have been suppressed by 

the f o r g e r and t h i s l e t t e r s u b s t i t u t e d i n i t s p l a c e . 

B ut/ 

n o t e s . 
51. ?.L. X L I I I , c o l . 38. 



_ -ut a g a i n S a l t e t ' s argument i s u n c o n v i n c i n g f o r a l t h o u g h t h e 

c o u n c i l o f P a r i s i s t l i e o n l y one of w h i c h we have now r e c o r d , i t 

,,-as not t i i e o n l y one h e l d i n Gaul a t t h a t t i m e . S u l p i c i u s Severus, 

Chron. I I , 4-5 mentions s e v e r a l such, c o u n c i l s . Nor i s t h e r e any­

t h i n g i n t h e only document w h i c h has s u r v i v e d from t h e C o u n c i l o f 

P a r i s - ^ t h a t g i v e s t h e s l i g h t e s t j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r p r e s u m i n g t h a t 

i t had d e a l t w i t h t h e case p i O ssius. Secondly, even a c u r s o r y 

r e a d i n g ox t h e l e t t e r shows how i l l - f o u n d e d i s S a l t e t ' s a s s e r t i o n 

-hat t h e p r i n c i p a l o b j e c t o f Z u s e b i u s ' l e t t e r i s t o encourage 

Gregory i n h i s o p p o s i t i o n t o Ossius. A p a r t f r o m t h e s t a t e m e n t a t 

the b e g i n n i n g o f the l e t t e r , "where Ossius i s c l a s s e d w i t h t h e o t h e r 

f a l l e n b i s h o p s , no more m e n t i o n i s made of him. Gregory i s 

encouraged t o s t a n d f i r m i n face o f a l l h e r e t i c s , b u t Ossius i s 

mentioned by name p r o b a b l y because b o t h he and Gregory were 

Spanish b i s h o p s . Another r e a s o n - g i v e n by S a l t e t i n s u p p o r t 

of h i s t h e o r y i s t h a t ^ a c c o r d i n g t o t h e l e t t e r . , Z u s e b i u s i n 360-361-

s t i l l does n o t know o f Ossius' d e a t h whereas Gregory c o u l d nor have 

avoided mentioning t h i s i f he had w r i t t e n t o Eusebius. 

but a g a i n t h e r e i s n o t h i n g i n t h e l e t t e r t o suggest t h a t Ossius 

was s t i l l t h o u g h t o f as a l i v e . B e s i d e s , t h i s - w a s n o t t h e p r i m a r y 

concern o f t h e w r i t e r . The i m p o r t a n t p o i n t was t h a t Ossius had 

f a l l e n and H u s e b i u s 1 main i n t e r e s t was i n t h e con s t a n c y o f Gregory, 

•vho, tho u g h o n l y a " r u d i s e p i s c o p u s " , had n o t a l l o w e d h i m s e l f t o be 

i n f l u e n c e d / 
i b t e s . 
52. v i z . A I . 
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i n f l u e n c e d by t h e f a l l o f t h e most p r o m i n e n t Spanish b i s h o p o f 

Chat t i m e . 

Then S a l t e t b r i n g s o b j e c t i o n s t o t h e s t y l e , t o n e and v a r i o u s 

phrases i n the l e t t e r . ( 1 ) he a s s e r t s t h a t t h e use of t h e word 

" s a n c t i s s i m u s " (p.45 I . I I ) i s evidence f o r a l a t e r date o f composi 

t i o n because t h i s word i s n o t o f t e n used i n t h e f o u r t h c e n t u r y . 

But E u s e b i u s ' j u b i l a t i o n b o t h on account o f t h e r e c e i p t o f Gregory 

l e t t e r and o f t h e l a t t e r . ' s conduct i s s u f f i c i e n t j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r 

t h i s f o r m . ( 2 ) a c c o r d i n g t o S a l t e t t h e use of " c a d e n t i b u s " 

(p.46 L.14,15) supposes Gregory's presence a t t h e c o u n c i l o f 
51 

Ariminum whereas t h e " . L i b e l l u s precum" i m p l i e s x h a t he was n o t 

t h e r e . A p a r t f r o m t h e f a c t t h a t a L u c i f e r i a n f o r g e r w o u l d have 

been c a r e f u l n o t t o c o n t r a d i c t t h e " L i b e l l u s precum", t h e c o n t e x t 

makes i t seem c e r t a i n t h a t t h e P r e s e n t P a r t i c i p l e i s used here o f 

an event w h i c h has v e r y r e c e n t l y t a k e n p l a c e , owing t o t h e 

d i f f i c u l t y of e x p r e s s i n g t h e Past P a r t i c i p l e a c t i v e w i t h a v e r b 

l i k e "cadere". 

(3) S a l t e t argues t h a t t h e e x c e s s i v e a d u l a t i o n , t h e c o m p l i m e n t a r y 

tone and ef f a c e m e n t c h a r a c t e r i s i n g t h e l e t t e r t o Gregory are a l i e n 

t o t h e r u d e , brusque s t y l e o f t h e o t h e r l e t t e r s o f Eusebius and 

h a r d l y a c c o r d w i t h t h e s t y l e t h a t w ould be used by t h e p r o m i n e n t 

bish o p Eusebius t o t h e s t i l l young and unknown Gregory. 

But i t can be s a f e l y argued t h a t any d i f f e r e n c e i n s t y l e and. tone 

bet v -,en t h i s and t h e o t h e r l e t t e r s o f Eusebius i s s a t i s f a c t o r i l y 

e x p l a i n e d / 

notes. 
53. P.L. X I I I , 91 A. 
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e x p l a i n e d by t h e d i f f e r e n t c i r c u m s t a n c e s and s u b j e c t s . The 

accommodating s t y l e of t h e l e t t e r t o Gregory i s u n d e r s t a n d a b l e i n 

view o f t h e c i r c u m s t a n c e s i n w h i c h i t " was w r i t t e n . The e x i l e d 

Zusebius would n a t u r a l l y be overwhelmed when t h e s o r r y news o f 

Ariminum reached him, b u t h i s j o y on d i s c o v e r i n g t h a t t h e r e were 

s t i l l some b i s h o p s who remained c o n s t a n t t o t h e Nicene c r e e d w o u l d 

be unbounded and e x p l a i n s t h e tone o f h i s l e t t e r . 

(4) S a l t e t t h e n p r o c e e d s - i n t h e o p p o s i t e d i r e c t i o n and a t t e m p t s t o 

prove t h e f o r g e r y f r o m t h e s i m i l a r i t y o f e n d i n g , o f i d e a s and o f 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c e x p r e s s i o n s w i t h t h e o t h e r a t t e s t e d l e t t e r s o f 

Zusebius. T h i s l e t t e r t o Gregory, he c o n c l u d e s , i s a g r o s s 

i m i t a t i o n o f t h e o t h e r s . I t seems more n a t u r a l t o accept these 

s i m i l a r i t i e s as e v i d e n t s i g n s o f a u t h e n t i c i t y c f . Gams. op. c i t . 

p. 256sc . , 279so.. 

S a l t e t ' s t h e o r y must t h e r e f o r e be r e j e c t e d and t h e l e t t e r o f 

Zusebius t o Gregory t r e a t e d as. genuine and a u t h e n t i c . A c c o r d i n g 

to Jerome-^ , a f t e r t h e synod o f Ariminum many b i s h o p s w r o t e l e t t e r s 

of c o n s o l a t i o n t o t h o s e c o n f e s s o r s who, because o f t h e i r defence 

of A t h a n a s i u s and t h e I\ Ticene c r e e d , were, i n e x i l e . Gregory's 

l e t t e r to- T u s e b i u s comes i n t o t h i s c a t e g o r y . The a n s w e r i n g l e t t e r 

e n c o u r a g i n g Gregory t o defend t h e o r t h o d o x f a i t h , i s t h e n a t u r a l 

r e p l y o f t h e e x p e r i e n c e d Z u s e b i u s t o a young b i s h o p who pro m i s e s 

to be a v a l i e n t u p h o l d e r o f t h e Nicene f a i t h . 
55 

chapman can not see any r e a s o n why H i l a r y s h o u l d have i n s e r t e d 

t h i s / 

hotes. 
54. adv. L u c i f . 19 P . L . X X I I I , 172 c. 55. op. c i t . 



101 

this l e t t e r i n h i s c o l l e c t i o n . S u r e l y i t i s s u f f i c i e n t reason 

that, by the example of two '.Vestem bishops at t h i s time of c r i s i s , 

i t showed t h a t t h e r e were s t i l l some i n the 'Jest who r e f u s e d to 

bo intimadated by the d i s a s t e r s at Ariminum and had s t i l l the 

courage to" r e s i s t the A r i a n s . 
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Series A I I I . The Creed of Germinius.c.366-7. 
i 

SUf.ftlARY. Germinius confesses h i s b e l i e f i n the one t r u e God tho 

Father and i n C h r i s t His only-begotten Son our Lord Who i s l i k e i n 

everything to the Fa t h e r , and i n the Holy S p i r i t the P a r a c l e t e Who 

i s given to us from God the F a t h e r through the Son. 

COMMENTARY. The cree d of Germinius has been p r e s e r v e d only i n 

t h i s c o l l e c t i o n . I t i s found i n the v a r i o u s e d i t i o n s , i n Hahn 1 

"Symbole" § 192(3rd.Ed.) and i n Baronius ad ann .359 n.^XI^ 1. 

2 

p.47 L.16 e p i s t u l a - S t i l t i n g : r e j e c t s t h i s fragment as spu r i o u s 

because i t s i n s c r i p t i o n does not agree with i t s contents - "and 

neither i s i t a l e t t e r nor does Germinius make a d i s s e r t a t i o n 

against the A r i a n s " . I n answer to t h i s o b j e c t i o n i t may be r e p l i e d 

(1) that the a u t h e n t i c i t y of B V and V I has never been questioned 

and t h i s . Creed f i t s p e r f e c t l y i n t o the s i t u a t i o n there d e p i c t e d 

and agrees c l o s e l y w i t h the statements made i n B V I ; ( 2 ) t h a t an 

a l t e r n a t i v e and reasonable e x p l a n a t i o n of the dis c r e p a n c y between 

t i t l e and contents i s t h a t an exp l a n a t o r y l e t t e r , which a t one 

time accompanied the creed, has now dropped out. That such a 

l e t t e r wg.s ne c e s s a r y , i s proved from B VI where the deception of 

Valens and h i s a s s o c i a t e s w i t h r e g a r d to the phrase "per omnia" 
w 

Notes. 
1. Baronius wrongly p l a c e s the creed i n 359; a more probable 

date i s the end of 366 or the beginning of 367 - see conclusion, 
2. Acta s . s . Sept. V I , 575. 



- 103 -

la revealed. I n t h i s l e t t e r Germinius would probably recount the 
happenings at Sirmium (359) and Ariminum and thus uphold h i s own 
position. 

1.16 Germini - Germinius was f i r s t of a l l bishop of C y z i c u s , the 

metropolis of the H e l l e s p o n t i n e p r o v i n c e , and was l a t e r t r a n s l a t e d 

by Constantius i n 356 to Sirmium i n Pannonia, on the high road from 

Aquileia which passed through Naissus and Constantinople"^* 

Shortly a f t e r h i s t r a n s l a t i o n he took p a r t i n the c o u n c i l of 

Sirmium 357 at which f o r the f i r s t time s i n c e Nicaea A r i a n i s m had 

dared to dlle.clare i t s e l f p u b l i c l y . He was a l s o p resent at the 
4 

council of Sirmium 359, i n which A r i a n s and Semiarians p a r t i c i p a t e d , 
5 

Later he l e f t .the Valens group and adopted the Semiarian p o s i t i o n • 

L. 16 Arrianos - Germinius i s t h i n k i n g p a r t i c u l a r l y of the Valens 

group.cf. B V, V I . 

L.17 Qui - Cou3tant^ i s of the o p i n i o n t h a t Faber was wrong i n 

auggesting "qui" here because the s u b j e c t should be,not the Arians> 

but e i t h e r those who were u n w i l l i n g to r e s c i n d t h e i r e v i l a c t i o n 

at Ariminum or those who had taken p a r t at Sirmium i n 35&. 

/he evidence f u r n i s h e d by B V I , however, makes Constant's view 

untenable. I t seems more c o r r e c t to r e t a i n the " q u i " and r e f e r 

the deception i m p l i e d i n L . 1 7 , 1 8 to the a c t i o n of Valens and h i s 

confederates/ 

Notes. 
3. Ath. H i s t . Ar. 74. 
4. B VI §3, 
5- cf. A I I I B V B V I . 
5. P . L . X c o l 717 (d) % 
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confederates at Niks' i n d e s c r i b i n g the Son as OJIOIOS T ^ TTO/T^I Kctru ru* 
y^t^t without the a d d i t i o n of the important K*LT<*- -rTocv-r^ a s g i v e n 
in the 4-th S i r m i a n Creed 3 5 9 ^ I t was the c h i e f a c c u s a t i o n of 

Cerminius a g a i n s t Valens and h i s a s s o c i a t e s that they had f o r g o t t e n 

or t r i e d to c o n c e a l , t h e i r former acceptance of the Dated Creed 

containing the a l l important phrase K«*-T<>C TT-bW T 3 and they had 

f i r s t attempted t h i s deception a t Nike' a l l o w i n g the phrase KUToC 

m<i y^d<^^<i hut a r t f u l l y o m i t t i n g KwLTot -m^s/r«K. cf, L V I S.3 

In accordance w i t h t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , the "qui" r e f e r s to "Arriani 

L.17 s u b s c r i p s e r a n t i n c o n c i l i o A r i m i n e n s i - t h i s r e f e r s to Valens 

and Ursacius s e c u r i n g r e c o g n i t i o n of t h e i r h e r e t i c a l Nike'creed by 

the whole c o u n c i l of Ariminum. 

L.17,lb1 s c i e n t e s quod male f e c e r u n t - Valens, U r s a c i u s and the 

other leading A r i a n s were f u l l y aware of the s i n and d e c e i t of whic] 

they were g u i l t y i n i s s u i n g t h e i r creed and of the d e c e i t f u l means 

used to obtain i t s acceptance by the c o u n c i l of Ariminum • 

L.19,20 unum verumjdeum - c f . the yovov ^\<»J©^ON/ Q € O V O F T H E 

Dated Creed. According to Gwatkin^ t h i s phrase was new i n the 

conservative s e r i e s of creeds, though i t i s found i n the Antiochene 

creed/ 

Notes. 
7. i . e . the Dated Creed of Pentecost Eve, May 22^359 drawn up by 

Mark of Arethusa; o r i g i n a l l y composed i n L a t i n (Hahn p.2o4 
n. 249) hut s u r v i v i n g now only i n Greek. 

o\ cf. Socr. H.E. 11,37 Soz H.E. IV, 19. Theod. K.E. I I , 21 Sulp. 
Sev. H i s t . S a c r . I I , 43sq. 

9. Studies p. 171 n.3. 
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creed of C a s s i a n , was used by A s t e r i u s and defended by E u s e b i u s 
against iVlarcellus. I n i t s e l f i t could be i n t e r p r e t e d to i n d i c a t e 

the i n f e r i o r i t y of the Son because l o g i c a l l y i t i m p l i e s t h a t the 

Son i s not t r u e God. 

L.21 unicum - T e r t u l l i a n uses both " u n i g e n i t u s " and " u n i c u s " as 
renderings of the Greek p o v o v ^ v ^ S 1 ° . But the customary Old 

11 
L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n a p p a r e n t l y was "unicus" and t h i s i s the word 

12 
used i n most n a t i v e l a t i n creeds • "Unigenitus" i s u s u a l l y found 

i n L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n s of Greek creeds and indeed i t owes i t s 

eventual prevalence to the i n f l u e n c e of the Greek-speaking E a s t upon 

the L a t i n t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t r o v e r s i e s of the f o u r t h century. 

L.21,22 de vero deo p a t r e verum d e i f i l i u m - t h i s phrase i s not 

quite the e q u i v a l e n t of the Nicene rov o»ov TOO GtoO Qcov IK © € O U ; 

und i n i t s e l f might leave a loop-hole f o r the A r i a n s who could a l s o 

designate C h r i s t as Son of God and a f f i r m t h a t He comes from the 

Father ( i . e . from the P a t h e r ' s w i l l ) but would add "as do a l l other 

creatures". T h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , however, i s prevented by what 

follows i n L.22-24. 

L.22 Ante omnia genitum - the L u c i a n i c ( i . e . 2nd. Antioch 341) 
formula/ 

notes. 
10. e.g. i n adv. Prax . 1 5 where he quotes John 1,14 and 1,15 he 

uses " u n i g e n i t u s ; i n adv. Prax.21 where he quotes John 3,16 
he uses "unicus". 

11. c f . Movatian, n i l . , Mar. V i c t o r i n u s , Jerome. 
12. e.g. the S i r m i a n creed of 357 . 
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formula has "begotten before the ages from the F a t h e r " . 

Xlio 4th Sirmian has "begotten before a l l ages and before a l l o r i g i n 

and before a l l c o n c e i v a b l e time and before a l l comprehensible 

eoaence". ''Ante omnia s a e c u l a genitum" would have been the more 

usual e x p r e s s i o n but Germinius probably f e l t t h a t by e x p r e s s i n g i t 

in absolute terms he gave no opening whatever to the A r i a n a . 

p.47 L.22-23 d i v i n i t a t e . . s c i e n t i a - most of these a t t r i b u t e s are 

to b e found i n the other creeds of t h i s p e r i o d e.g. the 2nd. 

Antioch has fcto-r^s j ^ v d y t S ^ Y o ^ j ^the 3 r d . Antioch has V\)Vo<.y i S, cro^ i * 

the 4th Antioch has<^o<j>ioi^uvtiy i s ^ w ^ ^ w s ' S e l e u c i a 359 has <jiws , ̂ w v | 

L.23 per omnia similem - oyio'os Kotrot irotvTet a n c ^ o|->o» oocr»o s 

had become the watchwords of the Semiarian* c o n s e r v a t i v e s , who,, 

while e m p h a t i c a l l y opposed to extreme Arianism, a l s o found d i s t u r b ­

ing S a b e l l i a n elements i n the Nicene use of the. word o j i o o o n o s , 

The 4th Sirmian 359 c r e e d had d e s c r i b e d the Son as o p 0 / 0 ^ 

TPCrp HcLToL TiLS yf>ci^*L<i. and OyOiOS rrocrpv. KoLTvL TTtLvToi. 13 

Yalens, U r s a c i u s and t h e i r f o l l o w e r s had s u b s c r i b e d t h i s creed, but 

almost immediately a f t e r w a r d s at Nike^had omitted the l a t t e r and 

sore important phrase. By t h i s means they were able to give an 

Arian i n t e r p r e t a t i o n to the former phrase, namely, that the Son was 

like i n part and u n l i k e i n p a r t . 

i*0198. 
13. cf. B V I J 3 , 
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This d e c e i t on the p a r t of Valens and the others may indeed have 

been one of the reasons f o r Germinius' change of mind1'1''" 

L.24 perfectum de p e r f e c t o genitum - c f . the t A f o v eV TC\HO^> 

of the L u c i a n i c creed. T h i s phrase disappeared i n the t r a n s i t i o n 

from the E u s e b i a n phase of E a s t e r n conservatism, which emphasised 

the d i s t i n c t i o n of the Lord' p e r s o n a l i t y , to the Semiarian, which 

st r e s s e d His e s s e n t i a l l i k e n e s s to the F a t h e r and p r e f e r r e d the 

phrases oyoioucnos and OJ>OI°S K^r** nv.VTp<. 

Germinius' use of both s e t s of phrases i n h i s c r e e d might be i n d i c a 

t i v e of a movement at t h i s time to combine elements from the two 

systems, the old E u s e b i a n and the more r e c e n t Semiarian. 

ihe creed continues w i t h a c o n f e s s i o n of the remaining a r t i c l e s 

found i n the t r a d i t i o n a l " r e g u l a f i d e i " , b i r t h from the v i r g i n 

iiary, f o r e t o l d i n the Old and f u l f i l l e d i n the New Testament, 

passion, death (though no mention of the b u r i a l or descent i n t o 

Hell) r e s u r r e c t i o n , a s c e n s i o n and the l a s t judgment. F i n a l l y 

comes a b r i e f c o n f e s s i o n of f a i t h i n the Holy S p i r i t , the P a r a c l e t e 

In i t s b r e v i t y t h i s a s s e r t i o n of b e l i e f i n the h o l y S p i r i t resemble 

the Western a t t i t u d e to t h i s a r t i c l e of f a i t h , but the formula "qui 

.. a deo patre per f i l i u m datus e s t " i s the normal Greek one. 

Except f o r bishops l i k e H i l a r y , who had been i n f l u e n c e d by E a s t e r n 

theological thought, the West as a whole simply a s s e r t e d t h a t the 

Holy S p i r i t i s the one God l i k e w i s e . But i n the E a s t matters were 

tore/ 

'-tea. 
:<< see l a t e r B V I . 
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more complicated and there was much s p e c u l a t i o n on t h i s question. 

When fo r c e d e v e n t u a l l y through hatred of the A r i a n s to compromise 

with the Nicenes on the r e l a t i o n of the F a t h e r and Son i n the God­

head, some S e m i a r i a n s ^ t r i e d to f i n d c o n s o l a t i o n i n developing a 

doctrine of the Holy S p i r i t , which embodied t h e i r f a v o u r i t e 

p r i n c i p l e of su b o r d i n a t i o n . On the other hand, a t the c o u n c i l 

of A l e x a n d r i a 362 i t was a s s e r t e d t h a t whoever regards the Holy 

S p i r i t as a c r e a t u r e and s e p a r a t e s Him from the substance of C h r i s t 

i n so doing d i v i d e s up the Holy T r i n i t y , g i v e s a h y p o c r i t i c a l 

adherence to the Nicene f a i t h and only i n appearance renounces 

A r i a n i s m ^ . Others a g a i n a s s e r t e d t h a t the statement t h a t the 
17 

S p i r i t i s from the F a t h e r and from the Son 'means t h a t the S p i r i t 

i s a c r e a t i o n of the Son, i s t h e r e f o r e double caused. To av o i d 

t h i s they adopted the formula "the S p i r i t i s from the F a t h e r througl 

the Son", the one used by Germinius i n h i s creed. 

= CONCLUSION^, The creed of Germinius t a k e s as i t s b a s i s the 4th 

;! Sirmian or Dated Creed of 359 and p l a i n l y shows t h a t he has now 

| given h i s adherence to the S e m i a r i a n p a r t y . The a c t u a l date of 

\ composition cannot be f i x e d but i s has c l o s e connections w i t h B V 

and / 

Notes. 
: 15. e.g. Macedonius of Constantinople who defended the d o c t r i n e thai 

the S p i r i t i s a c r e a t u r e s i m i l a r to the angels and subordinate 
• to the F a t h e r and Son. 

16. c f . Ath. Tom. ad Antioch 3 ; 5. 
17. T h i s came to be the Western d o c t r i n e - " a p a t r e f i l i o q u e " . 
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and B V I . I t i s , however p o s t e r i o r to both because i n n e i t h e r 

B V nor B V I , i s t h e r e any knowledge of i t or r e f e r e n c e made to 

i t ; indeed, had i t been p u b l i s h e d e a r l i e r , B V and B VI would 

have been unnecessary. Cou3tant t h i n k s t h a t the c r e e d i s the 

occasion f o r the w r i t i n g of the l e t t e r B V. But Faber i s r i g h t 

in making i t an answer to t h a t l e t t e r . Valens and h i s p a r t y coul< 

not p o s s i b l y have had any doubts as to Germinius• p o s i t i o n i f he 

had already p u b l i s h e d such a creed before they wrote t h e i r l e t t e r . 

The creed i s t h e r e f o r e to be p l a c e d at the end of 366 or the 

beginning of 367 and must have been one of the v e r y l a s t documents 

c o l l e c t e d by H i l a r y . 

Notes. 

18. P.I. X c o l 717-8 ( c ) and ( e ) . 
19. P.L. X c o l 901-2 § 20. 
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j e r i e 3 A IV, 1. L e t t e r of the E a s t e r n bishops at S a r d i c a , 342. 

3UX.ARY. (1) T h i s l e t t e r from the 80 E a s t e r n bishops at S a r d i c a 

io addressed d i r e c t l y to s e v e r a l bishops whose sees and names are 

given, and then g e n e r a l l y to a l l the bishops, p r e s b y t e r s and 

deacons of the Church. I t opens w i t h an a f f i r m a t i o n t h a t the 

t r a d i t i o n of the Church, p a r t i c u l a r l y w i t h r e g a r d to the appoint-

aent and d e p o s i t i o n of bishops, should be preserved. (2) Then 

i t launches an a t t a c k upon M a r c e l l u s who i s condemned as a h e r e t i c 

for denying the e t e r n i t y of the Son and His e t e r n a l Kingdom i n 

personal u t t e r a n c e s and i n h i s infamous book; i n c l u d e d i n t h i s 

condemnation are h i s sup p o r t e r s Protogenes of S a r d i c a and Cyriacu3 

of Naisus. (3) To add weight to t h e i r a c t i o n they c i t e the 

example of the c o u n c i l h e l d a t Constantinople under Constantino 

in 336 where Ma r c e l l u s was deposed and B a s i l s u b s t i t u t e d as bishop 

of Ancyra. 

(6) S i m i l a r l y , a l l the o l d a c c u s a t i o n s a g a i n s t Athanasius are 

brought forward and use i s made of h i s condemnation by the c o u n c i l s 

of Tyre and Antioch. 

(9) In the o r i g i n a l l e t t e r t h e r e followed a s e c t i o n on P a u l of 

Constantinople and the t e r r i b l e a c t s he committed a f t e r h i s r e t u r n 

irom e x i l e , but t h i s p a r t i s now l o s t . When the t e x t resumes, 

i t i s again d e a l i n g w i t h M a r c e l l u s . (10) Then, a f t e r b r i e f mention 

of the e v i l deeds of 'Asclepas at Gaza and Lu c i u s a t Adrianople, 

the Easterns r e t u r n to the a t t a c k on Athanasius, a s s e r t t h a t a 

co n c i l i a r decree a g a i n s t him cannot be a l t e r e d and t n a t J u l i u s and 

the/ 
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the I t a l i a n bishops, p r e v i o u s l y deceived i n t o a c cepting him i n t o 
communion, are now-, "because of t h e i r own rashness, u n w i l l i n g t o 
abandon him. (11) The judges who w o r t h i l y condemned him, however, 
'.vorG not deceived, and t h e i r d e c i s i o n i s confirmed by the f a c t 
that Athanasius and Marcellus are now i n league w i t h men l i k e 
A3Clepas, Paul and Lucius, whose e v i l acts are known t o a l l . The 
Easterns declare t h a t these men are now cunningly demanding a new 
t r i a l , not i n the lands where they committed t h e i r crimes but i n 
foreign p a r t s , and (12) t r y i n g t o i n t r o d u c e a new law t h a t Eastern 
bi3hops should be judged by Westerns. Not t h a t these men had 
always been i n accord w i t h each other. (13) Athanasius, while 
a t i l i bishop, had condemned the deposed Asclepas,and Marcellus too 
had not communicated w i t h him. Paul a l 3 0 had subscribed 
Athanasius 1 d e p o s i t i o n . But now they are a l l u n i t e d i n one 
conspiracy. (14) I n the hope of securing a f r e s h and more 
favourable judgment a f t e r the death of some of h i s accusers and 
judges, Athanasius had gone i n t o I t a l y and Gaul ;obtained the support 
of J u l i u s , Maximinus, Ossius and others^and through t h e i r e f f o r t s 
the council had been summoned at Sardica. On the command of the 
Zaperor they themselves ( i . e . the Easterns) hastened to Sardica, 
but when they found Ossius and Protogenes i n communion w i t h 
Athanasius and M a r c e l l u s , (15) they demanded t h a t the l a t t e r , a s 
condemned bishops, should be excluded from the assembly and the 
former decisions concerning them heard again. This request was 
refused. (17) They made repeated pleas t o them, but they would not 
l i s t e n . (18) They o f f e r e d to send an embassy t o i n q u i r e i n t o the 
charges/ 
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chargea brought against Athanasius ,but they were a f r a i d t o adopt 
this plan. (20) Then they give a l i s t of men f o r m e r l y condemned 
and no1// present a t Sardica - Dionysius of E l i s , Bassus of 
Dioclecianopolis, A e t i u s of Thessalonica - (22) and accuse .t h e i r 
opponents of t r y i n g t o t e r r i f y them i n t o j o i n i n g the c o u n c i l by 
moans of I m p e r i a l l e t t e r s . (23) I n view of these circumstances 

they declare t h e i r r e s o l v e to r e t u r n home and t o w r i t e from Sardica 
th e i r account of what has happened, f o r they could not recei v e 
Athanasius and Marcellus as bishops again. (24) They request the 
bishops t o whom they w r i t e not t o have communion w i t h Ossius, 
Protogenes, Athanasius, Marcellus, Asclepas, Paul, J u l i u s and t h e i r 
associates and n e i t h e r to w r i t e them nor receive l e t t e r s from them. 
(26) They repeat t h a t the o l d custom of the Church should be 
preserved, t h a t Westerns should have no power t o overthrow decisions 
taken by Eastern bishops and v i c e versa. (27) According to the 
most ancient lav/ the whole c o u n c i l has condemned J u l i u s , Ossius, 
Protogenes, Gaudentius and Maximinus as leaders i n advocating 
communion w i t h M a r c e l l u s , Athanasius and the other c r i m i n a l s , 
condoning the c r u e l acts of Paul of Constantinople and (28) i n t r o ­
ducing a new heresy of Marcellus mingled w i t h S a b e l l i u s and Paul. 
In conclusion they ask the addressees to give t h e i r consent and 
subscription t o these decrees. 
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fiCX'ENTARY. A IV, 1,2,3 have been preserved only i n t h i s 
c o l l e c t i o n although a. s h o r t account i s found i n Socr. H.E.II,20. 
In a d d i t i o n t o the Faber-Cowstant e d i t i o n and Bar. ad ann. 347 
n.LXXV sq.q.. 5 A IV, 1 i s found also i n the f o l l o w i n g c o n c i l i a r 
c o l l e c t i o n s , B i n i u s I , 448 aq., Labbe-Cossart I I , 699-710, Harduin 
I , 671-681, C o l e t i I I , 731-741, Mansi I I I , 126-137. 

p.48 L. 9 a i n o d i O r i e n t a l i u m - t h i s synod i s mentioned by Socr.11,20, 
Soz. H.E.111,11, Nicephorus Call.E.H. IX, 12, Aug. c.Cresc.3,34: 
4,44, Ep.44 c.3 5 6; i t s importance l i e s i n the f a c t t h a t h e r e , f o r 
the f i r s t time since Nicaea 325)'the Eastern Eusebians ( c a l l e d thus 
from t h e i r leader Eusebius of Nicomedia) come forward i n open 
opposition t o the Nicene p a r t y as such. 

Ayud Serdiciara - t h i s form of the name i s found only here i n 
this c o l l e c t i o n . I n the Fragments as a whole,four forms are found: 
Sardica, Serdica, S a r d i c i a , and S e r d i c i a . T u r n e r 1 s t a t e s t h a t 
"Serdica" i s the form g e n e r a l l y used i n the f o u r t h century. 
There has been some controversy as to the a c t u a l place of composi­
tion of t h i s l e t t e r . According t o Socr. I I , 2 0 ; t h e Easterns 
separated themselves from the Westerns, met at P h i l i p p o p o l i s , and 
there wrote and issued t h e i r l e t t e r t r e j e c t i n g the Nicene watchword 
"homoousios" and adopting the A r i a n "anomoios" formula. But f o r 
several reasons t h i s evidence of Socrates i s suspect. 
F i r s t / 
Kotes. 
1. ff.T.S. X I I , 1911, p.275sq.. 
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f i r s t of a l l , the Easterns themselves address t h e i r l e t t e r from 
p 

Sardica . On the assumption t h a t p.60 L.28,29 "quique vulgo 
omnibusque GENTIBUS i d quod i n t e r nos f u e r a t r e f e r e b a n t " r e f e r s t o 

•j 4. 
the e n c y o l i c a l of the Westerns, l i l l e m o n t J and C e i l l i e r m a i n t a i n 
that the Easterns here c o n t r a d i c t themselves because t h i s e n c y c l i c a l 

5 
speaks of the previous departure of the Easterns from Sardica . 
But t h i s assumption i s by no means c e r t a i n ; and indeed the b e t t e r 
reading is"GENTILIBUS;' which agrees w i t h what precedes and w i t h a 
previous; statement t h a t Athanasius had promoted heathens to bishop­
r i c s . 
Secondly, i n h i s "De Synodis" 34, H i l a r y makes no c r i t i c i s m of 
Sardica as the place from which the creed was issued, and i n h i s 
c. Const.25 he c a l l s t h i s Eusebian assembly expressly the Sardican 
synod. 
Th i r d l y , Soz.H.E.Ill,11,12 s t a t e s c l e a r l y t h a t the Easterns issued 
t h e i r l e t t e r from Sardica . 
Fourthly } Socrates i s wrong i n saying t h a t they condemned the 
"homoousios" and adopted the anomoian formula i n t h e i r l e t t e r . So 
far from t h i s being the case, they a c t u a l l y anathematise the c h i e f 
point of the Anomoean d o c t r i n e v i z : t h a t the Son i s "ex a l i a 
substantia" from the Father (p.72 L.4). Their creed has s c a r c e l y 
even/ 
Notes. 
2. p.63 L.2. 
3. Mem V I , a r t . 3 9 p.142 ed.Brux. 
4. Hist. gen. IV, 699sq- 1733 ed. 
5. cf. B I I , 1 I 2, 3. 
6. He makes the P h i l i p p o p o l i t a n synod precede the one at Sardica. 

B I I , i f 7 gives evidence f o r the Easterns h o l d i n g synods on 
t h e i r way t o Sardica. 
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even a t r a c e of Semiarianism i n i t , and H i l a r y i n h i s "De Synodi3" 
34sq. i n t e r p r e t s i t i n an orthodox sense. 

7 
F i f t h l y , the a s s e r t i o n t h a t the Easterns intended t o deceive the 
readers of t h e i r e n c y c l i c a l by r e p r e s e n t i n g i t as the genuine 
product of Sardica, and t h a t t h i s was p a r t i c u l a r l y s uccessful 
i n A f r i c a where, as a r e s u l t of t h i s d e c e i t , only a Semiarian 
council of Sardica was known, i s unfounded. I t i s t r u e t h a t 
to counter the presence o f the orthodox bishop of Carthage, 
Gratus, at Sardica 5 t h e Easterns sent t h e i r e n c y c l i c a l t o the 
Donatist bishop of Carthage and the Donatists l a t e r r e f e r r e d 
to t h i s , a s s e r t i n g t h a t the synod of Sardica had recognised 
them. Then Augustine s t a t e s t h a t "Sardicense c o n c i l i u m 
Arianorum f u i t " , and Coustant and the others conclude from t h i s 
that he knew only of an Eusebian synod of Sardica and n o t h i n g 
of an orttodox one. But even i f t h i s was the case, i t c e r t a i n l y 
v/as not the r e s u l t of the Susebians ' cunning i n d a t i n g t h e i r 
l e t t e r from SaFdica, f o r i n the contents of the l e t t e r i t s e l f 
the f a c t of a Western assembly meeting simultaneously at Sardica 
i s by no means concealed. F u r t h e r m o r e ^ canon of the c o u n c i l 
of Carthage I gives evidence of the A f r i c a n s having knowledge 
of/ 

Notes. 
7. c f . Coustant P.L.X col.658 ( k ) ; Bar ad arm.347 n.LXII 

c 72-4, 9 6 - 9 8 . C e i l l i e r IV p.698-9- T i l l . I . e . 
8. c. Cresc.111,34, IV, 44. Ep.44 ad Eleusium c 3 ^ 6 , 
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g 
of a Western synod of Sardica . 
The evidence then seems i n favour of the view t h a t the Easterns 

10 
drew up t h i s l e t t e r "before they l e f t Sardica and they i n s c r i b e d 
i t thus, c o n s i d e r i n g themselves t o be the t r u e synod of Sardica"1"^ 
Sardica (today S o f i a i n B u l g a r i a ) was the c h i e f c i t y of the 
province of Lower Dacia i n the P r e f e c t u r e of Eastern I l l y r i c u m . 
P h i l i p p o p o l i s ( s o - c a l l e d today and also i n B u l g a r i a ) l a y a short 
distance south-east of .Sardica and was f o r some time m e t r o p o l i s 

' v. 

of Northern Thrace. 

p.48 L.10 a pa r t e Arrianorum - t h i s phrase shows t h a t the t i t l e 
i s not an i n t e g r a l p a r t of the l e t t e r but has been added by the 
e d i t o r / 

» • 

Notes. 
9. Lauchert "Die Kanones der w i c h t i g s t e n a l t k i r c h l i c h e n C o n c i l i e n 

p.154 Carthage I Canon V I : - Nicasius episcopus Culusitanus 
d i x i t : Credo placere-suggestionem meam s a n c t i t a t i v e s t r a e , et 
d i s p l i c e r e v o b i s , u t qu i s e r v i u n t deo et a n n i x i sunt c l e r o , 
accedant ad actus et administrationem v e l procurationem 
domorum Gratus episcopus d i x i t : Et apostolorum s t a t u t a sunt, 
quae d i c u n t : Nemo m i l i t a n s deo i n g e r i t se n e g o t i i s 
saecularibus; proinde ©ut c l e r i c i s i n t sine a c t i o n i b u s 
domorum, aut actores sine o f f i c i o c l e r i c o r u m . U n i v e r s i 
d i x e r u n t : Hoc observemus.cf. p.68 Sardica Canon X V I I I : -
Ia n i i a r i u s episcopus d i x i t : I l l u d quoque s t a t u a t s a n c t i t a s v e s t r a 
ut n u l l i episcopo l i c e a t a l t e r i u s e p i s c o p i c i v i t a t i s m i nistrum 
e c c l e s i a s t i c u m s o l l i c i t a r e et i n suis p a r o c h i i s o r d i n a r e . 
U n i v e r s i d i x e r u n t : P l a c e t , quia ex h i s c o n t e n t i o n i b u s s o l e t 
nasci d i s c o r d i a , et ideo p r o h i b e t omnium s e n t e n t i a , ne quis 
hoc facere audeat. 

10. They might even have planned i t on t h e i r way t o Sardica and 
had i t ready f o r p u b l i c a t i o n on a r r i v a l i n Sardica c f . Soz-
I I I , 11,12.B I I , 1 $ 7. 

11. Fuchs " B i b l i o t h e k der Kirchensammlungen: Zweiter T h e i l p.l50sq. 
( L e i p z i g 1781) takes a s i m i l a r view. 
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e d i t o r . At t h i s stage i n the controversy supporters of Arianism 
would not dare make open p r o f e s s i o n of t h e i r t r u e f a i t h "but had t o 
be content w i t h a r a t h e r i n s i p i d Eusebianism. 

L.10 11 quod miserunt ad Africam - the Easterns would probably 
send out several copies of t h i s l e t t e r . I n d i s p a t c h i n g one t o 
A f r i c a t h e i r main purpose wouid be t o t r y and g a i n the support of 

12 

the D o n a t i s t group . That t h e r e was p u b l i c rumour of t h i s can 
be concluded from Aug. Ep .44, 6. T h e i r leader, Eusebius, had indeed 
already sought a s i m i l a r u nion w i t h .the Meletians i n Egypt 

L.12sq.. Gregorio Alexandriae episcopo etc. - i t appears t h a t i n 
the address of the copy c i r c u l a t i n g i n Carthage, the names of the 

v 15 

bishops were given w i t h o u t mention of t h e i r sees , Faber> i n h i s 

e d i t i o n ^ g i v e s bishop and see tog e t h e r but C o u a t a n t ^ and Feder 

p r e f e r the MS order and keep them separate. 

Gregorio - Gregory was the r i v a l of Athanasius from 339-345. He 
was born i n Cappadocia and i s mentioned o f t e n i n the works of 

17 
Athanasius '. 
This l e t t e r would be sent t o Al e x a n d r i a i n order t o strengthen the 
p o s i t i o n / 
Notes. 
12. c f . Aug.c.Cresc.3, 34. 
13. Ath. Apol. c.Ar .59sq. S o z . I I , 21 . 
14. No d e f i n i t e reason can be give n f o r H i l a r y having used t h i s 

A f r i c a n copy i n h i s c o l l e c t i o n - perhaps i t was the one most 
e a s i l y obtained i n Gaul. 

15. Aug. c. Cresc. 3, 34; 4, 44. 
16. c o l . 658-9 P . L . X . 
1 7' e.g. H i s t . Ar. 9aq.. , 74. Encycl. Ep. a d E p i s c . 2 . 



- 116 -

position of the A r i a n p a r t y there and combat Athanasius, t i i e 
p r i n c i p a l o b j e c t of a t t a c k a t t h i s time. One of the main purposes 
of the c o u n c i l of Sardica was to s e t t l e the dispute concerning 
Athanasius and i n t h i s l e t t e r the Eusebians give t h e i r s o l u t i o n , 
isuuing i t as from the t r u e c o u n c i l of Sardica v/hose decisions 
v/ould be b i n d i n g on a l l churches. 

L.15. Amfioni - Amfio of Nicomedia i n B i t h y n i a had been e l e c t e d t o 
his see on the d e p o s i t i o n 01 Eusebius a f t e r the c o u n c i l of ITicaea 
325"^. B a r o n i u s ^ i d e n t i f i e s him w i t h the Amphion of Epiphanies, 
in C i l i c i a Secunda, who was a confessor i n the p e r s e c u t i o n of 
...aximin and who attended the c o u n c i l s of Ancyra and Neocaesarea i n 
314 and Nicaea i n 325. T i l l e m o i r t r v doubts t h i s because (1) a 
liicene canon had frowned upon t h i s k i n d of change and i t wa3 not 
l i k e l y to happen so soon a f t e r . (2) i t would be u n f a i r t o the 
momory of Amphion (3) Athanasius i n 356 p r a i s e s Amphio of C i l i c i a , 
.not B i t h y n i a , f o r combating the Arians w i t h h i s w r i t i n g s ^ 1 . 

Donato - Donatu3 of Carthage i s the famous schismatic (c.313-355). 
22 

Augustine thought t h a t because the names of the sees were not 
tjiven i n some copies, there could be some doubt as t o whether the 
Donatus here mentioned was the bishop of Carthage. I t seems 
reasonably/ 
•otes. 

Ath. Apol. c. Ar.7, Theod. 1,19. 
1?. ad ann.325 n XXXIV and LX^VII. 

Iilem. V I , p. 356 c. 1 and 2 note 5. 
r^. Ath. Disput. prima c. Ar. 

c.Cresc.3,34; 4,44.' 
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reasonably c e r t a i n , however, t h a t as Gratus, the orthodox bishop 
of Carthage, was present at Western Sardica, h i s r i v a l , Donatus, 
would be i n t e r e s t e d i n and a supporter of the Easterns. 
The r e c o g n i t i o n of Donatus as a bishop " i n e c c l e s i a c a t h o l i c a " i s 
i n t e r e s t i n g , s p r i n g i n g as i t does, not from t h e o l o g i c a l reasons, 
but simply from a d e s i r e t o g a i n a d d i t i o n a l support. • 

Desiderio - n o t h i n g i s known, of Desiderius of Campania i n c e n t r a l 
I t a l y . The Easterns would send t h e i r l e t t e r t o I t a l y s p e c i a l l y to 
v/in support there against J u l i u s who^by h i s synod at Rome> had shown 
himself t o be ofie of the a b l e s t and strongest supporters of 
Athanasius. 

23 
Fortunato - Feder t h i n k s t h a t Fortunatus of Neapolia i n Campania 
wa3 successor of b i 3 h o p Calepodius who subscribed the synodal 
l e t t e r of the Westerns at S a r d i c a ^ and who must have died between 
i t s composition and t h a t of the present, l e t t e r (A I V , l ) because 
the l a t t e r i s already addressed t o h i s successor.' I n defence of 
bis o p i n i o n he a s s e r t s t h a t the naming of the bishop i n the 
address of the Easterns 1 l e t t e r does not a l l o w any conclusion t o 
be drawn as t o h i s t h e o l o g i c a l sympathies because the l e t t e r i s 
addressed t o a l l the churches. 
But (1) there i s no d e f i n i t e evidence t h a t the Westerns' l e t t e r 
v/as w r i t t e n before t h a t of the Easterns. (2) i t seems more 
reasonable to presume t h a t the Eusebians would p r i m a r i l y address 
themselves/ 
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tli cms elves t o t h e i r own supporters - no advantage could be _;ained 
from an/ other course of a c t i o n - t h a t the purpose of s.duryssin^ 
the churches g e n e r a l l y v/as a second a r„ one, v i z : t o counteract any 
"ecuiiienical" claims made by the Westerns, and t h a t j u s t as Donatus 
v/as r i v a l t o Gratus and Gregory t o Athenesius, so Fortunatus V/JUIQ 

be r i v a l t o Cale-nodius, though \hether as en Ari; ;n or on some other 
ground, i t isirnpossible to say. 

p.43 L.14 Ariminensi c l e r o .- the t e x t U cor r u p t and var ious 
readings h*ve been £iven. A 25 reads " a r i m i n i a c l e n o " (perhaps from 
"arimin 'clero") . C gives M a r i : i i i n i a c l i n o " , y Ariminiaceno 2^. 
Thes. l i r u j . l a t . 2 r-575 takes i t as the name of e bishop 
"Ariminiadenus". T i l l e m o n t 2 ? and' 3avio 2° break un "Ariminiadeno" 
into " A r i . n i n i " and "Adeno1.' ( o r "Athenio"). Feder 2? p o i n t s out the 
the t e x t of A., which Tillernont and Savio had not seen, i s against 
t h i s conjecture. A j a i n , i f i t be taken as an a d j e c t i v e i . e . 
Ariminiade.no Campaniae episcopo, the f o l l o w i n g c i t i e s have been 
proposed as the see:- Acerrae i n Campania.-^0 and Aesernie i n o l d 
SamniumJ . 

Federates shown t h a t a r b i t r a r y changes on the p a r t of the c o p y i s t 
can not be proved i n A, and so i t i s only by an e r r o r ^ r e a d i n g or 
v . T i t i n g / 

i'otes. 
??• The MS. u s u a l l y f ollowed by Feder. 

the one adopted by Coustant P.L.X col.659 a. 
??• Mem V I , 1704, a r t . 39 r-334. 

i n R i v i s t a d i scienze s t o r i s c h e V I I , v o l . I 
29. Stud. I I , 113. 
?0. U g h e l l i V I , 2l6sq. 
iL. U g h e l l i V I , 366sq. 

C.S.E.L. LXV Pref. p. XXVTT 

an e r r o r i r e a a i n or A 

file:///hether
http://Ariminiade.no
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w r i t i n g t h a t the present form " A r i m i n i a c l e n o " has. occurred. Feder 
suggests t h a t the f i r s t p a r t r e f e r s to Ariminum and the second 
to " c l e r u s " . Many strange names, he continues, have a r i s e n i n A 
through f a l s e s o l u t i o n of the shortened forms;' t h e r e . i s such a 
f a l s e s o l u t i o n i n t h i 3 case ('arimin) and the word " a r i m i n i a c l e n o " 
can "be e a s i l y d i s s e c t e d i n t o " a r i m i n e n s i c l e r o " . This, form was 
used probably because the see was vacant at t h i s p a r t i c u l a r time. 
There i s another instance of t h i s form i n H i l . De Syn. 1, where 
H i l a r y addresses the bishops of Gaul and Germany t h u s : -
"coepiscopos p r o v i n c i a e Germaniae primae et Germaniae secundae... 
et ex Narbonensi plebibus et c l e r i c i s Tolosanis". The see of 
Toulouse was vacant because of the e x i l e of bishop Rhodanius, and 
so H i l a r y says i n h i s address "people and c l e r g y " . 
Bishop Cyriacus i s sometimes assigned >to the see at the time of 
the Sardican c o u n c i l , but wrongly, because the Cyriacus concerned 
was bishop of Naissus^^. 

L.15,l6 E u t h i c i o , Maximo, S i n f e r o n t i - l i t t l e i s known about these 
three bishops, E u t h i c i u s of Campania, Maximus of Salona i n 
Dalmatia and S i n f e r o n . 

The confusion e x i s t i n g i n the t e x t between the names of the bishop 
and t h e i r sees.may be explained by the f a c t t h a t not a l l the copies 
of the l e t t e r contained the names of the s e e s ^ and consequently 
these were added l a t e r t o the t e x t . 
Notes. 
33. c f . Fed. S t u d . I I . I n t r o d . 2,9 and p.113-114. 
34. Aug. c. Cresc. 3 ,34; 4,44. 
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p,49 L.lsq. a d i v e r s i s O r i e n t a l i u m p r o v i n c i i s etc. - t h i s l i s t of 
provinces i s preserved also i n H i l . De Syn.34, i n the Cod.Ver.LX 
(Latin v e r s i o n ) and i n the Syrian v e r s i o n of the Easterns 1 creed i n 

35 
Cod. P a r i s i n . syr.62 
i'he l i s t i n A IV, 1, i s the s h o r t e s t of the f o u r , having only 
twenty f o u r names, i n c l u d i n g I s a u r i a , not found i n the other l i s t 3 > 

and Arabia, which also occurs i n De Syn.34 but not i n the other 
two l i s t s . Among the names of bishops given i n A IV, $ no mention 
is made of a bishop from I s a u r i a , though bishops from Egypt and. 
Pannonia, not g i v e n i n A IV, l ^ r e m e n t i o n e d ^ 

L. 8sq. Est q^uidem etc - at the very beginning of t h e i r l e t t e r the 
Easterns defend themselves against the charge of schism. They 
assert t h e i r eagerness t o preserve the u n i t y of the Church, t o 
hold f a s t t o i t s t r a d i t i o n s and r u l e s , and t o eschew a l l new sects 
and t r a d i t i o n s . The "new t r a d i t i o n s " r e f e r t o the a c q u i t t a l of 
Athanasius and Marcellus by the synod of Rome under J u l i u s despite 

37 
t h e i r previous condemnation at Tyre.. I n h i s l e t t e r J u l i u s had 
already a n t i c i p a t e d such an o b j e c t i o n and u n v e i l e d the hypocrisy 
of the Easterns i n t h i s matter. 

L.9sq. ut sancta domini etc - l i k e the c o u n c i l of Nicaea 325, the 
synod of Sardica had, as one of the reasons of i t s i n c e p t i o n , the 
removal/ 
Hotes. 
35. c f . Feder p.68-69. 
36. Mysia, Pannonia and Lacia could have been o m i t t e d i n A IV, 1 

as being more c o r r e c t l y Western provinces, but i n s e r t e d q u i t e 

37. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20sq. 
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removal of a l l dissensions and the r e s t o r i n g of peace t o the Church 

The Basterns here pay l i p - s e r v i c e t o t h i s aim. 

L.14sq. c u t ecciesiae. r e g u l a e t c . - c f . note on L.bsq. 

L.17 maxime i n . .. exponendis - another aim of the synod was t o 
s e t t l e the vexed q u e s t i o n of the deposed bi s h o p s ? c f . the V/esterns 1 

l e t t e r - * ^ and t h e i r l e t t e r t o J u l i u s - ^ . 

The word "exponere" i s used o f t e n i n t h i s l e t t e r i n the sense of 
"depose" e.g. pi60 L.12;*p.61 L.13,14; p.63 L.5. I t may be the 
inf l u e n c e of the Greek 6K*|Sot.V>\ co. 

L. 22,23 Marcellus quidam Galaciae - the Easterns could be expected 
to begin t h e i r l e t t e r w i t h a p r e l i m i n a r y a t t a c k on Marcellus of 

40 
Ancyra. Even among the Westerns o p i n i o n was d i v i d e d about him. 
The charges brought a g a i n s t him are t h a t he t r i e s t o d i v i d e , or 
put l i m i t s t o , the p e r p e t u a l , e t e r n a l and t i m e l ess kingdom of the 
Lord Jesus C h r i s t , saying t h a t He began t o r e i g n 400 years before 
and t h a t His r u l e w i l l end w i t h the end.of the world; he asserts 
that i n the conception of the body He became the image of the 
i n v i s i b l e God and then was made the bread, the door and the l i f e ; 
thus m i n g l i n g the f a l s e a s s e r t i o n s of S a b e l l i u s , the wickedness of 
Paul of Samosata and the blasphemies of Montanus. I n §9 the East­
erns also r e f e r t o the outrages which took place on the r e t u r n of 
Marcellus from e x i l e a f t e r the death of Constantino. 
Nothing/ 
Notes. 
30. B I I , i . 
39. B I I , 2. 
40. c f . B I I , 9. 
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No t h i n g very d e f i n i t e i s known about Marcellus. Even., hi s own 
generation found i t d i f f i c u l t to reac h a s a t i s f a c t o r y c o nclusion 
upon him and .our task today i s made' a l l the more d i f f i c u l t by the 
f a c t t h a t h i s w r i t i n g s have reached us only through the work of 
his opponent,Eusebius of Caeaarea^. 
While the Eusebians were c o n s i s t e n t i n t h e i r condemnation^, the 
Nicenes at f i r s t declared i n h i s f a v o u r ^ but l a t e r changed t h e i r 
o p i n i o n because of h i s connection w i t h Photinus. Athanasius, 

44 
questioned by Epiphanius > would give no decided o p i n i o n ; indeed^ 
according t o B I I , 9 yAthanasius had broken from Marcellus s h o r t l y 
a f t e r Sardica. H i l a r y , B a s i l the Great, Chrysostom judged him 
more severely. 
There seems l i t t l e doubt t h a t the d i v e r s i t y of o p i n i o n on Marcellus 
has a r i s e n from the f a c t t h a t } a l t h o u g h he a f f i r m e d the p r i n c i p a l 
tenets of the Nicene creed, and thus gained the support of the 
Nicene p a r t y , he was not completely s a t i s f i e d w i t h i t . I n 
p a r t i c u l a r he t r i e d t o work out f u r t h e r the problem of the r e l a t i o n 
of Father and Son i n the T r i n i t y , and i n so doing gave the 
Eusebians o p p o r t u n i t y t o condemn him on t h e o l o g i c a l grounds 
without d i r e c t l y a f f e c t i n g the a u t h o r i t y of the c o u n c i l of Nicaesa. 
Zahn^ has shown t h a t Marcellus adopted much of the t r a d i t i o n a l 
theology/ 
Notes. 
41. adv. Marc. I I and Be Eccles. T h e o l . I I I . 
42. e.g. at Constantinople 336, Eastern Sardica. 
43. e.g. at Rome, Western Sardica. 
44. Haer. 72, 
45. Marcellus von'Ancyra p.216-245. 
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theology of Asia Minor, e s p e c i a l l y as seen i n the w r i t i n g s of 
Trenaeus, and represented a r e a c t i o n against the p h i l o s o p h i c a l 
ideas of-Origen and a r e t u r n t o S c r i p t u r a l t e a c h ing, i n p a r t i c u l a r 
t h a t of St. John. But f o r Marcellua, as indeed f o r a l l the 
Nicono loadoru, the idea of p e r s o n a l i t y was a very d i f f i c u l t one 
and ovon w i t h h i s ronowod emphasis on S c r i p t u r o he guinod no. d e a r 
perception of i;ho i n h o r o n t pornoni.il d i n t i n c t n o u s of tho Fathor and 
Cho MOM, V I U H Ar.iwn, Mai/oolluo thought bhab tho idou of.' 'Jonnhlp 
involved u luvi'.Lnni.ii;.1; and an i n f e r i o r i t y , no that u Sou of (!od l.u 
noibhor o t o r n a l nor equal t o tho Fathor. This i s not t o say - na 
the Ariano d i d - t h a t the Son i s a c r e a t u r e ; Marcellus a f f i r m e d 
the Lord's t r u o d e i t y . On the basis of St. John'a Goapol ho 
asserted t h a t i n the beginning was not the Son but the Logos, and 
th a t the l a t t e r i s the proper terra to denote the Lord's r e l a t i o n ­
ship w i t h the Father. The Logos i s not only the s i l e n t , t h i n k i n g 
p r i n c i p l e which i s i n God, but also the a c t i v e , c r e a t i n g p r i n c i p l e 
which comes f o r t h from God and yet remains w i t h God. I t was 
only when the Logos came f o r t h and was i n v e s t e d w i t h human nature 
that He became Son of God and Image of God. Thus i t might be 
i n f e r r e d t h a t i t was only when the Logos descended i n t o t r u e , 
created, human f l e s h and became separated from the Father t h a t 
He acquired a s o r t of independent p e r s o n a l i t y . But the Logos 
can not wear a servant's form f o r ever, i t must be l a i d aside; 
the Son of God 3 h a l l d e l i v e r up the Kingdom to the Father t h a t 
the Kingdom of God may have no end, and then the Logos s h a l l 
r e t u r n and be immanent as before. 

I t seems safe t o presume t h a t Marcellus d i d not succeed i n 
securing/ 
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i ^It-
securing a s a t i s f a c t o r y answer t o the problem he had set him s e l f , 
and the r e s u l t a n t c onfusion gave a c e r t a i n p l a u s i b i l i t y to the 
charges brought against him of Sabelli a n i s m , the d o c t r i n e of a 
single d i v i n e essence under a t r i p l e name, and of f o l l o w i n g the 
erro r s of Paul o f Samosata i n conceiving an impersonal Logos 
descending i n t o human f l e s h , w h i l e h i s connection w i t h Ancyra would 
give r i s e t o the accusation of being i n v o l v e d i n the e r r o r s of 
the IvTontanists. 
The Sasterns had t h e r e f o r e an abundance of m a t e r i a l from which t o 
construct a good case f o r the charges brought against him. 
I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o note t h a t E u s e b i u s ^ s t a t e s t h a t Marcellus 
at one moment descends i n t o the utmost p i t of S a b e l l i u s , at another 
attempts t o r e v i v e the heresy of Paul of Samosat&, and at y e t 
another reveals h i m s e l f as a downright Jew. 

>•-

p.49 L.26 ante quadringentos annos - i n the Ora t i o syn. Sard, ad 
Const. I § 5 p.183 L.21,22 we f i n d another instance of the number 
400 o c c u r r i n g where 300 would seem t o us to be more n a t u r a l . 

p. 50 L.6 l i b r o . . . pleno - M a r c e l l u s 1 book i s no longer e x t a n t ^ 
but H i l a r y had i t i n h i s p o s s e s s i o n ^ 

L . l l S a b e l l i - f o r note on S a b e l l i u s see A I p.44 L.5,6. 

Notes. 
46. Eccl. Theol. 3. 6". 4. 
47. see note p.49 L. 22. 
48. B. I I , 9 p.146 L.8, 9. 
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P a u l i Samosatenis - Pa u l of Samosata a s s e r t e d that the Logos v/as 

not a s u b s t a n t i v e Person, but an impersonal Utterance of God, and 

that C h r i s t was an e a r t h l y man, indwelt i m p e r s o n a l l y by d i v i n e 

i n f l u e n c e s , to which he responded w i t h obedience so complete that 
49 

He was e x a l t e d to f e l l o w s h i p w i t h God. . P a u l was condemned by 
the O r i g e n i s t c o u n c i l of Antioch 268. 

L.12 Montani - Montanus, a n a t i v e of the v i l l a g e of Ardabau i n 
50 

that p a r t of Mysia which -borders on P h r y g i a , i n the l a t t e r h a l f of 

the second century o r i g i n a t e d the f i r s t schism on record. His 

sect proclaimed the new d i s p e n s a t i o n of the P a r a c l e t e which was to 

supersede t h a t of the Old Testament and t h a t of the New Testament, 

and so to be the f i n a l stage of r e v e l a t i o n i n view of the nearness 

of the second Advent. A s e c t i o n of A s i a t i c Montanists who 

followed Aeschines i n c l i n e d to Modalisnr' 1 but,on the whole,in 

doctrine Montanism was no heresy. 

L.19sq.. c o n d i c i t u r namque e t c - a c c o r d i n g to S o c r . I , 2,6 the 

Eusebians began to c o n s i d e r the case of Marcellus a t Jeru s a l e m i n 

335 but had to postpone t h i s because of a summons from the 

Emperor to come to Co n s t a n t i n o p l e . They then held a synod i n t h i s 

c i t y / 

Notes. 
49. Robertson "Athanasius" p.XXVII, X X V I I I argues s t r o n g l y f o r 

a connection.between Paul and A r i u s through L u c i a n the Martyr. 
50. Eus. H.E. V, 16 7. 
51. P s . - T e r t . Adv. Omn. haer V I I . 
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c i t y and asked M a r c e l l u s to f u l f i l the promise he had made a t 
Jerusalem of burning h i s book a g a i n s t the A r i a n s o p h i s t , A s t e r i u s 
of Cappadocia, because i t was i n f e c t e d w i t h the e r r o r s of Paul of 
Samosata. T h i s M a r c e l l u s now r e f u s e d to do. I n t h e i r l e t t e r to 
the Emperor, the E u s e b i a n s f u r t h e r accused M a r c e l l u s of having 
i n s u l t e d Constantine by r e f u s i n g to a t t e n d the c o n s e c r a t i o n of the 
church i n Jerusalem. On these two accounts the synod deposed him 
and requested a l l the bishops i n h i s province of G-alatia to destroy 
his book 5 2. 

In t h i s p a r t of t h e i r l e t t e r , the Eusebians are at great p a i n s to 

show that they acted at Constantinople i n a r e g u l a r f a s h i o n and i n 

accordance with the t r a d i t i o n s of the Church. F i r s t of a l l , they 

had t r i e d to t e a c h M a r c e l l u s the e r r o r of h i s ways, and, a f t e r 

several v a i n attempts, had condemned him i n e c c l e s i a s t i c a l f a s h i o n 

(probably r e f e r r i n g to the procedure adopted by the Church w i t h 

regard to h e r e t i c s i n the p a s t ) . Then they had p r e s e r v e d h i s 

errors i n the A r c h i v e s of the Church f o r the sake of p o s t e r i t y and 

a p r o t e c t i o n to S c r i p t u r e . T h i r d l y a book r e f u t i n g h i s opinions 

had been drawn up by the bishops ( t h a t i s the one w r i t t e n by 

Suaebius of Caesarea c. Marc. I & I I ) and t h i s had been s u b s c r i b e d 

by two men who are now supporting him, namely, Protogenes of 

Sordica and C y r i a c u s of Maisus. 

The great importance p l a c e d on t r a d i t i o n a t t h i s time i s shown by 

their repeated emphasis on the f a c t t h a t these a c t s have been done 

-y "their p a r e n t s and e l d e r s " (even though they took p l a c e only 

0/ 

• ;otea. 
5 2« Socr. i , 36.So z.n , 33 . 
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8 or 9 y e a r s "before. 1) They f e e l t h e i r case strengthened whenever 
they have t r a d i t i o n (no matter how r e c e n t ! ) as a b a s i s f o r t h e i r 
argument 53 , 

In th i3 case, however, i t c a r r i e s no weight because, though they 
oomniain thnli Is I to Nioismiri ovfl.r throw 'tlio t r a d i t i o n of l.h»s Olnirph i1».y 
r0oe.lv.L11g Athniwui.l.nri and Ma.ro o l l u n ilonpiuo I:In*.I v provJLoutf noiu'l.»mnn 
tion, l;hay thonuKilvexa had boon g u i l t y o.C th.Ui ot'LVmod' i n llui r i m t 

plaoQ by r o o o i v l n ^ tho A r i a n s oondomnod at Wiaaon^-, 

p. 51 2 post unam et oooundam multuoque oorroptionoa - of. Tltum 

3, 10 . 

L.6 a c t i s . . e c c l e s i a s t i c i s - see note on p.50 L.19oq. 

L.10,11 i n a r c h i v o e c c l e s i a e - the ol d C h r i s t i a n churches seem to 

have r e s e r v e d a room f o r the p r e s e r v a t i o n of l i t u r g i c a l books and 

documents r e l a t i v e to the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the C h r i s t i a n communi­

t i e s , but nothing d e f i n i t e i s known about t h i s . By the t h i r d 

century there are more numerous and p r e c i s e r e f e r e n c e s to l i b r a r i e 

ouch as those at Jerus a l e m and Carthage, which contained both 

canonical and un c a n o n i c a l books. A great many l i b r a r i e s were 

destroyed i n the p e r s e c u t i o n of D i o c l e t i a n , but w i t h peace they 

gradually/ 

Notes. 
53. see a l s o $ § 23,26. 
54. of. the l e t t e r of J u l i u s i n Ath. Apol. o.Ar. 20sq.. 
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g r a d u a l l y recovered and extended u n t i l i n the f o u r t h century every 

church of importance p o s s e s s e d one. 

L.16 l i b e r s ententiarum - i . e . the c. Marc.I & I I w r i t t e n by 
Susebiua of C a e r a r e a ^ . 

L.18 Protogenes - i n 316 Constantine addressed a l e t t e r concern­
ing manumission i n church to Protogenes, bishop of S a r d i c a i n 

56 
Dacia . He occupied a prominent p l a c e at the c o u n c i l of K i c a e a 
and was e n t r u s t e d w i t h the duty of making i t s d e c r e s s known through-

57 
out Dacia, C a l a b r i a , Dardania and the surrounding r e g i o n s ^ 1 . 
As bishop of S a r d i c a he n a t u r a l l y played a l e a d i n g p a r t i n the 

58 

counoil there-' . There i 

mentioned by the E a s t e r n s . 

58 
counoil there-' . There i s no other r e c o r d of the i n c i d e n t 

C y r i a c u s a Naiso - t h i s i s the reading adopted by Feder on the 
b a s i s of A IV, 1 p.66 L.9, 10 "Gaudentium atttem ut inmemorem 
d e c e s s o r i s s u i C y r i a c i " , B I I , 4 n 32 "Gaudentius a Dacia de Naiso" 
and S o z . H . E . I I I , n " r * v F e r w ? tv -vr /x <nrouTc*cvvr* /(upctxw, 

c A f o - Constant ̂ s u g g e s t a C y r i a c u s A r i m i n e n s i s , but 

t h i s c o n j e c t u r e i s p a l e o g r a p h i c a l l y untenable. 

As/ 

Notes. 
55. see p.50 L.19sq. 
56. Cod.lust. I , X I I I , 1; K r i e g e l Corp. lud. C i v . c l , 1 3 p.89-90. 
57. G e l a s i u s Cy z. De Act. Nic. Cone.II,27,36. 
56. Socr. I I , 20. Ath. c . A r . I I . 
59. see a l s o p. 66 L.5sq.. 
60. P.L.X,661 b. 
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As the E a s t e r n s knew t h a t C y r i a c u s was a l r e a d y dead before the 
61 ' 

c o u n c i l o f . S a r d i c a met , they must mean the bishop to stand f o r 

the see here. 

p.52 L . l qui se e c c l e s i a s t i c o s v o l u n t - i . e . they wish to be 

known as church-men but, by r e c e i v i n g a h e r e t i c i n t o communion, 

t h e i r a c t s show t h a t they are not. 

62 
L . 3 i l l i s - i . e . those a t the c o u n c i l of Constantinople . 

L.4-6 etenim M a r c e l l u s . . r e q u i s i v i t - M a r c e l l u s s e e k i n g help i n 

fo r e i g n p a r t s i s undoubtedly a r e f e r e n c e to the synod held at Rome 

under J u l i u s , which a c q u i t t e d Athanasius and M a r c e l l u s . The 

Easte r n s make i t appear as i f M a r c e l l u s had made the f i r s t approach 

but i t was a c t u a l l y the Eusebians who had sent a deputation to Rome 

with charges a g a i n s t Athanasius, and^when hard pressed, had asked 

J u l i u s to convene a synod. Only then had Athanasius and M a r c e l l u s 

set out f o r Rome to defend themselves a g a i n s t t h e i r a c c u s a t i o n s . 

On t h e i r imminent a r r i v a l , the Eusebi a n s , knowing t h e i r case to be 

hopeless, had given a l l s o r t s of p r e t e x t s f o r r e f u s i n g to a t t e n d 

the- s y n o d ^ . But the synod was held d e s p i t e t h e i r withdrawal, 

f u l l i n q u i r y made i n t o the charges, and Athanasius and M a r c e l l u s 

declared u n j u s t l y deposed and admitted to the communion of the 

Chucch of Rome. • 

Notes. 

61. c f . A IV, f 27 p.661.9. 
62. see note p.^O L.19sq. 
6j. c f . J u l i u s ' l e t t e r Ath. Apol.c. Ar.22sq. 
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64 I t i s the o f t - r e p e a t e d complaint of the E a s t e r n s i n t h e i r l e t t e r 

that i t was only i n f o r e i g n p a r t s , where they and t h e i r a c t s v/ere 

not i n t i m a t e l y known, th a t t h e i r opponents could gain a c q u i t t a l . 

I t i s obvious t h a t i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r i n s t a n c e at l e a s t t h e i r 

complaint c a r r i e s no weight. Athanasius, too, had a l r e a d y shown 

that i t was without foundation because s h o r t l y before the c o u n c i l 

of Rome he had h e l d a synod i n A l e x a n d r i a s p e c i a l l y to disprove 

the charges brought a g a i n s t him and the E g y p t i a n s had sent out a 
65 

c i r c u m s t a n t i a l l e t t e r i n h i s defence 

L.9sq.. quique sub praetexto e t c . - see note on p*49L.22, 

p. 53 L.10,11 sed propter... M a r c e l l o - a c c o r d i n g to Faber and 

C o u a t a n t ^ t h i s sentence i s an i n t e r p o l a t i o n , though they give no 
67 

reason f o r t h i s o pinion. Feder t a k e s i t as genuine. There 
seems no reason why i t should not be a genuine p a r t of the t e x t , 
rounding o f f the s e c t i o n before a new a t t a c k i s launched, t h i s time 

on Athanasius.' ' 

L.12 Athanasio - the E a s t e r n s had a t t a c k e d M a r c e l l u s on d o c t r i n a l 

grounds but d i f f e r e n t t a c t i c s had to be adopted a g a i n s t Athanasius. 

By remaining f i r m to the Nicene Creed, he had given them no scope 

for a charge of heresy. T h e i r method t h e r e f o r e , was to accuse 

h i V 
notes. 
64. cf. p.56 L.21,24sq. 
65. Ath. Apol. c. A r . l s q . 
«>6. P.L. X c o l . 663. 
67. Praef. X X V I I . 
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him of conduct and a c t s p r e j u d i c i a l to and unworthy of the 
episcopal o f f i c e . 

Through g e n e r a l c o n f e s s i o n s of a l l e g i a n c e to the Nicene Creed, 

the Eusebians had been able to secure the r e t u r n of those who had 

been e x i l e d a t , or soon a f t e r , the c o u n c i l of Nicaea, but-

Athanasius r e f u s e d to r e c e i v e them i n t o communion. 

Because of t h i s , the Eusebians r e p r e s e n t e d h i s a t t i t u d e , to the 

Emperor as one of contentious obstinacy, d i s t u r b i n g the peace which 
(TO 

Constantine was so eager to secure . 7/ith the help of the 

Meletians they were able to b r i n g forward a c c u s a t i o n s i n support 
69 

of t h i s a g a i n s t Athanasius . The l a t t e r was able to baulk t h e i r 
f i r s t attempts, but some time l a t e r the Meletians were a g a i n b r i b e d 

70 
to make f u r t h e r a c c u s a t i o n s . Then i n 334 at Caesarea i n 

71 
P a l e s t i n e the Eusebians convened a synod and summoned Athanasius 

to i t . He r e f u s e d to come and made h i s defence to the Emperor who 

accepted i t and ordered Susebius and h i s f r i e n d s , a l r e a d y hastening 

to Caesarea, to r e t u r n . I n 335» however, the Eusebians and 

I i'eletians persuaded Constantine to c a l l a synod at Tyre, to which 

Athanasius was summoned by the Emperor. " According to A IV, 1 

^^ b i s h o p s came to Tyre from Macedonia, Pannonia, B i t h y n i a and a l l 

the parts of the E a s t . At. t h i s c o u n c i l the Meletians accused 

Athanasius/ 

Notes. 
^ . Afch. ApfM. C AW5<\ 
•'), .lM>t, 
.v. fchoao oonoenung Iaohyrua and Arsonius - sea Ath. Av>ol. c, Av, o 
'?1. A IV, 1$ ',\ • . ' 

r 



Athanasius of d i s t u r b i n g the peace and u n i t y of the E g y p t i a n s by 
72 

his oppressive measures . His p r i e s t , Macarius, a g a i n accused 
7-1 

of the d e s t r u c t i o n of the c h a l i c e , was brought i n chains to Tyre J
 f 

and I s c h y r a s was i n c i t e d , by the promise of a see from the Eusebians^ 

to r e t u r n to the a t t a c k ^ . When the a c c u s a t i o n concerning Arsenius 

was made, however, Athanasius threw e v e r y t h i n g i n t o c o n f u s i o n by 

producing hijn before the c o u n c i l ? ^ The Eusebians covered t h e i r 

embarrassment by appointing a thoroughly b i a s e d commission76 to go 

to I s c h y r a s • own country, Mareotis, and make f u r t h e r i n q u i r i e s . 

That the a c c u s a t i o n s were without foundation i s proved by the two 

l e t t e r s of the c l e r g y of M a r e o t i s ^ who a s s e r t t h a t with the help 

of the p r e f e c t , . P h i l a g r i u s , and by t h r e a t s and v i o l e n t treatment 

the t r u t h had been suppressed and f a l s e t e s t i m o n i e s encouraged. 

In a d d i t i o n the E g y p t i a n bishops at Tyre openly confronted the 
i • 

Eusebians w i t h t h e i r c o n s p i r a c y a g a i n s t Athanasius and t h e i r b i a s e d 

s e l e c t i o n of the deputation to Mareotis . By t h i s time i t was 

evident that a l l chance of s e c u r i n g a f a i r sentence from the synod 

of Tyre had disappeared and Athanasius now l e f t the c o u n c i l , hoping 

in t h i s way to put an end to i t s proceedings f o r he d e c l a r e d i t 

to/ 

Notes. 
72. Sog.II,25. Soz. 11,31 s t a t e s t h a t d i s t u r b i n g the peace was i n 

the eyes of the Emperor the g r e a t e s t offence. 
73. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.71. 
74. i b i d . 85-
75. Theod. I , 30. Socr.I,. 29sq. Soz I I , 25. 
76. I t s members were Theognis of Nicaea, Maris of Chalcedon, 

U r s a c i u s of Singidunum, Valens of Mursa, Macedonius of 
Mopsuestia and Theodorus of Her a c l e a . 

77. - i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 74,75. 
7o\ Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 77sq. 
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to be an acknowledged r u l e t h a t whatever was determined . by one 

party alone'was i n v a l i d " ^ . But t h i s did not deter the Eus e b i a n s ; 

having r e c e i v e d t h e i r deputation from Mareotis with t h e i r f a l s e 

statements and a c c u s a t i o n s , they deposed Athanasius, and, to prevent 

a l l d i s t u r b a n c e s , forbade h i s r e t u r n to A l e x a n d r i a . Meanwhile ; 

Athanasius had gone to the Emperor at C o n s t a n t i n o p l e ^ and requested < 

him to allow him to make h i s defence before the bishops from Tyre. 

This was granted, and t h i s time the Eusebians brought a new charge, '• 

namely, that Athanasius had" threatened to hinder the y e a r l y import 
8 l 

of corn from A l e x a n d r i a to Constantinople . According to j 
Athanasius, Theodoret and S o c r a t e s , the Eusebians how s a i d nothing 

82 
about the c h a l i c e and A r s e n i u s , though Sozomen s t a t e s t h a t they j . 

did b r i n g the a c c u s a t i o n concerning the c h a l i c e and the Emperor 

probably b e l i e v e d i t . I t would seem t h a t Athanasius was given no 

opportunity to make a f u r t h e r defence but was e x i l e d to Treves by 

the Emperor c.335/336, the r e a l charge probably being t h a t he 

threatened the peace 01 the Church. N e v e r t h e l e s s Constantine ' j 
• I 

refused to a l l o w the Eusebians to appoint another bishop f o r j 
Alexandria. ' 

1 
1 

Only on the g e n e r a l amnesty g i v e n by C o n s t a n t i n e 1 s sons i n 338 was 
Athanasius/ ! 

1 
Notes. ' 
79. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.82. I n t h e i r l e t t e r (A IV, 1% 7 p. 54 L.13sq) i 

the E a s t e r n s a s s e r t t h a t Athanasius was s t i l l p r e s e n t v/hen 
the sentence was passed. 

GO. i n a l e t t e r to Athanasius, p r e s e r v e d i n Ath. Apol. c.Ar.68, 
Constantine admits the f a l s i t y of the Me l e t i a n a c c u s a t i o n s , 

ttl. Socr. 1,35. Theod. 1,31. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.87. 
ti2. " I I , 28. 
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Athanasius able' to r e t u r n from e x i l e and even then i t was i n f a c e 

of strong o p p o s i t i o n from the Eusebians. I n 339 the l a t t e r s e t up 

a bishop of t h e i r own i n A l e x a n d r i a i n o p p o s i t i o n to Athanasius. 

He was the former p r i e s t , P i s t u s , who had a l r e a d y been deposed f o r 

his A r i a n views by At h a n a s i u s ' predecessor and by the c o u n c i l of 

Nicaea, but was now co n s e c r a t e d bishop by Secundus of Ptolemais,~ 

who had a l s o been deposed a t N i c a e a ^ . Not only did they b r i n g 

forward a l l the" old charges a g a i n s t Athanasius but invented new 

a c c u s a t i o n s about the v i o l e n c e s and p e r s e c u t i o n s occasioned on h i s 
85 

return to A l e x a n d r i a . These complaints were presented to the 

three Emperors and an embassy was sent i n 339 to J u l i u s of Rome 

comprising the p r e s b y t e r Macarius and the two deacons M a r t y r i u s 

and Hesychius. The copy of the f a l s e a c c u s a t i o n s contained i n the 

Kareotic Acts and d e l i v e r e d by the embassy to J u l i u s was now i n t u r n 

sent by the l a t t e r to Athanasius who immediately sent envoys on h i s 
O r 

own behalf to Rome and to the Emperors Constantine and Constans 

and assembled bishops from Egypt, L i b y a , Thebes and P e n t a p o l i s to 

a synod i n A l e x a n d r i a where the a c c u s a t i o n s of the Eusebians were 

disproved. On the impending a r r i v a l at Rome of the envoys from 

Athanasius, Macarius withdrew and the two deacons t r i e d to evade 

aa awkward s i t u a t i o n by demanding a synod. J u l i u s acceded to 

the i r request and selnt l e t t e r s both to Athanasius and to the 

Euaebians/ 

Notes. 
33- Ath. H i s t . Ar. ad mon. 8. 
£H. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 19 ,24 .Encycl. ad e ^ i s c . e ^ i s t . 6. 
#5. - Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 3sq. 
06. Ath. Apol. c . A r . 22,24, 83. H i s t . A r . , . 9 . 
37. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. lsq.. 
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no 

Eusebians . While Athanasius was hastening to Rome-for t h i s 

pumose, the p r e f e c t of ̂ gypt, P h i l a g r i u s , p u b l i s h e d a decree-to 

the e f f e c t t h a t a c e r t a i n Gregory of Cappadocia had been appointed 

as successor of Athanasius. The l a t t e r had no doubt that t h i s 

action had been i n s t i g a t e d by the ̂ usebians and i t occasioned 

fresh t u m u l t s ^ . 
After Athanasius had waited a long time m Rome l o r h i s defence' , 

the TCusebians a t l a s t r e p l i e d to J u l i u s , g i v i n g v a r i o u s reasons 
'91 • for not attending the synod . Athanasius stayed on m Rome u n t i l 

Constans summoned him to Milan and then sent him to Gaul to meet 

Ossius and the G a l l i c a n bishops i n p r e p a r a t i o n f o r the synod of 
S a r d i c a . 9 2 

p. 53 L.12 de Athanasio quondam Alexandria®- episcopo - thus 
designated because of the i n t r u s i o n of Gregory of Cappadocia into 
h i s see93. 

i.'otes. 
88. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 2 0 , 2 2 , 24. H i s t . Ar. 9 . 
89. Ath. E p i s t . E n c y c l . ad ^ p i s c . 3 sq . 
90. 18 months according to Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 29. 
9 1 . e.g. that the^ C o u n c i l of Tyre had alre a d y deposed Athanasius 

and t h e r e f o r e a new i n q u i r y would undermine the a u t h o r i t y of 
c o u n c i l s . J u l i u s answered t h i s i n h i s l e t t e r by s a y i n >• that 
even the F a t h e r s of the great Nicene Council had give,:°their 
permission f o r t l i i d e c i s i o n s of one c o u n c i l to be t r i e d b 
another.. • The ^usebians themselves had al r e a d y -one be /onr l 

o? * J S a e ? 1T} w e l c o m n o back the Ari a n s e x i l i d there w " Ath, Apol. ad Const. 4. 
93. Ath. Typist. S n c y c l . 2 sq . 
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L.14 p r o p r i i s manibus - i t was a c t u a l l y I.iacarius who had been 

accused of t h i s i n the f i r s t p l a c e ^ . But he was a p r e s b y t e r under 

the command of Athanasius to whom, t h e r e f o r e , the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 

for the a c t could c o n c e i v a b l y be a t t r i b u t e d . I n a l e t t e r to 
95 

Athanasius I s c h y r a 3 c o n f e s s e s t h a t t h i s a c c u s a t i o n was f a l s e . 

L.19. Scyram - f o r I s c h y r a s see note on Athanasius p.53 L.12, a l s o 

Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 63sq.. I n Apol. c.Ar. 63 Athanasius denies that 
96 • 

Ischyras was a clergyman^ and indeed as e a r l y as the A l e x a n d r i a n 
council 324 h i s o r d i n a t i o n by C&lluthus had been pronounced n u l l 

97 
and void 
The S a s t e r n s here excuse Athanasius of v i o l e n c e but a c c o r d i n g to 

his account i n the Apol. c. A r . ^ i t i s they who have supported t h e i r 

accusations by t h r e a t s of v i o l e n c e and the use of m i l i t a r y power. 

There i s no r e c o r d i n the Apol. c.Ar. of I s c h y r a s being handed over 

to a m i l i t a r y guard, b u i f S o c r a t e s ^ r e l a t e s the a r r e s t of Arsenius 

at Tyre, an event which e f f e c t u a l l y destroyed that p a r t i c u l a r 

accusation a g a i n s t Athanasius. The E a s t e r n s may have d e l i b e r a t e l y 

confused the two. 

p.'53 L. 20 jspiscoporum i n t e r n i c i o n e - Athanasius had a l r e a d y been 

accused of murdering A r s e n i u s , but had thrown h i s a c c u s e r s i n t o 

complete/ 

"otes. 
t>4. Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 60. 
95. .Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 6 4 . 
i'G. c o n t r a s t p. 53 L. 18 "presbiterum vero ipsum". 
97. see a l s o Ath. Apol. c.Ar.12, 74 e t c . 

I , 29. 
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complete c o n f u s i o n by producing him a l i v e at the c o u n c i l of Tyre 

L. 21sq. quique etiam diebus e t c . - at the c o u n c i l of Tyre 335, 

C a l l i n i c u s , former bishop of Pelusium, charged Athanasius w i t h 

having used v i o l e n c e to secure h i s d e p o s i t i o n , acted u n j u s t l y and 

d e s p o t i c a l l y , and attempted, by f a l s e i nformation, to g a i n the 
100 

favour of Hyginus, the governor of Egypt. T h i s s e c t i o n i n the 

l e t t e r might r e f e r to these charges, though we have no exact 

information to e x p l a i n t h e ' r e f e r e n c e to E a s t e r nor any d e f i n i t e 

proof of Athanasius having used the i m p e r i a l power.cf.s 7. 

L. 22 ducibus atque comitibus - t h i s phrase i s probably a d u p l i c a t i o n 

of the same i d e a f o r the sake of emphasis. At t h i s time "duces" 

were sometimes g i v e n the honorary rank of "comites". 

L.25 f26 necatus.. f u e r a n t - i t i s probably c o r r e c t to t alee t h i s as 

part of the o r i i g i n a ^ t e x t of the l e t t e r , c f . the note on p. 53 L.10,11. 

This a p p l i e s a l s o to L.29,30 "erant quidem..obiecta". 

§ 7. For the c o u n c i l s a t Caesarea P a l a e s t i n a and Tyre see note on 

Athanasius p.53 L.12. 

p. 54 L. 8sq. sed suo de c o n c i l i o e t c . - i . e . ' the deputation sent 

from Tyre to M a r e o t i s , c f . p.53 L.12 note. 

Notes. 
99. Theod. I , 30. Socr. I , 29sq. S o z . I I , 25. 
100. S o z . I I , 25. 
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101 L .13> 14- i n praesentem Athanasium - Athanasius accused the 
Zusebians of sending t h e i r d e p u t a t i o n to Iviareotis simply f o r the 
purpose of a c h i e v i n g a t a d i s t a n c e and i n h i s absence what they 
had f a i l e d to accomplish i n h i s presence a t the c o u n c i l of Tyre, 
he f e l t i t was only an excuse to r e p a i r t h e i r p lans which had been 

i 
sadly d i s o r g a n i s e d by the weight of evidence brought a g a i n s t t h e i r 

a c cusations. Again ,from the account given i n Apol.c.Ar.82>it 

would appear t h a t Athanasius had l e f t the c o u n c i l while the i n q u i r y 

i n Mareotis was s t i l l being pursued and not a f t e r sentence had been • 

passed, a s the E a s t e r n s t r y to make out. I t i s obvious t h a t the 

Easterns have i n mind A t h a n a s i u s ' argument t h a t by l e a v i n g the • 

coun c i l he had thus a u t o m a t i c a l l y brought the proceedings to a 

close because i t was an acknowledged r u l e t h a t whatever was decided i 

by one pa r t y alone was i n v a l i d . I n > T h e o d . I I , 1 3 , L i b e r i u s j 

supports A t h a n a s i u s 1 account by a s s e r t i n g i n h i s conference w i t h 

Constantius t h a t "no judgment has ever been passed on Athanasius i n 

his presence". x 

L.17 i n e x i l i u m d e p o r t a v i t - he was sent to Treves i n G a u l 1 0 ^ . 

L.19sq_. s a c r i l e g u s i n deum e t c . - i n the course of time the s t o r y 

concerning I s c h y r a s g r a d u a l l y improved i n d e t a i l . I n the f i r s t 

account, Macarius had been accused of u s i n g v i o l e n c e and bre a k i n g 

the c h a l i c e . The next v e r s i o n was t h a t I s c h y r a s had been a c t u a l l y 

celebrating/ 

Notes. 
101. Apol. c. Ar. 7 2 . 

Apol. c. A r 1 o 8 2 . + J-03. see p. 53 1.12 note. 
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celebrat i n g the E u c h a r i s t . i n church when Macarius had b u r s t i n upon 

him and not only broken the c h a l i c e but overturned the Holy Table. 

The t h i r d step was to l a y a l l t h i s to the account of Athanasius 

himself. 

In his Apol. c. Ar. 74,75,76 , 83 , Athanasius p o i n t s out the v a r i o u s 

di s c r e p a n c i e s between the d i f f e r e n t accounts, shows tn a t I s c h y r a s 

had never been a m i n i s t e r of the Church, nor had he ever had a 

church, that no cup was broken n o r . t a b l e overturned. 

L.22,23 a u c t o r i t a s l e g i s . . t r a d i t i o - these e x p r e s s i o n s 3eem to be 

nearly synonymous."Canon e c c l e s i a e " w i l l r e f e r to the r u l e of the 

Church i n g e n e r a l . 

L. 25, 26 post plurimum tempus - Athanasius was i n e x i l e a l i t t l e 

over two y e a r s ^ " ^ . On h i s r e l e a s e from e x i l e , he seems to have 

taken the i n d i r e c t overland route to Egypt^^^. 

L.26sq. quique p r a e t e r i t a e t c - A t h a n a s i u s , i n h i s F e s t a l L e t t e r XL> 

and S o c r a t e s ^ I I , 3115;speak of tumults a f t e r h i s r e t u r n from e x i l e , 

but there i s no evidence elsewhere of the charges made here. 

According to Socr. I I , 24 the same k i n d of charge was brought 

against Athanasius a f t e r the synod of S a r d i c a . 

;iotea. 

104. c f . Theod. I I , 1; a l s o the evidence of Athanasius' F e s t a l 
L e t t e r f o r 338. 

105. c f . Ath. Apol. ad Const. 5 . see f u r t h e r note on p.55, 
L.26,27. 
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This type of g e n e r a l statement g i v i n g no s p e c i f i c d e t a i l s , 
mentioning ho p a r t i c u l a r persons or p l a c e s , weakens the E a s t e r n s ' 
case, e s p e c i a l l y when c o n t r a s t e d w i t h the lengthy accounts of 
episodes and events known to a l l , which are given i n the other p a r t s 
of t h e i r l e t t e r . The n a t u r a l presumption i s - that i f the accusa­
tions had "been t r u e , they would have followed t h e i r customary s t y l e 
of g i v i n g lengthy, complete d e t a i l s about the v a r i o u s bishops and 

churches concerned. The charges made here are indeed r e f u t e d i n 
106 

the l e t t e r of the \Egyption 'bishops 

». 
107 

p. 55, L.6 ex i u d i c i o c o n c i l i i - according to J u l i u s , an 

Antiochene synod had deposed Athanasius and nominated Gregory of 

Cappadocia i n h i s p l a c e . As Ath a n a s i u s ' F e s t a l L e t t e r s X I I . and 

X I I I give evidence f o r Gregory being i n the see before 340, t h i s 

cannot be the " i n E n c a e n i i s " synod but an e a r l i e r one held at 

Aatioch. 

L.8, 9 clam exul.... p r o f u g i i t - with the r e c a l l of the p r e f e c t 
Thoodorus :l.n fcho oourso of 333 and the reappointment of P h i l a j r i u o , 
the Cappadocian,' the A r i a n cause i n A l e x a n d r i a was strengthened^ 
and i n tho F o o t u l Index X I . i t i o rocorded t h a t Athanasius had to 
flee i n the night from h i s p e r s e c u t o r s . 

$ 9 This s e c t i o n on Pa u l of Constantinople would seem to be mis­

placed, coming as i t does i n the midst of the d i a t r i b e a g a i n s t 

Athanasius and M a r c e l l u s . 

. ' O t e a . 
i06. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 3sq.. 
J-07. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 29,30. 

file:///Egyption
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p. 55 L . 1 0 f l l de Paulo.... episc^po - Paul seems t o have been a 
The3salonian by b i r t h and probably came as a n e w - c i t i z e n t o 
Constantinople i n 330 when Constantine was i n c r e a s i n g the size and 
population of the o l d town of Byzantium i n order t o make i t h i s 

108 
c a p i t a l c i t y . I t i s not known e x a c t l y when Paul became bishop 
but i t must have been before autumn 335 when he p a r t i c i p a t e d i n 
the c o u n c i l of Constantinople and j o i n e d i n the condemnation of 

109 
Athanasius . That his e l e c t i o n had not been unanimously r e c e i v e d 
can be gathered ^from the accounts given i n Socr. H.E.II, 6,7. So z. 
H.E. I l l , 3 ,4. I n p a r t i c u l a r the eunuch, Susebius, who then 
wielded great i n f l u e n c e i n the palace, had caused much t r o u b l e by 
s e t t i n g up the. p r e s b y t e r , Macedonius, as r i v a l to Paul"'""'"̂ . 
Attack was also made against Paul f o r having h i m s e l f made bishop 
without the consent of h i s m e t r o p o l i t a n , Theodore of Heraclea, and 
Eusebius of Nicomedia. His enemies e v e n t u a l l y persuaded 
Constantine t o e x i l e him and >meeting i n a c o u n c i l at Constantinople 
i n February 336, they passed t h e i r ov/n sentence against h i m ^ \ 
Af t e r a 15 months e x i l e i n Pontus, he r e t u r n e d t o Constantinople 
under the amnesty proclaimed by Constantine I I and was able t o 
recover h i s see, which had not been f i l l e d i n h i s absence. I n 
t h e i r l e t t e r , the Easterns accuse him of f r e s h a t r o c i t i e s on h i s 

112 
re t u r n . His tr i u m p h was s h o r t . With the tr a n s f e r e n c e of the 
c i t y / 
Notes. 
108. c f . Socr. H.S.II,16. 
109. c f . $ 13 p.57, L.20sq. also W. T e l f e r "Paul of Constantinople" 

i n Harvard Theol. Review.Vol. XLII£ p.49sq.. 
110. c f . Ath. H i s t . Ar. 6. 
111. Euseb. c. Marc. I I , 4. 
112. § 3 
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c i t y of Constantinople t o Constantius, under the agreement reached 
at Viminacium, June 33b, Paul's supremacy came t o an end. Towards 
the end of 33b1 a l o c a l synod met i n the c a p i t a l , deposed him and 
elected Eusebius of Nicomedia i n h i s place^""^. Like so many other 
Easterns, Paul spent the next two years t r a v e l l i n g i n f o r e i g n p a r t s 
and seeking support f o r h i s cause^-1^. I t was n a t u r a l f o r him t o 

115 
take refuge i n the 7/est • and he i s probably:included i n the 

11 ft 
"bishops from Thrace" mentioned i n J u l i u s ' l e t t e r as being among 

t 
those against whom no charge had been r e c e i v e d , and who were thus 
a c q u i t t e d from any e c c l e s i a s t i c a l accusations. When the bishop 

117 
3usebius d i e d , Paul r e t u r n e d t o Constantinople accompanied by 
Asclepas of Gaza. At the end of the De d i c a t i o n c o u n c i l of Antioch 
his m e t r o p o l i t a n , Theodore of Heraclea, and some other l e a d i n g 
Eusebians, came t o Constantinople t o make peace w i t h Paul, but on 
his r e j e c t i o n of t h e i r o f f e r , the Eusebians e l e c t e d I.iacedonius as 

118 
the successor of Eusebius . Though the Easterns i n t h e i r l e t t e r 
attack Paul so f i e r c e l y , they malee no mention of Macedonius as the 
r i g h t f u l bishop, probably because the l a t t e r , w h i l e nominated, was 
s t i l l not consecrated at t h a t p a r t i c u l a r time. 
Paul d i d not a t t e n d the c o u n c i l of Sardica, g i v i n g as reason t h a t 
his people, f e a r i n g a p l o t , would not a l l o w him to leave the c i t y , 
and indeed the^Easterns 1 l e t t e r ^ - ^ witnesses t o f u r t h e r disturbances 
i n / 
Notes. 
113. Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 6. 
114. cf. AIV, 1 h 1 1 . 
115. cf. A IV, I f 27, 
116. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 33. 
117. before the w i n t e r of 341. 
118. Socr. H.E. I I , 12. 
119. e.g.f 20 . 
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i n the c i t y , though they place a l l the blame on the supporters of 
Paul, i n c l u d i n g those i n the West who had communicated w i t h him, 

120 
and e s p e c i a l l y on Asclepas . Constantius himself had to deal 
with those r i o t s i n h i s c a p i t a l and one of the consequences was 
the expulsion of Paul from the c i t y , though h i s supporters r e t a i n e d 
c o n t r o l of the Churches. I f Athanaaius i s to be b e l i e v e d , 

122 
Paul was taken i n chains to Singara , and then t r a n s f e r r e d t o 
Emeoa. But another change was talcing place i n the p o l i t i c a l f i e l d . 1 

Through the circumstances. of the time, i n p a r t i c u l a r the P e r s i a n 
war, the Western bishops were g a i n i n g increased power and 
Constantius was being compelled t o submit t o t h e i r demands. Paul j 
at Smasa. r e a l i s e d t h a t events were t u r n i n g once more i n h i s favour ' 
when he heard of the f a l l of Stephen of Antioch, and he ventured t o • 

I 
r e t u r n again t o Constantinople about the middle of 344. But again j 
his stay was s h o r t . On the appointment of the new P r a e t o r i a n 
Prefect of the East, P h i l i p , towards the end of 344, Paul r e c e i v e d 
an i m p e r i a l warrant banishing him f o r ever from the domains of j 
Constantius. While h i s r i v a l , Macedonius >was consecrated i n ' 
Constantinople, Paul had once again t o seek re f u g e i n the 7/est. ; 
Socratesl23 t e l l s of Paul's l a s t r e t u r n t o Constantinople, 

124 ; 

probably i n 346, f o r t i f i e d w i t h l e t t e r s of Constans and of a synod. -: 

There he was received by o f f i c i a l s a c t i n g under the i n s t r u c t i o n s 
of/ . 
Notes. 
120. cf p.61 L.23 sq.. , p.66, L. 4sq.. L.30 sq. 
121. H i s t . Ar. 7-
122". Socrates, on the other hand ,supposes t h a t Paul had gone t o 

Rome. 123. H.2. I I , 23. 1 2 4 . probably M i l a n 345 suggests T e l f e r p.tib. 
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of Conctantius and again r e s t o r e d t o h i s see, though I.-'acedonius 
s t i l l r e t a i n e d one Church. This s t a t e of a f f a i r s l a s t e d u n t i l 
Constans' p r o t e c t i o n , was removed through h i s overthrow by 
Uagnentius i n 350 and' Constantius became supreme r u l e r a f t e r I.lursa 
351. Follov/ing these events, the P r e f e c t , P h i l i p , returned t o :; 
'Jonstantinople, put an end t o Paul's r e i j n and had him banished 

to Cucusus J. There, Athana.sius r e p o r t s , he died a y i 6.1 ant death. ,i 
1 27 ;' According t o Socrates ' , h i s remains were brought from Ancyra and j-

placed i n h i s name-church i n 382. A f t e r Paul's l a s t departure, 
Macedonius remained' as bishop i n Constantinople f o r almost 9 years 
before he was replaced by Eudoxius . 

I 
L.13 i . I a r c e l l i - see note on p.4Q L.22. S i m i l a r accusations are 
nxi made against Marcelius as were made against Athanasius i n § 8, 
and probably against Paul i n the section*now l o s t . 

L.20 Asclepas - According to Ppiphanius , Asclepas of Gaza i n 
Palestine was one o f the bishops t o whom Alexander o f Alexandria 
cent an e n c y c l i c a l before the c o u n c i l of ITicaea, warning them 
obout A r i u s . He i s mentioned i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 47 and I n 
B I I / 
Wotes. 
125. Ath. be Fuga 3; H i s t . Ar. 7. 
12^. Sozomen H.E. IV, 2 states t h a t he could f i n d no c o n f i r m a t i o n 

of t h i s . 
117. H.E V,'9. 
12b. Haer. 69, 4. F.G. 42 c o l . 207-210. 
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"I OCX ' 

D I I , 1^6 as having "been deposed at an Antiochia-n synod, and 
130 ' ' Tillemont • thinlcs t h i s might be the same one as deposed 

Eustathius. H. Chadwick"^^" has shown t h a t t h i s c o u n c i l of Antioch 
took place probably l a t e i n 326 or e a r l y i n 327, and t h i s agrees 
reasonably w e l l w i t h the statement i n the Easterns' l e t t e r ( 1 1 1 ) 
that Asclepas had been deposed 17 years before. Mention has 

132' 
already been made of h i s close r e l a t i o n s w i t h Paul of Constantinople 
and the Easterns ( j 20) speak of Asclepas as i n some way re p r e s e n t ­
ing Paul at Western Sardic.a. He was declared innocent o f a l l 
charges by the Western bishops at Sardica^"^. 

134 
L.21 Lucius - according to T i l l e m o n t ^ Lucius of Adrianopoli-s was 
made bishop c.335 - he succeeded Eutropius whom Athanasius" 1"^^ c a l l s 
"thut l o v e r of C h r i s t " - and was exiled-soon a f t e r , but r e t u r n e d 
under the general amnesty granted by the sons of Constantine. 
Socrates 1^ 6and Sozomen1-^ s t a t e t h a t he was present at the synod 
of Rome under J u l i u s , where he was absolved. His name appears 
among the bishops present at Western S a r d i c a - ^ ^ He seems t o 

139 
have s u f f e r e d e x i l e s e v e r a l times and indeed died i n e x i l e .. 
The/ 
Notes. 
129. the l e t t e r o f ' t h e Western bishops at Sardica. 
130. Mem. V I I , 21'">note 11 on the Arians i n V I . 
131. J.T.S. XLIX (1948) p.27 sq. 
132. see note p.55, L.10,11 on Paul. 
133. ' B I I , 1 p. 122, 6. B I I , 2 p. 130, 9. 
134. V I , p.119, 131. 
135. Apol.de fuga 3-
136. H.E. I I , 15 . 
137. H.E. I l l , 8. 
138. B I I , 4 p.134, L.6 . 

http://Apol.de


The accusation made here i s not confirmed i n any other source. 

p.55, L.26,27. Athanasius peragrans.. t e r r a r u m - t h i s w i l l be a 
reference t o hi s homeward journey from Treves a f t e r the general 
amnesty. He d i d not r e t u r n immediately t o .his see but accompanied 
Constantine I I t o Viminacium where the b r o t h e r s met f o r the d i v i s i o r 
of the empire. Then he took the overland r o u t e t o Egypt, using 
his journey as an o p p o r t u n i t y t o strengthen the Nicene cause and 
overthrow the decrees of the Eusebian synods^^. He r e p o r t s ^ l 
that he had a second i n t e r v i e w w i t h Constantius at Caesarea i n 
Cappadocia, where the l a t t e r had h i s headquarters a t t h a t time i n 
his campaign against the Persians. 

142 
L.29 Egyptios.. - i . e . the synod of n e a r l y 100 bishops who 
assembled at Alexandria c.339 from Egypt, the Thebais, Libya and 
Pentapolis^denounced the accusations of the Eusebians,and 
pronounced Athanasius innocent. The Easterns, however,- refuse t o 
recognise the judgment of those who were not at Tyre^"^. Their 
inconsistency i n t h i s matter i s apparent from the f a c t t h a t i t was 
th e i r r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s at Rome, and not Athanasius, who re q u e s t e d 
a council t o discuss again the whole question. 

Notes. 
140. cf. Ath. Apol. ad Const. 5. A IV, 1 ^ 8 , 1 0 . 
141. i n Apol. ad Const. 5-. 
142. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. l s q . 
143. thus making themselves g u i l t y of the charge l a i d against 

Marcellus i n S 4 of seeking judgment i n f o r e i g n p a r t s and 
not i n h i s own country.! 
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p.56 L.1 s c r i p t a a s i n g u l i s - t h i s probably r e f e r s t o the w r i t i n g s 
14 4 • i A c> of Alexander of Thessalonica. , of Ivlacarius and others , of 

14-6 14-7 Icchyras ^ , and of the c o u n c i l of Alexandria 4 , which Athanasius 
148 149 brought to the c o u n c i l of Rome. Constant would seem to be 

wrong, t h e r e f o r e i n p l a c i n g t h i s a f t e r the t h i r d e x i l e . 

L.2 ipse s i b i NOVAS., f i n g e b a t - the Eusebians could also be 
accused on t h i s account because they induced the Emperor t o b u i l d 
a church f o r Ischyras as a reward f o r h i s services at Tyre; they 
nad also caused t r o u b l e by t h e i r i n t r u s i o n s e.g. P i s t u s , Gregory 

A • 150 in Alexandria . 
The phrase "Novas ( e c c l e s i a s ) f i n g e b a t " could also mean the 
appointment of a bishop, as a schismatic, where there was already 
o. bishop i n charge. 

t > • 

L. 3, 4 ad indicium...consecratum - i . e . t h e judgment pronounced 
against Athanasius by the c o u n c i l of Tyre. 

L.4 indices - T e l f e r 1 ^ ! t h i n k s the use of t h i s word i s i n d i c a t i v e 
of/ 
."otes. 
1-H. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 28,80. 
l-'5. i b i d . 27,83. 
14o. i b i d , 28, 64. 
'.47. i b i d . 1 sq, 27, 
-•'tvi. cf J u l i u s ' l e t t e r . Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 27sq. 
U'J. P.L. X c o l . 665 ( a ) . 
1-0. Ath. E p i s t . Encycl. 5, 6. 
251. Harvard Theol. Rev. X L I I I (1950) p. 69. 
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of t h e • d i f f e r e n c e i n C h r i s t i a n p o l i t i c a l t h e o r y between East and 
V/est. The Easterns at Sardica apply i t t o the bishops who t r i e d 
Athanasius a t Tyre w h i l e to the V/esterns i t means c i v i l magistrates, 
cf. p.181 L.14. 

L.4sq. qui nec i n c o n c i l i o . etc. - i . e . t h e i r f a v o u r i t e , but 
impossible argument t h a t only those who had p a r t i c i p a t e d i n a 

152 
p a r t i c u l a r synod had the r i g h t t o change i t s decisions J . 

L. 8 ad I u l l u m Romam p e r r e x i t - so f a r from t h i s being the case, i t 
153 

was the Eusebians who had appealed t o J u l i u s i n the f i r s t i n s t a n c e . 
I t was to answer t h e i r charges t h a t Athanasius summoned an Egyptian 

154 
synod a t Alexandria and sent a c i r c u l a r l e t t e r t o J u l i u s and 

only at the i n v i t a t i o n of J u l i u s h i m s e l f had Athanasius gone t o 

Rome155.' »• 

L.8, 9 sed et ad I t a l i a e . . episcopos - the documents now a v a i l a b l e 
give no i n f o r m a t i o n as to the names of the bishops who were present 

156 
from I t a l y . I n h i s l e t t e r , J u l i u s speaks only i n general terms J . 

L.9 per e p i s t u l a r u m f a l s i t a t e m - i . e . those l e t t e r s which came t o 
Home/ 

Notes. 
152. cf notes on p.53 L.12. p.55 1.29, p.56 L.9, and Ath. Apol. 

c. Ar.22. 
153. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20sq.. 
154. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 2sq. 
155. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.22. 
156. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 26, -
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157 Rome i n defence of Athanasius from the Alexandrine synod a n ^ 
158 

from I.iacarius and others , and those showing his innocence from 
Alexander of Thessalonica, Ischyras"'"'^ and others from Egypt" 1 -^. 
The Easterns give t h r e e reasons f o r r e j e c t i n g the a u t h o r i t y of 
these l e t t e r s (a) t h e i r f a l s i t y - But ( i ) the f a c t t h a t the l e t t e r s 
i n q uestion agree w i t h the testimony of Athanasius who had from 
the f i r s t disproved the accus'ations^^''" i s an argument i n f a v o u r of 
t h e i r a u t h e n t i c i t y , ( i i ) This i s also supported by the presence at 
the Roman c o u n c i l of some-of the persons who had w r i t t e n the l e t t e r 
cf. Apol.c. Ar. 27,33- ( i i i ) The very f a c t t h a t they had t o give 
two other s u p p o r t i n g reasons also p o i n t s t o t h e i r a u t h e n t i c i t y . 
(b) They d i d not proceed from those who had been judges or had been 

162 
present at the c o u n c i l of Tyre = But ( i ) i n h i s l e t t e r J u l i u s 
asserts t h a t i n the c o u n c i l of Nicaea i t was agreed t h a t the 
decisions of one c o u n c i l could be examined byt another, ( i i ) The 

i 

E u s e b i a n 3 themselves had overturned the c o u n c i l of Nicaea by secur­
ing the r e t u r n o f the Arians condemned there ( i b i d . ) . ( i i i ) I t was 
the Eusebians who had s p e c i a l l y asked J u l i u s t o summon a c o u n c i l 
to discuss the whole q u e s t i o n ( i b i d . ) ' - t h e i r r e f u s a l to come could 
only cast s u s p i c i o n on the s t r e n g t h of t h e i r case. ( c ) "Ex p a r t e " 
proceedings/ 
'i'otes. 
157. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. l s q . 
158. i b i d . 27. 
159. i b i d . 28. 
i:0. i b i d . 33. 
101. cf Apol. c. Ar. 60sq. This had been done even before Tyre, 

at Tyre i t s e l f , and also a t the synod h e l d i n A l e x a n d r i a , 
338/9. 

*«2. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 22sq. 
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proceedings have no a u t h o r i t y -. This argument had been used by 
Athanasius when he withdrew from the synod of T y r e ^ \ I n the 
case of the Eusebians i t was not v a l i d because they had asked f o r 
t h i s c o u n c i l and been given every o p p o r t u n i t y of coming t o Rome 
to present t h e i r case; the excuses given by them c a r r i e d no 

164 
weight and i t could only be presumed from t h e i r non-appearance 
that t h e i r accusations against Athanasius were f a l s e . 

L.12sq pertemere credendb.. temere - J u l i u s had f o r e s t a l l e d t h i s 
charge. I n h i s l e t t e r 1 ^ he accuses the Eusebians of having 
r e c k l e s s l y r e ceived the Arians whom a l l had condemned and c o n t r a r y 

166 1 6 ? 
to the decisions of the judges and disproves the charge of 
having r a s h l y r eceived Athanasius i n t o communion. 

L.19 ante decern et septem annos - see p.55 L.19sq. note. 

L.21sq circumeuntes simul etc. - see notes on p.52 L.4,5; p.56 
L. 24sq.. 

p. 57 I.3aq.. s c i e n t e s enim de i n d i c i b u s etc - J u l i u s disposes of 
t h i s argument by showing t h a t the Eusebians had been g u i l t y of 
t h i s w i t h regard t o the c o u n c i l of Nicaea 

Notes. 
163. Apol. c. Ar. 82. 
164. i b i d . 22, 25 . 
165. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 23. 
166. c f p.56 L.16,17. 
167. i n $ 2 7 . 
168. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 22sq.. 
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But even i n i t s e l f t h e i r argument i s not convincing because the 
council of Tyre took place only i n 335 and i t i s not too audacious 
to assume t h a t the m a j o r i t y of the witnesses and judges would s t i l l 
be a l i v e a few years l a t e r . The Easterns admit i n t h e i r l e t t e r " * " ^ 
that f i v e out of 'the s i x legates who went from Tyre t o make 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n s at Mareotis, were present at Sardica. 

L.8sq.. Voluerunt autem et c . - i n t h i s s e c t i o n the Westerns are 
charged w i t h a l t e r i n g the law of the Church by i n t e r f e r i n g i n 
Eastern a f f a i r s and a t t e m p t i n g t o pass judgment on Eastern bishops. 
But the l e t t e r of J u l i u s proves t h a t i t was the Easterns who had 
taken the f i r s t steps towards t h i s through t h e i r appeal f o r a 
council at Rome. Only when t h e i r attempt t o g a i n support i n the 
V/est f a i l e d , d i d they c l a i m t h a t i t was the Westerns who had i n t r o ­
duced t h i s "new law". A f t e r t h e i r approach t o J u l i u s , however, i t 
was qu i t e impossible t o t h i n k t h a t the West should a b s t a i n from 
f u r t h e r p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the controversy, even though i t was 

170 
e s s e n t i a l l y an Eastern one. 

L.9 pro i u d i c i b u s . . r e i - "pro i u d i c i b u s defensores" r e f e r s t o 
Julius and the I t a l i a n bishops. According t o the E a s t e r n ^ ,they 
had/ 
Notes. 
lo'J. § 18. 
170. I t was perhaps n a t u r a l t h a t the Susebians should have 

appealed jfco Rome i n the f i r s t i nstance because i n such a 
dispute as t h i s the whole Church was bound t o become i n v o l v e d 
sooner or l a t d r and he f o r c e d t o t alee sides. There i s no 
doubt t h a t t h e i r conduct prov i d e d the Roman Church w i t h a 
new and great o p p o r t u n i t y of extending her power, and J u l i u s 
w i t h h i s m a s t e r l y l e t t e r took f u l l advantage of t h i s . 
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had set themselves up as judges i n the case of Athanasius and 
"arc e l l u s whereas i n r e a l i t y they ought t o have "been defending t h e i r 
own a c t i o n i n g r a n t i n g communion t o men who had been already 
condemned at Tyre. "Pro defensores r e i " r e f e r s t o Athanasius and 
Marcellus. Although they had been pronounced g u i l t y at Tyre, they 
now appeared as defenders i . e . as men s t i l l to be t r i e d . 

L.12,13 novam legem..iudicarentur - w h i l e the tendency would be f o r 
2a3t and West each t o judge t h e i r own a f f a i r s , t h e r e was n o t h i n g 
to prevent an Eastern bishop appealing f o r a Western judgment and 
vice versa. As a r u l e the d e c i s i o n of a j u s t and i m p a r t i a l c o u n c i l 
would be accepted by the whole Church. Only where there were 
alleged i r r e g u l a r i t i e s would appeal be made to another c o u n c i l ; 
and t h a t t h e r e was some doubt about the d e c i s i o n of Tyre concerning 
Athanasius was shown even by the appeal of the Eusebians t o J u l i u s . 
Their appeal i n d i c a t e d t h a t even they themselves were d i s s a t i s f i e d 
with the judgment g i v e n at Tyre. 
The i n s i n c e r i t y of t h e i r p r o t e s t i s revealed by t h e i r condemnation 

171 
of the Western bishops a t the end of t h e i r l e t t e r 

L.14,15 a c t i b u s suis - i . e . the a c t i o n of the Westerns i n r e c e i v i n g 
Athanasius i n t o communion a f t e r the Council of ,Tyre. 

i 

L.18sq.. Etenim adhuc e t c . - there i s no c o n f i r m a t i o n elsewhere of 
these/ v 

Notes. 
171. i 27 p.65. 
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these statements. The Antiochene synod 326/7 i s excluded because 
172 

Athanasius was not then a bishop. According t o Coastant i t i s 
very d o u b t f u l t h a t Athanasius condemned Asclepas i n view of the 
praise he bestows upon him i n h i s works, and t h i s leads him t o 
consider i n the same l i g h t what i s s a i d about K a r c e l l u a and Paul. 
In his H i s t . Ar.7 Athanasius r e l a t e s t h a t he was present when the 
presbyter, Macedonius, l a i d accusations against Paul. This would 
seem to r e f e r t o the events which took place tov/ards the end of 
•335 i n Constantinople, whither Athanasius had f l e d from Tyre i n 
order t o appeal t o the Emperor i n person. Probably the Easterns 
here make reference t o the same events. 

p. 58 L . l Maximinus - i . e . the famous bishop of Treves, w i t h whom 
Athanasius would have close r e l a t i o n s d u r i n g h i s e x i l e t h e r e . ; 

t> -

L. 2 03sius - see note A I I p.46 L.14. j 

173 
L.33Q.. occurrimus ad Serdicam etc - vYalch argues t h a t e q u i t y 
demanded t h a t Athanasius, Marcellus and Asclepas should be excluded • 
at f i r s t from the c o u n c i l , and indeed, i f the Susebians had not : 
requested a c o u n c i l at Rome, more weight might have been attached • 11 t 

to t h e i r claim. To a c e r t a i n extent they had some l e g a l case i n 
having Constantine 1s approval of the d e c i s i o n of the c o u n c i l of : 
Tyre, jsut they themselves had removed a l l a u t h o r i t y from the synod ; 
oi' Tyre b y v t h e i r approach t o J u l i u s f o r i t showed t h a t the question ( 

:<'otes. i].\,..\:<A' ('"'[ 

r'2. P.L. X c o l . 667 ( b ) . 
M3. H i s t o r i e der Kirchenvers'. p. 176, 
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had not been f i n a l l y s e t t l e d t h e r e . Having thus been asked t o c a l l 
a c o u n c i l , J u l i u s was r i g h t t o continue despite the subsequent 
r e f u s a l of the Susebians to at t e n d . I n h i s l e t t e r he make 3 no cl a i m 
that h i s a c t i o n i s a u t h o r i t a t i v e f o r the whole Church, but only f o r 
Homeland only because the Eusebians had f i r s t appealed t o him. 
Vhe d e c i s i o n of the c o u n c i l of Rome was, of course, g e n e r a l l y 
accepted by the Nicenes, and Athanasius and h i s companions had 
therefore j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r t h e i r c l a i m t o be rec e i v e d among the 
".Vestern p a r t y at the c o u n c i l of Sardica. To have excluded thern at 
f i r s t from the c o u n c i l would have been i n f a c t an admissal of t h e i r 
g u i l t . Moreover the Emperors had given permission to the c o u n c i l 

1 74 
of Sardica t o make a new i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n t o the whole a f f a i r ' f 

thus suspending a l l former judgments, and i t was but r i g h t t h a t 
Athanasius and the others should have been .present to defend them­
selves. Their e x p u l s i o n could come only i f * a n d when the Susebians 
were able t o prove t h a t the c o u n c i l of Rome had been mistaken and 
that t h e i r accusations were j u s t and t r u e . 

L.7 cum Ossio et Protogene - Ossius and Protogenes .are always 
mentioned togeth e r by the Easterns as being j o i n t - p r e s i d e n t s of 
the orthodox p a r t y a t Sardica 1 7-'. Ossius would occupy t h i s p o s i t i o n 

him 
because of h i s age and the honours already conferred upon^at Nicaea, 
~nd Protogenes because he was bishop of the place where the c o u n c i l 
•vaa being held. A t h a n a s i u s 1 7 6 , T h e o d o r e t 1 ^ , and Sozomen 1 7 8 speak 
.'Otes. ^ 
I " ' t . cf B I I , 1 , 

cf p.58 L.16 p.59 L.4 p.60-L.K,26. 
His t . Ar.15,16. 
n, 15, 
11,12. 173 
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only of Ossius as p r e s i d e n t . I t seems t o have been Ossius who 
led i 
180 

179 
proposed the v a r i o u s canons and signed the acts before a l l the 
others' 

p. 58 L 8sq. nec confundebatur etc - there i s no other r e c o r d of 
Protogenes having condemned Marcellus. His case may have been 
s i m i l a r t o t h a t of bishop Maximus of Jerusalem who l a t e r repented 
of his condemnation of Athanasius at Tyre where he had been misled 
by the Eusebians 1^ 1, though t h i s i s very d o u b t f u l i n view of the 
d i s t i n g u i s h e d p a r t Protogenes had always played i n the Nicene 
party, cf.p.51 L.18 note, p.61 L.10 note. 

L.10 3ectam - c f L.24. I t probably r e f e r s to the c l e r g y coming 
under the i n f l u e n c e of Marcellus at Ancyra. e.g. h i s p u p i l Photinus, 

L , 1 0 , l l quater s e n t e n t i i s episcoporum subscribens - Ivlarcellus had 
e v i d e n t l y been condemned on f o u r accounts and the bishops i n the 
council were r e q u i r e d t o subscribe t o each of these. The f o u r 
accusations would i n c l u d e h i s t h e o l o g i c a l e r r o r s - ^ ^ h i s having 
i n s u l t e d Constantine by r e f u s i n g t o a t t e n d th$ c o n s e c r a t i o n of the 

1 Q l 

church i n Jerusalem, h i s v i o l e n t conduct 

Notes. 
179. cf, Iviansi I I I , 5sq. Harduin I , 637sq. 
180. B I I , 4 p.132. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.' 49,50. 
181. Socr. II„ 8 S o z . I I I , 6. . 
182. cf. p. 50 L.11,12. 
183. cf.£9. 



L. 15sq..- mandaviraus i l l i s etc - i f the Westerns had obeyed t h i s 
command, they would a u t o m a t i c a l l y have made the d e c i s i o n of the 
council of Rome i n v a l i d ; i n which case the Easterns would have 
taken f u l l advantage of the argument from t r a d i t i o n ^ ^ a n d s t ressed 
that f u l l i n q u i r y had been made at Tyre, t h a t the judgment given 
at Tyre should be accepted and t h a t consequently there was no 
need f o r a new i n v e s t i g a t i o n . 

L. 26 nos o c t o g i n t a e p i s c o p i - see notes on A IV, 3. 

p. 59 §17. Throughout t h e i r l e t t e r the Easterns p r o t e s t t h a t they 
are a c t i n g i n accordance w i t h the " t r a d i t i o n " of the Church or 
"the d i s c i p l i n e of the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l r u l e " but never give a c l e a r 
d e f i n i t i o n of what they understand by such phrases. From c e r t a i n 
parts of t h e i r l e t t e r i t i s evident t h a t the t r a d i t i o n t o which 
they appeal i s t h a t e x i s t i n g only since Tyre 335. 

L.14,15 ant Orientalibus..praeponerent - i . e . an assembly of 
Eastern bishops (such as Tyre or Eastern Sardica) i s t o be 
preferred i n a u t h o r i t y t o t h a t of Western bishops (such as Rome or 
Western Sardica). I t i s q u i t e probable t h a t Eastern bishops w i t h 
t h e i r d i f f e r e n t o utlook and background regarded t h e i r Western 
brethren as t h e o l o g i c a l l y backward and i n f e r i o r t o themselves, but 
the Easterns would f i n d i t d i f f i c u l t , i f not impossible, to ' j u s t i f y 
t h e i r statement from the t r a d i t i o n or law of the Church. 

I'otes. 
184. cf. notes on f 3. 
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L.23,24 eorum q u i iam cum deo sunt - i . e . some of those who had 
p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the proceedings at l y r e c f . n o t e on p. 57 L.Jsq. 

§18. With the f a i l u r e of t h e i r f i r s t scheme to overthrow the 
decision of the c o u n c i l of Rome "by having Athanasius and the others 
removed from the assembly at Sardica, the Eusebians changed t h e i r 
t a c t i c s and suggested t h a t a new i n q u i r y should" be sent t o Mareotis 
presumably i n the hope t h a t by so doing they could s t i l l make i t 
appear an open q u e s t i o n and secure the appointment of a t h o r o u g h l y 
biased commission, as they had done a t Tyre. 

p. 60 L.lsq. quinque e p i s c o p i etc - i . e . the embassy sent t o 
Kareotis by the c o u n c i l of T y r e 1 ^ . Theognis of Nicaea was the 
bishop who had d i e d before the synod of Sardica. 

t> • 

L. 13 sq. hanc optionem etc - the memory of the infamous commission 
3ent to Mareotis by the c o u n c i l of Tyre would g r e a t l y i n f l u e n c e 
the ITicenes i n t h e i r r e f u s a l of t h i s proposal. I n a d d i t i o n , the 
V/estern synod would probably f e e l t h a t t h e r e was s u f f i c i e n t 
m a t e r i a l at hand t o enable a f i n a l d e c i s i o n t o be taken and t h a t 
t h i s suggestion of the Easterns was only another contrivance t o 
secure postponement and delay the f i n a l s o l u t i o n of the q u e s t i o n . 

I l y . - c f . note on p.54 1.26sq. 

I.'otes. 
185. cf. note p.53 L.12; p.57 L.3sq; B I I , 1 p.106 L.2sq. 
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p.61 L.10 s i c u t supradiximus - f o r Protogenes and M a r c e l l u s , see 
p. 51 L.16, p; 58 L. 83q.'. No s p e c i f i c mention i s made "above" of 
Protogenes anathematising Paul, though i t might have "been giv e n i n 
the s e c t i o n now l o s t i . e . p.55 §9. Only i n t h i s l e t t e r of the 
Easterns'' i s Protogenes r e p o r t e d t o have anathematised Paul and i n 
view of t h e i r t h e o l o g i c a l sympathies i t i s d i f f i c u l t to b e l i e v e 
the statement. 

L.12 Dionisium - D i o n i s i u s , bishop of E l i s i n the province of 
Acacia, i s also mentioned i n B I I , 4 ( 4 8 ) . He i s probably t o be 
i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the D i o n i s i o s from Leida mentioned i n Ath. Apol. 
ad Const. 3* No document i s now a v a i l a b l e t o explain t h i s reference 
to him. 

L. 15 Bassum -Bassus from D i o c l e t i a n o p o l i s i n Western Macedonia 
186 

between Edessa and Thessalonica i s among the bishops g i v e n i n 
B I I , 4 ( 8 ) > . 

L.18 Aetio - Aetius of Thessalonica i n Macedonia i s mentioned i n 
B I I , 4 (27) and i n the 16th and 18th Greek Sardican canons. 
From canons 18 and 19 i t can be gathered t h a t there had been 
r i v a l r y f o r the see of Thessalonica between A e t i u s , Eutychian and 
Musaeus, but when Aetius was appointed, peace was r e s t o r e d . 
Nothing i s known of Protogenes• accusations against him. 

!iote3. 
186. I t i n . A n t o n i n i 330, 6. 
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L.23sQ.. Asclepas auoem eUc - Asclepas accompanied Paul on h i s 
re t u r n to Constantinople towards tne end of 341 a f t e r the death of 
Eusebius, see note p.55 1.10,11. T e l f e r 1 0 ^ suggests t h a t by 
"g e n t i l e s " (L. 27) we may understand " s o l d i e r s " and "by " f r a t r e s " 
members of the Macedonian p a r t y and gives as.his i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
of the passage t h a t the i m p e r i a l Chamberlain had sent s o l d i e r s t o 
secure a Church f o r I.Tacedonius, only t o f i n d i t defended w i t h 
f a n a t i c a l courage and obstinacy by the supporters of Paul. 

p.61, L.29,30 i l l i q u i . , m i t t e n t e s - t h i s statement shows t h a t 
188 

Socrates was wrong i n t h i n k i n g t h a t Paul was at Sardica. 

p. 62 L.3sq. non enim secundum etc - the t e x t i s here d e f i c i e n t . 
Coustant"^9 adds "eos" a f t e r "secundum" (L . 3 ) and "sumus" a f t e r 
"sumus" ( L . 5 ) . Another s o l u t i o n would be t o i n s e r t " e s t " between 
"enim" and "secundum" (L . 3 ) or again i n s e r t "sunt" before 
"donantes* (L. 5 ) . 

The general meaning i s c l e a r . The Easterns here p r o t e s t a g a i n s t 
the V/esterns f o r f o r g i v i n g s ins (e.g. the s i n of blasphemy) which 
i t i s not i n t h e i r power t o f o r g i v e . There may perhaps be also the 
suggestion of Eastern s u p e r i o r i t y over the Vfest. cf. p. 59 ,1.14 ,15 ' 
note, i . e . i n c e r t a i n cases Easterns have a power of judgment, which 
'iVesterns do not possess, though, even so, t h e i r p r o t e s t i s not 
baaed on t h i s but concerns sins which b o t h East and West are 
powerless t o f o r g i v e . 
!<otea. 
137. Harvard Theol. Rev. X L I I I p.79. 
188. 11,20, 
189. P.L. X c o l . 670 ( c ) . 
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L.19 e x s c r i p t i s nos imperatorum t e r r e r e - according t o the l e t t e r 
• 190 

of the c o u n c i l of Sardica t o the churches of Alexandria and Egypt, 
the Eusebians had brought w i t h them t o Sardica the counts 
Kusonianus and Hesychius, i n the hope of m a i n t a i n i n g t h e i r former 
decisions against Athanasius and the others through the a i d of the 

OOIV 191 

c i v i l power. But i n t h i s they had been outmano'aVred rand i t was 
decided t h a t the Cou n c i l was t o be t r e a t e d as a p u r e l y e c c l e s i a s ­
t i c a l a f f a i r w i t h no counts or s o l d i e r s allowed entrance. 
So i n t h e i r l e t t e r the Easterns now accuse the orthodox p a r t y of 
attempting t o accomplish t h e i r wicked designs by i m p e r i a l a u t h o r i t y . 
The " s c r i p t a " of the Emperors probably r e f e r s t o the i m p e r i a l 
l e t t e r s summoning the c o u n c i l and g i v i n g i n s t r u c t i o n s as t o i t s 
purpose and the s u b j e c t s t o be t r e a t e d ,cf. B I I , 1 p.104 L.4sq, 

1 
p.105 L . l . 
L.20sq et spectabant d i v i d i etc - i t was a f a v o u r i t e argument of 
the Eusebians t h a t Athanasius and Marcellus were the r e a l t r o u b l e ­
makers i n the Church and t h a t a l l t h a t was r e q u i r e d t o r e s t o r e 
peace was t h e i r d e p o s i t i o n . The Westerns on the whole were not 
deceived by t h i s s u b t l e t y and r e a l i s e d t h a t a much more important 
p r i n c i p l e was i n v o l v e d , t h a t behind Athanasius l a y the Nicene 
creed and a t h r e a t t o the one a u t o m a t i c a l l y endangered the s a f e t y 
of the o t h e r . c f , B . I . 

No Q 3 
190. *Ath. Apol. c. Ar.36. H i s t . Ar.15. 
191. Because of Constantius' preoccupation w i t h the Persian war, 

Constans had the most po w e r f u l i n f l u e n c e i n a r r a n g i n g the 
Council and favoured the Nicene proposals against those o f 
the Eusebians.. 
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p. 63 L.2 de Serdica scri"bere - see note p. 48 L.9. 

L. 4 - 6 nos enim Athanasium. . . honore suscipere - cf, p. 64 L .3sq. 

From the very beginning the C h r i s t i a n Church had r e a l i s e d the need 
to exclude wicked and u n r u l y persons from i t s midst i n 'order t o 
preserve and p r o t e c t i t s t r u e c h a r a c t e r ( I Cor. V.) but the question 
arose as t o how those thus excluded should be treated- i f they 
repented of t h e i r s i n s . E a r l y i n the second century the general 
f e e l i n g was t h a t there was only one repentance, namely athat sealed 
i n baptism, and a f t e r t h a t the Church could not grant r e s t o r a t i o n 
i n the case of scandalous sins such as murder, i m p u r i t y , apostasy, 

192 : 

though the p e n i t e n t might e v e n t u a l l y r e c e i v e forgiveness from God. 
This a t t i t u d e p e r s i s t e d i n the West even t o the time of Ambrose and 
Augustine. Even where r e s t o r a t i o n v a s g i v e n , i t was only a f t e r a 
prolonged course of penitence and was regarded as something s p e c i a l : 

and e x t r a o r d i n a r y . I n the t h i r d century C a l l i s t u s of Rome gave • 
his approval to p r i n c i p l e s which many regarded as l a x and f o r which 
he was attacked by H i p p o l y t u e ^ ^ . A f t e r the Decian p e r s e c u t i o n 
i n the middle of t h i s century, the question of the lapsed became one 
of great moment and the Church was compelled t o define i t s a t t i t u d e 
towards them i n a more p o s i t i v e manner. The immense number of 
the lapsed favoured a p o l i c y of l a x i t y as d i d the thousands of 
" l i b e l l i p a c i s " , c e r t i f i c a t e s of r e s t o r a t i o n , issued by the 
"confessors"/ 
Notes. 
192. c f . Hermas, V i s 11, 2. 
193. Ref. IX, 12. 
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" c o n f f e 3 s o r s " i . e . those C h r i s t i a n s who had undergone s u f f e r i n g f o r 
194 

t h e i r f a i t h . The p o s i t i o n e v e n t u a l l y adopted on the whole v/as 
that the p e n i t e n t should be r e s t o r e d a f t e r s e r ious d i s c i p l i n e , 
open confession and a p e r i o d of p u b l i c h u m i l i a t i o n which guaranteed 
t h e i r s i n c e r i t y , but t h a t those who had been under e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
penance should h e n c e f o r t h be excluded from o r d i n a t i o n or, i f 

1 9 5 

already ordained, from r e g a i n i n g t h e i r c l e r i c a l s t a t u s J . 
I f the o r i g i n a l premise of the Easterns, t h e r e f o r e , had been c o r r e c t 
namely, t h a t tl^e c o u n c i l of Tyre was a t r u e and j u s t assembly of 
the Church, whose d s o i s i o n concerning Athanasius and Marcellus 
must be upheld, they would be f o l l o w i n g the t r a d i t i o n of the Church 
i n t h e i r a s s e r t i o n t h a t c l e r i c s , o n c e deposed and condemned, can not 
be readmitted t o the s t a t u s of the episcopate. But they were not 
always so ready t o uphold t h i s t r a d i t i o n ke. g. i n s p i t e of h i s e x i l e , 
Eusebius of Nicomedia was r e s t o r e d t o h i s b i s h o p r i c and took a 
leading p a r t i n t h a t same c o u n c i l of Tyre; Euzoius, who shared 
e x i l e w i t h Arius,^ /hecame^lat'er^bishop of An t i o c h ; Secundus o f 
Ptolemais, one of the two bishops e x i l e d w i t h A r i u s at Nicaea, v/as 
l a t e r used by the Arians t o consecrate P i s t u s as bishop of 
Alexandria. Under these circumstances, even i f t h e i r o r i g i n a l , 
charges against Athanasius were proved t r u e , t h e i r appeal t o 
t r a d i t i o n c a r r i e s no weight. Notes. 
194. cf. Cyprian, Ep.20. 
195. c f . C y p r i a n Sp. 55,57,65,67,72. Cyprian's p o s i t i o n v/as 

l a t e r upheld by r i g o r i s t s l i k e the L u c i f e r i a n s and 
Donatists c f Jer. D i a l . adv. Lucif.1 3.Optatus I I , 24. 
Innocent Ep. X X I I , 3, 4. 
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• i . e . Marcellus „ see note p.49 L.22. 
- i . e . Athanasius,see note p.53 L.12. 

1,16 a l i o s - e.g. Asclepas, Paul of Constantinople. 

p. 64 L. 3sq. q ui pro c r i m i n i b u s etc - cf, note p. 63 L. 4 - 6 . 

1.19 primatus e c c l e s i a e - cf,p.65 1.5 ecclesiae p r i n c i p a t u m . 

i 

1.24, 25 cursus..publicus - i . e . the s t a t e p o s t i n g s e r v i c e along 
the great roads, which, the bishops would use when summoned by the 
Emperor t o a c o u n c i l . 

p. 65 L. 9sq.« propterea hanc novi t a t e m etc - t h i s q u e s t i o n has been 
already touched upon;cf. p. 57 L. 8sq., L. 12-13 notes, p. 59 L. 14.15, 
note. H i t h e r t o , as a general r u l e , a l l disputes had been s e t t l e d 
by l o c a l or p r o v i n c i a l synods. There had been a few instances of 
East and West j o i n i n g t o g e t h e r but i t was not u n t i l Nicaea t h a t 
the new p r i n c i p l e of the ecumenical c o u n c i l was brought i n t o b eing 
From t h a t time onwards, t h e r e f o r e , i t was n a t u r a l t h a t , i f o n l y 
fo r numerical s t r e n g t h , appeal should be made t o the West by the 
East and v i c e versa. The Easterns themselves ( i n 517) had 
p r a c t i c a l l y admitted t h a t i t was impossible to keep separate the 
a f f a i r s of East and West. I n these circumstances t h e i r complaint 
is not of great weight. I n any case, as has been p o i n t e d out, 

the ^ s t e r n a h a a given t h e i r Judgment only a f t e r a p p e a l h a a b e e n 

made/ 
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aacle t o them by the Eusebians, and such a judgment would be q u i t e 
i n accordance w i t h the t r a d i t i o n s of the Church. 
I t i s noteworthy t h a t the Easterns now grant equal r i g h t s i n t h i s 
matter t o the Westerns i n c o n t r a s t t o t h e i r previous a t t i t u d e . c f , 
p.59 L.14,15 note, p.63 L .3sq. note. 

p.65 L . l 6 sq . nam i n urbe Roma etc - according t o Cyprian. 1*^ and 
Eusebius 1^? a council of 60 bishops met i n Rome under Cornelius, 
confirmed the decrees of t h a t of Carthage, and excoimaunicated 
Novatus^S a n ( } h j _ s p a r t i s a n s . 

In H i p p o l y t u s 1 ^ C a l l i s t u s i s sa i d t o have broken o f f r e l a t i o n s w i t h 
Sabellius but there i s no mention of t h i s having been done a t a 
council. Valentinus was i n Rome about the middle of the second 
century but n o t h i n g i s known of a. c o u n c i l held there concerning him. 

L.18 sub Paulo a Samosatis - see note p .50 L . l l . When Paul was 
condemned a t Antioch, an e n c y c l i c a l l e t t e r was sent regarding him 
to Dionysius o f Rome, Maximus o f Alexandria and t o the bishops of 
a l l the p r o v i n c e s 2 0 0 . That these bishops agreed w i t h the d e c i s i o n 
can be gathered from the JB t t e r of F e l i x (successor of Dionysius) t o 
Ueximus and from the r e p l y of the Emperor t o the apie a l of the 
orthodox/ 
Notes. 
19*. Ep .52. 
197. H.E. V I , 43. 
19^. i . e . Novatianus. I t i s worthy of note t h a t both Eusebius and 

the Easterns' l e t t e r make the same mistake w i t h h i s nane. 
199. Ref. IX, 11 . 
200. Euseb. H.E. V I I , 30. 
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orthodox against Paul t h a t the episcopal house at Antioch be g i v e n 
t o those to vh ora the bishops of I t a l y and of the c i t y of Home should 
adjudge i t 2 0 1 . 

The impression here given by the Easterns, t h a t the case o f 
Athanasius and h i s companions i s i n the sane category as t h a t of 
Novatus, S a b e l l i u s and Val e n t i n u s , i s a f a l s e one. oecause, w h i l e 
the heresy of the l a t t e r was obvious and agreed upon by the whole 
Church, the charges brought against Athanasius were, to say the 
l e a s t , h i g h l y debatable and had the support only of a m i n o r i t y i n 

i 
the Church. Underthese circumstances, the comparison i s u n j u s t 
and i n no way supports t h e i r argument. 

L.31eq. unde I u l i u m u r b i s etc - i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o r e c o n c i l e t h i s 
a c t i o n of the Easterns i n condemning these Western bishops w i t n 
t h e i r r r e v i o u s p r o t e s t s about i n t e r f e r e n c e i n each other's a f f a i r s , 
cf. p.57 L .12 p.59 L.14,15 p.63 L3sq. p.65 L«9sq. By t h e i r a c t i o n 
they admit the i m p o s s i b i l i t y of East and West remaining as i t were 
i n separate compartments, each t r y i n g t o deal purely w i t h matters 
a f f e c t i n g i t s e l f . The controversy transcended geographical 
boundaries and i n v o l v e d the whole Church. 

p.66 L . l Gaudentium - Gaudentius from Naissus i n Dacia i s mentioned 
among/ 
Motes. 
201. Euseb. i b i d . 
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among the bishops present a t Western S a r d i c a 2 0 2 and h i s na,ne i s 
found i n several of the Greek canons 4, 18, 20. His predecessor 
was C y r i a c u s 2 ^ who seems t o have been a supporter of the 
Eusebians.cf. p .66 L .9 "inmemorem decessoris s u i " 

L.4sq - cf. p.51 L .17sq. p.55 L .10, 11 note. 

L.12 u t principem e t ducera malorum - i . e . because of h i s c o u n c i l a t 
Rome and h i s b r i l l i a n t l e t t e r . 

L.17 Marcum - n o t h i n g i s known of t h i s person. 

L .20,21 Paulino.. Daciae - nothing d e f i n i t e i s known about t h i s 
bishop. 

L.24,25 Machedonius.. e Mobso - Machedonius from Mobsus ( o r 
Mopsuestia) i s the second known bishop of t h a t place, Theodore 
being the f i r s t . He was one of the commission of i n q u i r y sent t o 
wareotis by the c o u n c i l of Tyre 335 > was present a t the Dedica­
t i o n c o u n c i l of Anti,och and had also j o i n e d i n the e p i s t l e t o 
Jul i u s of Rome i n whose r e p l y h i s name i s mentioned 2 0^. He 
appears i n the l i s t of Eastern bishops a t S a r d i c a 2 0 ^ , and also 
among the bishops present a t Sirmium 3 5 l 2 0 ^ . According t o A V I I , 

^ 4 p.91 L .19) he had also taken p a r t i n the synod of Mila n c .345. 
Notes. 
202. B I I , 4 (32) . 
203. p.66 L.9J 10 c f p.51 L.18 note. 
2Qf.. Ath. A i 5 0 l . C. Ar. 13,72. 
£05. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20. 
20b. A IV, 3 (7) . 
207. B V I I , 9 P-170 L . 7 . 
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L .25, 26 Eustasio - t h i s i s probably the Eustasius ( o r Eustathius) 
who was deposed by the Eusebians a t an Antiochene c o u n c i l 326/7. 

He was f i r s t of a l l bishop of Beroea i n Syria and came t o Antioch 
c.324. Theodoret 2 0^ c a l l s him "The Great" and he seems t o have 
been venerated f o r h i s Je arning and v i r t u e s and admired f o r h i s 
e l o q u e n c e 2 ^ , At Nicaea he showed h i m s e l f an uncompromising 
opponent of Arianism, and A t h a n a s i u e 2 1 0 recognises him as a worthy 
f e l l o w - l a b o u r e r and s u f f e r e r i n the cause of the orthodox f a i t h . 

L.26 Quimatio - he i s probably the Quimatius of Paltos i n Coele -
Syria mentioned several times i n the works of A t h a n a s i u s 2 1 ! as 
having been deposed by the Eusebians. 

p.67 L . l episcopos, quos ad G a l l i a s miseraraus - according t o 
Athanasius De Syn. 25, 90 ;bishops who had been present a t the 
Dedication c o u n c i l of Antioch 341, not s a t i s f i e d w i t h the previous 
creeds drawn up, formulated a new o n e 2 1 2 , and dispatched Narcissus 
of Neronias, Maris o f Chalcedon, Theodorus of Heraclea, and Mark 
of Arethusa i n t o Gaul w i t h i t to the Emperor Corastans 2 13 

Notes. 
208. H.E. I , 7, 
209. Soz. H.E. ll 2: I I , 19. Theod. H.E. 1,20. 
210. H i s t . Ar. 5. 
211. H i s t . Ar. 4. Tom. Ad Antioch, 1,10. Apol. de fuga 3. 
212. Socr. H.E. I I , 18 declares t h a t t h i s newform was made t o 

deceive Constans i n t o t h i n k i n g t h a t t h i s ' was the creed o f 
the c o u n c i l , thus t r y i n g t o hide the r e a l creed. 

213. the l a t t e r having- demanded an explanation of the grounds of 
the d e r o s i t i o n of Athanasius and Paul of Constantinople. 
Socr. H.E. I I , 18. 
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When e x i l e d from Constantinople at the end of 338, Paul had sought 
refuge i n the-West. He would n a t u r a l l y approach Maximinus, the 
;nost important bishop i n Gaul a t t h a t time, i n order, through hira, 
to seek an audience w i t h the Emperor Coastantine I I . This 
probably explains the reference t o Maximiiuis as being the f i r s t 
Western bishop t o communicate w i t h Paul. Paul was able to r e t u r n 
to h i s see on the death of Eusebius towards the end o f 341> and i n 
t h i s would hsve the support o f the Western orthodox bishops.cf. 
p.55 L.10,11 note. 

L.15 novam sec/tarn ludeo c o u n i t i M a r c e l l i - w i t h h i s d i f f i c u l t i e s 
over the r e l a t i o n s of Father and Son i n the Godhead, Marcellus gave 
ample scope f o r a charge such as t h i s . c f . p.49 L.22 n o t e 2 1 4 . 

v-
)' 

Notes. 

214. " c o u n i t i " i s a reasonable conjecture of Feder from the 
c o r r u p t " c r o n i t i " . 
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A IV, 2 . The Creed of the Eastern synod of Sardica. 

SUyĵ ARY. The Easterns assert t h e i r b e l i e f i n one God the Father 
and i n His one begotten Son our Lord, begotten from the Father 
before the wo r l d , God from God, L i g h t from L i g h t , and i n the other 
a r t i c l e s found i n most creeds. A-few anathemas are placed at the eriva 

of the creed. • 

COĵ .IRNTARY. Ever since the Council of Nicaea, the r e a l aim of the 
Eusebians had been t o re-nlace the Nicene creed w i t h a confession 
of t h e i r own composition but not u n t i l the DedL c a t i o n c o u n c i l of 
Antioch 341 had they dared t o attempt t h i s . At t h a t c o u n c i l they 
put forward the f o u r Antiochene creeds, the Ja s t o f which formed 
the basis f o r the one issued by the Easterns at S c r d i c a 2 - ^ . 
This combined creed was i n t u r n adopted' by the f i f t h c o u n c i l of 
Antioch. 

The Eusebian character of these creeds i s evident from the s k i l f u l 
way. i n which they have been composed so t h a t w h i l e they can not be 
accused of A r i a n i s m 2 1 6 , y e t n e i t h e r are they "Nicene" because they 
avoid the c r u c i a l "homoousios" and make no mention of "ousia". 
How f a r they were successful i n t h e i r aim i s questionable. H i l a r y ^ 
i n reviewing the second of the creeds issued a t Antioch 341, judges 
i t quite favourably and i n t e r p r e t s i t i n an orthodox sense, 
l-'otes'. 

This i s obvious from a comparison of both creeds. 
2 1 h . because i n them the u n i t y i s ' n o t declared to be "of w i l l " only. 
«^7. De Syn. 2 9 . 
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A t h a n a s i u s 2 1 ^ , on the other hand, seems t o have perceived more 
c l e a r l y the•deception p l o t t e d by the Eusebians. 

H i l a r y gives t h i s creed i n h i s "De Synodis" 34• I t has been 
preserved also i n the God. Ver. LX (58) and God. Par. syr. 62. 

Because there are d i f f e r e n c e s between the creed as given i n A IV, 2 

and H i l . De Syn. 34, S t i l t i n g ; : 
219 

asserts t h a t the two can not have 
come from H i l a r y who would have given the same t e x t i n both. 
The d i f f e r e n c e s , however, are s l i g h t and can be exo l a i r e d from the 
d i v e r s i t y of the Greek archetypes f o r i t i s almost c e r t a i n t h a t 
H i l a r y would use one copy i n Gaul when t r a n s l a t i n g i t from the Greek, 
and a d i f f e r e n t one when w r i t i n g h i s "De Synodis" i n e x i l e i n the 
ill & s t . 
H i l . De Syn 34, God. Ver. LX (58) and Cod. Par. syr. 62 a l l a t t a c h 
a l i s t of provinces t o the creed. I t i s s i m i l a r t o the one given 
i n A IV, 1 p.49 L . l s q . 

Comparison of the creed as given i n A IV, 2 w i t h H i l . De Syn. 34, 

the 4 th A n t i o c h 2 2 0 and the 5th A n t i o c h 2 2 1 gives the f o l l o w i n g 
res-alts:- p.69 L .2 c r e a t u r a : H i l . De Syn. 34 has " p a t e r n i t a s " 
JMI.IV and Aaat.V 
Notes. 
218. De Syn. 22sq. 
219. Acta S.S; I I Jan 13th. 
220. Ath. De Syn. 25. 
221. Ath. De Syn. 26. 
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p.70 L .6 i n dextera p a t r i s : Ant-IV has the s i n g u l a r , Ant.V the 

p l u r a l . 

p.71 L .2 incessabi'le: Ant. IV has * * O C T * S V > T O 6 ( i - d i c e o l u J I C ) 

Ant-V h a s i ^ T ^ i r ^ u c r T o s ( t h a t can not cease^.' 
p. 71 L . 2 , 3 .est sedem: Ant. IV has £0-7*1 <*6<^«>)' tv<*. Ant.V <oi G £^ eT*ci. 
p.71 L .4 credimus: Ant-IV omits t h i s . Ant.V i n s e r t s TT/CT uo^ t v. 
p.71 L«5 caelum: Ant, IV ou^mvoo s Ant. V o i^owov. suani: Ant. IV<xoroo 

Ant. V omits. 
p.72 L .2 sanctam: Ant. IV. ̂ &o\'X^. Ant. V. VU.6oWy *W • 

From t h i s i t appears t h a t H i l . De Syn 34 i s nearer t o the 4 th 

Antioch than i s A IV, 2 which bears a c l o s e r resemblance t o the 
5th Antioch. 

The creed i t s e l f i s less opposed i n substance t o Arianism than the 
Lucienic 2nd. Antioch because i t does not have the d i r e c t a t t a c k on 
Arianism contained i n the words:x7j>e7rrov n w <*V<A^OIWTOV,T^V r^s 

("unable t o change or a l t e r , the unvarying image of the essence of 

the Godhead and the might and g l o r y of the Father". etTyeTrrov *oti 

i v i M o u o r o v i s a d i r e c t d e n i a l o f the A r i a n Tpe-rrros K«> <*XXoiuivos. 

oicr/eis'dLTTx^ocWot, KTOV ^ ' < o v u emphasises the absence 
i 

of any change o f essence i n the t r a n s i t i o n from the Father t o the 
Son ( c f . H i l . De Syn.'33 d i s c u s s i n g "essentiae incommutabilem 
imaginem") and could be taken as equivalent t o "hornoousios ")» 
On/ ' • ' 
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On the other hand, as a safeguard against the ch arge of heresy, the 
4th Antioch included the anathemas of the Nicene creed, a l b e i t i n 
weakened f o r m 2 2 2 . 
Both anathemas i n the 4th A n t i o c h were d i r e c t e d against the Arians 
(1) u o VJ < o v T t o v etc. i s d i a m e t r i c a l l y opposed t o oj-ooumos 

the Son i s made a c r e a t u r e , not begotten of the substance of the 
Fa* er. (2) ^ "Tort ^fo\/o s etc.-.-with the orthodox, Arius 
admitted t h a t the term "begotten" was the one safeguard of the 
personal existence of the Son against Sabellianism, but he conceived 

i 
the d i v i n e generation i n terms of the ideabf time v h i c h governs 
every human generation and concluded t h a t the Son could not be 
coeternal w i t h the Father. 
I n a d d i t i o n t o these anathemas, A IV, 2 and Ant.V added f i v e others. 
(3) "There are three Gods" :- Epiphanius 2 2 3 r e l a t e s t h a t the 
Sabellians used t o say t o p l a i n , pious people: "Well, my good 
f r i e n d s , what are we t o say? - Have we one God or three?" w i t h 
the e f f e c t i n many cases of winning them over. S a b e l l i u s removed 
a l l r e a l i t y and d i s t i n c t i o n o f persons i n the Godhead by e x p l a i n i n g 
away the Three as t r a n s i e n t phases of One. Arius went t o the other 
extreme and by h i s subordinationism n o t only d i s t i n g u i s h e d the three 
Persons but separated them. (4) " C h r i s t i s not God":- the 
Dynamic Monarchians , such as Paul of Samosata, represented our Lord 
as p r i m a r i l y and p r o p e r l y a human person, but elevated t o 
exceptional/ 
Notes. 
222. Gwatkin "Studies" p. 122 t h i n k s the i n s e r t i o n of X p o v o 5 

i n the anathema against ̂ vn-ort OOK^V was a loophole expressly 
made f o r the escape of the blasphemers. 

223 . Haer. 62 . 
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exceptional p l a c e and power, even to an a t t r i b u t i v e Godhead, by 
224 divine' i n f l u e n c e s which descended on him. c f . Ath. De Syn 26 ( 4 ) , 

(5) . "Before the ages He was n e i t h e r C h r i s t nor Son of God":-

cf. Mercellus, P h o t i n u s 2 2 ? . 

(6) "Father, Son and Holy Ghost are the sane":- c f . the S a b e l l i a n s . 

(7) "The F a t h e r begat the Son not by choice nor w i l l " : - c f . Ath. 

Orat. I l l , 62. I t i s noteworthy t h a t the t e x t i n Cod. Ver. LX (5o) 

and Cod. Par. s y r . 62 i s sL g n i f i c a n t l y changed to accord with Nicene 

orthodoxy. I n s t e a d of the re g a t i v e "not by choice nor w i l l " as i n 

A I v , 2 and H i l . De Syn. 34, the a f f i r m a t i v e expression i s used 

" c i t h e r by w i l l or c h o i c e " . 

Notes. 
224. Arius h e l d t h a t He who became i n c a r n a t e p r e e x i s t e d as the 

Logos, but t h i s Logos, though thus e x a l t e d , was not w i t h i n 
the sphere of Godhead; was not the r e f o r e d i v i n e i n the 
proner and primary sense, but was only the f i r s t and g r e a t e s t 
of the c r e a t u r e s . 

225. see notes on them. Also Ath. De Syn. 26 (5 ) • 
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A IV, 3 L i s t of E a s t e r n bishops. 

PP6 

(1) Stephanus - T i l l e m o n t t h i n k s he may have become bishop of 

Antioch on the death of F l a c i l l u s c.340. He and Acacius of 

Caesarea seem to have taken a l e a d i n g p a r t a t E a s t e r n S a r d i c a . 

He v/as deposed s h o r t l y a f t e r S a r d i c a by an Antiochene synod because 

of a d a s t a r d l y p l o t a g a i n s t the l e g a t e s of the V/estern synod of 

S a r d i c a 2 2 ? . 

(4) Menofantus was a l r e a d y bishop of Ephesus at the c o u n c i l of 

N i c a e a 2 2 ^ and was always prominent i n the s t r u g g l e a g a i n s t 

Athanasius. 

(6) E u l a l i u s of Amasi'as - according to F e d e r 2 2 ^ . t h i s i s p r o D a b l y 

the see i n Helenopontus, alr e a d y represented a t Nicaea 2 3 0 . 

(7) Machedonius - see note p.66 L.24, 25-

(b) T h e l a f i u s of Calchedonia - Because Chalkedonia i n B i t h y n i a was 

represented a t S a r d i c a by Maris, Le Q u i e n 2 ^ 1 suggests t h a t the c i t y 

r e f e r r e d to here i s C h a l k i s i n S y r i a . F e d e r 2 ^ 2 points out t h a t 

there/ 

Notes. 
226. Mem. V I I , 270. 
227. Ath. H i s t . Ar. 20. 
228. Pat. Nic. V, 120. 
229. Stud. I I , 72 „ 
230. Pat. Nic. I , 109. 
2U. I I , 785-
2j2. Stud. I I , 72 basing h i s opinion on Pauly- Wissowa I I I , 2090sq. 
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there were two c i t i e s i n S y r i a vlth the re me of C h a l k i s , a t 3 e i o s 

era a t Libanon and t h a t i t i s the former which i s meant. 

( v ) Acacius of Gaesarea i n P a l e s t i n e was the p u p i l , biographer and 

successor of EuseDius, the C h u r c h ' h i s t o r i a n . He was made'bishop 

c . 3 4 0 2 ^ and became l e a d e r of the A r i a n party at court a f t e r the 
2"H 

death of Eusebius of Nicomedia. He was a t Antioch 341 and 

along with the other l e a d i n g Eusebians was deposed by the Westerns 

at Sardica 2 3 5 . According .to Jerome 2 3 ^ i t was he who persuaded 

Con; t a n t i u s to appoint F e l i x i n place of the e x i l e d L i b e r i u s . At 

the Ariminum - S e l e u c i a synods he took.an important p a r t out a f t e r 

the confirmation of h i s d e p o s i t i o n a t S e l e u c i a by the c o u n c i l of 

Macedonian bishops a t Lampsacus, no more i s heard of him. 

(10) Theodorus of H a r a c l i a i n Thrace had already played a notable 

part i n Eusebian a f f a i r s , having been a s s o c i a t e d i n the l e t t e r to 

J u l i u s , been present a t Antioch 341, and taken p a r t i n the embassy 

sent by Constantius to Cons tans to e x p l a i n the d e p o s i t i o n of 

Athanasius and Paul of Cone t a n t i n o p l e 2 3 7 . He was deposed by 

Western S a r d i c a 2 ^ ^ , 

(11) Quintianus took p o s s e s s i o n of Gaza a f t e r the banishment of 
Asclerias 239. 

Notes. 
233- Socr. H.E. I I , 4 Soz. H.E. I l l , 2. 
234. Soz. I l l , 5. 
2J5. B I I , 1 p. 123 L . 5 sq . 
235. De v i r . i l l . 98. 
237. Ath. De Syn. 25. Socr. I I , 18. 
go. P. 123 L .5so . 
2J9. B 11, 1 p . r23 L . 2 . 



(12) Marcus of Are thus a was a l s o one of the le adiQg Eusebians i n 

the c o n t r o v e r s i e s raging, about the middle of the f o u r t h century. 
240 

He was the author of the "Dated" creec of ..Sirmium . 

(17) Dianius of Caesarea i n Cappadocia was present at Antioch 3 4 l 4

l

i 

Later he subscribed the decrees of Constantinople 3^0. B a s i l 

the Great, who was b a p t i s e d by h i m 2 ^ 2 excused h i s s u b s c r i p t i o n of 

these decrees by sav i n g t h a t he had done i t with simple h e a r t and 

had intended no harm a g a i n s t the Nicene creed 2 4"-^. 

(19) Eudoxius of Germanicia was another of the Eusebian l e a d e r s . 

He was a d i s c i p l e of A e t i u s , a f r i e n d of Eunomius, and subsequently 

the l e a d e r of the Anomoean pa r t y . He had a l r e a d y been present at 

Antioch 341. ' On the death of L e o n t i u s , he became bishop of 

Antioch, c.357 arid was present as such a t S e l e u c i a , where H i l a r y 

says he was shocked by h i s teaching 2 4" 4". He was bishop of 

Constantinople from 360 to 370. At the c o u n c i l of Lampsacus 36$ 

he was deposed by the Macedonians but t h i s was made of no a v a i l 

because Valens r e f u s e d to confirm t h e i r a c t i o n . 

(23) B a s i l of Ancyra was l a t e r to be one of the o u t s t a n u i n j exponents 

of Semierianism. On the d e p o s i t i o n of Marcellus by the Eusebians 

at/ 

Notes. 
240. B VI p.I63 L .17sq. 
241. 3oz. I l l , 5. 
242. De s p i r i t u sancto 29 P.G. XXXII, 201A. 
243. Ep. 51 P.G. XXXII, 390 c. 
244. c. Const. 13. 
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a t Constantinople 336, B a s i l had been appointed to the see, and 

245 though deposed by the Westerns a t S a r d i c a i n favour of ^ a r c e l l u s , 
246 

lie soon regained h i s r^iace 
As a Semiarian, he att a c k e d both extremes: f o r example, hie attache 

on Photinus a t Sirraium 351 and l a t e r h i s a t t a c k on Ae t i u s , the 

Anomoe?.n247. j r e e x e r c i s e d h i s g r e a t e s t i n f l u e n c e a t the synod of 

Ancyre 35^ the time f o l l o w i n g when he persuaded Coiistantius to 

c a l l the general c o u n c i l of Arirninum and S e l e u c i a to s e t t l e the 

various Problems d i s t u r b i n g the Church. His power, however, v/as 

s h o r t - l i v e d , and he soon found that the c o n t r o l of tne c o u n c i l l a y 

i n the hands, not of h i s party, but of the A c a c i a n s 2 4 ^ . A f t e r the 

Acacian v i c t o r y a t Constantinople, B a s i l was-deposed along with 

C y r i l of Jerusalem, E u s t a t h i u s of Sebaste and others, and e x i l e d to 

I l l y r i a 2 4 9 . He appealed to J o v i a n on h i s a c c e s s i o n i n 363 > but i n 

vain, and he seems to have died i n e x i l e 2 - 5 ^ . 

(34) S q u i r i u s of Mareotis, b e t t e r known as I s c h y r a s J , v/as the 

centre-point of the a c c u s a t i o n s r a i s e d a g a i n s t Athanasius w i t h 

regard to M a r e o t i s 2 ^ 2 . 

(41) Eudemon of Tanis^in Egypt was one of the e a r l i e s t opponents of 
1 

Athanasius/. 

^T 0 Xi Q ^ • 

245. ~'b I I , 1 r>.123,L.l. 
246. Socr. I I , 20 , 2 6 . 
247. Epir>h. Haer. LXXI, L X X I I I . Socr, I I , 30. P h i l o s t . I I . E . I l l , 16. 

Greg. Nyss. i n Eunom. I , n.289,296. 
246. Tneod. I I , 17. 
2^9. Soz. IV, 24. P h i l o s t . V, 1 . 
230. Sacr. I l l , 25. 
251. c f . S o c r . ' I I , 20 . 
252. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. passim, and notes on A I v 

7 1 » 
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Athanasius. With I s i o n of A t h r i b i s and C a l l i n i c u s of P e i u s i o n 

he went i n an embassy c. 3'28-»to Core t a n t i n e and r a i s e d .suspicions 

aoout Athanasius 2 5 3 , 

(5^) N a r c i s s u s of I r e n o p o l i s ( o r Neronias) i n C i l i c i a was a l s o 

prominent i n the con t r o v e r s y from a very e a r l y date, c-314- he 

attended the c o u n c i l s of Ancyra and Keocaesarea 2^ 4". . According to 

A t h a n a s i u s 2 ^ h e W a s a supporter of A r i u s before Nicaea, but a t 

Nicaea he su b s c r i b e d the creed. He was one of the bishops who, 

a f t e r the d e p o s i t i o n of E u s t a t h i u s , o f f e r e d the see of Antioch to 

Eusebius of Caesarea and he was probably one of the eminent 

C i l i c i a n bishops a t Jerusalem 3 3 5 2 ^ . He was a t Antioch 341 and 

with Theodore of H e r a c l i a , Maris of Ciialcedon and Marcus of 

Arethusa took p a r t i n an embassy from Constantius to C o n s t a n s 2 ? 0 . 

He i s mentioned i n the address of the l e t t e r - o f J u l i u s 2 ^ and was 

deposed by the Westerns a t S a r d i c a 2 ^ 0 . W r i t i n g about the middle 

of the century Athanasius c a l l s him one of the then prominent 

Eusebians^ 0- 1- and, as such, he j o i n e d i n the composition of the creed 
26 2 

of Sirmium 351 . On hearing t h a t N a r c i s s u s was accusing him of 
cowardice/ 

Notes . 
253* Ath. Anol. c. Ar. 60. . 
254. Mansi I I , 534, 548. 
255. De Syn. 17. 
256. Eus. V.C. I l l , 6 l sq . 
257. Eus. V.C. IV, 43. 
258. Ath. De Syn. 25. 
259. Ath. Ai^ol. 6. Ar. 20, 
260. B I I , 1 p. 123 L . 5 sq . 
261. Apol. c. Ar. 48 . 
262. B V I I , 9 p.170 L . 5 . 
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cowardice f o r h i e f l i g h t from A l e x a n d r i a 2 * ^ f A t h a n a s i u s 2 ^ a s s e r t s 
that N a r c i s s u s had been accused of many crimes and degraded t h r e e 
times by v a r i o u s synods. ; 

(69) Demophilus of Beroea i n Thrace i s probably the same person 

mentioned i n L i b e r i u s 1 l e t t e r to Core t a n t i u s 2 ^ as having been 

u n w i l l i n g to condemn the A r i a n h e r e s i e s a t Milan and i n B V I I , 9 

p.170 L . 4 as having i n f l u e n c e d L i b e r i u s t o sign a h e r e t i c a l c r e ed. 

He was one of the A r i a n bishops deposed a t Ariminum 359 but t h i s ' 

deposition was never c a r r i e d i n t o e f f e c t 2 ^ . A f t e r the death of . | 
i' 

Eudoxius i n 370> Demophilus was e l e c t e d a s j i i s s u c c e s s o r at 

Constantinople by the A r i a n s 2 ^ ? , but t h e i r opponents s e t up j , 

Evagrius as bishop. Valens intervened i n favour of Demophilus and ! 

banished E v a g r i u s . I n 380, with the r e i g n &£ Theodosius, came a 

change i n the fortunes of Demophilus. On h i s r e f u s a l to s u b s c r i b e ; 

the Nicene creed, he was ordered to give up h i s c h u r c h e s 2 ^ . 
i 

(73) Valens - see note A I p.45 L . l b . . 

The l i s t shows t h a t t h i s synod was almost p u r e l y an E a s t e r n one, the j 
i 

majority of the bishops coming from the p r e f e c t u r e of the E a s t ; the 

westernmost/ 

Notes. 
263. Apol. de fuga 1. 
2*4. i b i d . § 26, w r i t t e n c.357. 
2*5. A V I I , 4 p.91 L . 1 8 . 
2*6. socr. I I , 37. 
2J7. Socr. IV, 14. Soz. V I , 13. 
268. Socr. V 7sq. 
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westernmost province mentioned i s Pannonia, \h ere A r i u s spent h i s ... 
i ' 

e x i l e . The Western s y n o d 2 ^ had a l a r g e r and wider r e p r e s e n t a t i o n , 

including a few bishops from areas where the Eusebians were strongest 

and on t h i s b a s i s alone might c l a i m s u p e r i o r i t y as being more f u l l y , 

representative of the Church, | 

According to Sabinus 1 account, the number of E a s t e r n bishops p r e s e n t ; 

at the c o u n c i l was The E a s t e r n s themselves give the number; 

of p a r t i c i p a n t s as 8 0 2 ? 1 . I n the s u b s c r i p t i o n l i s t 2 ' ' 2 , 73 bishops , 

are mentioned, and i f the two "Eusebius a Pergarao" i n (27) and (43) 

should be the same person, 72 names s t i l l remain. Moreover, some 

provinces, which should have been represented, do not appear i n the 

l i s t , though, of course, they might have had r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s among 

the bishops vh 0 are gi v e n with out the name of t h e i r see. That the 

l i s t i s incomplete can be gathered from the f a c t t h a t , while the 

E a s t e r n s 2 ^ a s s e r t t h a t f i v e out of the s i x l e g a t e s who went to 

liareotis were pr esent, Maris of Chalcedon and U r s a c i u s of 

Singidunuro who were i n t h i s embassy, are m i s s i n g from the l i s t . 

I f the E a s t e r n s ' statement 2? 4" i s accepted, t h i s would £ ave only 

fi v e or s i x names s t i l l unknown. 

Notes. 
269. c f . D I I , 4. 
270. Socr. I I , 20. S o z . I I I . 12. 
271. A IV, 1 p.58 L.26. . 
272. A IV, 3. 
273. A IV. 1 § 18. 
274. A IV, 1 p*58 L . 26 . 
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CONCLUSION. With the formulation and s u b s c r i p t i o n of the Nicene 
creed 325, Core t a n t i n e might have been- excused f o r thi n k i n g t h a t he 
had at l a s t succeeded i n br i n g i n g peace and u n i t y to the Church. 
Only 3 persons, A r i u s and the 2 Egyptian bishops Theonas of 
Marma r i c a and Secundas of Ptolemais w i t h t h e i r p r i e s t s , had r e f u s e d 
to sign and thus s u f f e r e d e x i l e i n I l l y r i a * But the shallowness 
of the v i c t o r y soon made i t s e l f evident i n subsequent events. Not 
only was there d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n and an x i e t y about the creed i t s e l f , 
but the manner i n which the s u b s c r i p t i o n s had been gained - simply 
by f e a r of the i m p e r i a l presence and t h r e a t of e x i l e - was not 
conducive to any r e a l or l a s t i n g harmony. Many bishops <x> u l d 
not be c l a s s e d as extreme A r i a n s , though they h e l d s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t 
views, but n e i t h e r were they by any means supporters of the 
"homoousios"; indeed the pa s t a s s o c i a t i o n s , of that word were not 
at a l l a s s u r i n g to these " c o n s e r v a t i v e s " whose primary d e s i r e was 
to preserve the t r a d i t i o n a l b e l i e f s of the Church. Nevertheless, 
they signed the creed, p r i n c i p a l l y from f e a r of the Emperor, though 
at the same time making t h e i r own mental r e s e r v a t i o n s , p u t t i n g t h e i r 
own meaning on the words and ac c e p t i n g the "homoousios" because i t . 
6eemed the only p o s s i b l e way to exclude Arianism. I t would not be 
rash to conclude t h a t t h i s was the p o s i t i o n of the m a j o r i t y a t the ' 
Council; on the one extreme would be the thorough-going A r i a n s , on 
the other #he convinced supporters of the "homoousios", and i n the 
centre the great mass o f bishops, c o n s e r v a t i v e a t h e a r t , but swayed 
in one p a r t i c u l a r direction f o r the moment by the I m p e r i a l presence; 
and/ 
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and such "being human nature, when t h i s c o n s t r a i n t was removed, the 
harsh p e r s e c u t i o n s d i r e c t e d a g a i n s t the Ar i a n s would be more 
i n c l i n e d to arouse t h e i r sympathy than to confirm them i n t h e i r nev 
po s i t i o n 2 7 5 . That t h i s was vhat a c t u a l l y happened can be seen 
from the events o c c u r r i n g i n Egypt some three months a f t e r Nicaea. 
When s e v e r a l Alexandrians were banished from Egypt f o r having f a l l e 
from the Nicene f a i t h , Eusebius of Nicomedia and Theognis of Nicaea 
came out .openly i n t h e i r support; f o r t h i s they, i n t u r n were e x i l e 
to Gaul by C o n s t a n t i n e 2 ? ^ . F a r from suppressing Arianism, Nicaea 
had only d r i v e n i t s supporters temporarily underground. Soon thej 
were p l o t t i n g new schemes to overthrow t h e i r opponents and win over 
the Emperor to t h e i r s i d e . 

T h e i r f i r s t move was to secure the r e c a l l of the e x i l e d A r i a n 

leaders by means of g e n e r a l c o n f e s s i o n s of a l l e g i a n c e to the Nicene 

c o u n c i l . Then they adopted a b o l d e r * a t t i t u d e and began a t t a c k s or 

the l e a d e r s of the Nicene pi r t y , E u s t a t h i u s of Antioch, Athanasius, 

Marcellus. F i n a l l y they aimed to r e p l a c e the Nicene creed by 

confessions drawn up by themselves and f i r s t attempted t h i s a t the 

Dedication c o u n c i l of Antioch 341. 

When t h i s stage was reached, i t was apparent t h a t recourse would 

have to be made again to a c o u n c i l , i n order to h e a l the d i v i s i o n s a 

s e t t l e the c r e d a l q u e s t i o n s . Thus was convened the synod of 

Sardica and according to the synod i t s e l f 2 7 7 i t s two main o b j e c t i v e s 

were/ 

Notes. 
275- This seems beet to account fl>r the resurgence of the A r i a n 

cause so soon a f t e r Nicaea. 
276. Theod. I , 20 . 
277. B I I , I / B H . , 2 . . 
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were, f i r s t of a l l , to give an u n i t e d d e c i s i o n , both by E a s t and 
West, on the question of Athanasius and the others, and secondly 
to s e t t l e the c r e d a l problem caused by the Eusebians formulating 
s e v e r a l creeds i n a d d i t i o n to the Nicene. Though the Eusebians 
had s e t o f f f o r S a r d i c a without d e l a y on r e c e i p t of the i m p e r i a l 
summons2'' , the Westerns were the f i r s t to a r r i v e t h e r e . There 
i s no doubt t h a t the former came basing t h e i r v\hoie case uu 
Constantius 1 p r o t e c t i o n and r e l y i n g on the two o f f i c e r s of high 
standing, Musanius and Hesychius, whom he had sent w i t h t h e m 2 ? ^ 
but i n t h i s they were outwitted. Then, when they came to the 
c o u n c i l , they found Athanasius and h i s companions having- f r e e 
i n t e r c o u r s e w i t h the Nicene party, and on the r e f u s a l of the 
Westerns to t r e a t these men as excommunicate, they withdrew from 
the c o u n c i l . -

I t might be argued thi t there was something i n the complaint of t 

Easterns and t h a t i t was p u t t i n g a d e f i n i t e b i a s on the case f o r 

Athanasius and.the others to be t r e a t e d on so f r i e n d l y terms by t 

Westerns; on the other hard, to t r e a t them as the E a s t e r n s wishe 

namely, as excommunicate, would have been to give t a c i t a s sent,to 

decisions made a t Tyre and Constantinople (as opposed^ to t h a t of 

Rome), and thus place ,the b i a s on the other s i d e . The crux of th< 

matter was t h a t , though t h e o r e t i c a l l y i t was to be regarded as an 

open question, both sL des found i t impossible to adopt a n e u t r a l 

position. Before coming to the c o u n c i l , both E a s t and West had 

decided/ 

Notes. 
278. A IV, 1 p.58 L.3sq. 
2 / 9 . Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 36 and H i s t . Ar . 15 . A IV 1, p.62 L .19 note 
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decided what' a t t i t u d e they were going to t a k e . The E a s t e r n s saw 
that acceptance of Athanaeius meant the complete r e v e r s a l and r u i n 
of the plans they were so c a r e f u l l y l a y i n g to secure the dominant 
p o s i t i o n i n the Qiurch. On the other hand, the Westerns saw j u s t 
as c l e a r l y t h a t condemnation of Athanasius would u l t i m a t e l y l e a d 
to doubts being c a s t on the Nicene creed. Even a t t h i s stage, i t 
must have been evident t h a t the s t r u g g l e a g a i n s t Athanasius was . 
r e a l l y a s t r u g g l e a g a i n s t the Nicene creed, t h a t what was a t i s s u e 
was not simply a p e r s o n a l a t t a c k on Athanasius, but that h i s 
condemnation was a major st e p towards the u l t i m a t e aim of the 
Eusebians, namely, the overthrow of the Nicene creed. 
Both p a r t i e s were aware of t h i s s i t u a t i o n , and i n view of t h i s and 
of the n e a r e q u a l i t y of numbers, i f the E a s t e r n s l a d been sure of 
t h e i r case a g a i n s t Athanasius and t h e i r charges a g a i n s t him had been 
true, they would have remained a t the c o u n c i l . The n a t u r a l 
conclusion was t h a t i t was only because of the hopelessness of t h e i r 
case that the E a s t e r n s gave t h i s as excuse f o r t h e i r departure. 
Their l e t t e r (A IV, 1) w r i t t e n as an "apologia" f o r t h e i r withdrawal, 
i s a t y p i c a l example of Eusebian diplomacy, attempting to cover up 
former mistakes and f o r e s t a l l f u t u r e charges, and f u l l of s l a n d e r 
about t h e i r opponents. They had put themselves i n a f a l s e p o s i t i o n 
at Rome, and so now they say nothing of t h e i r own share i n the 
proceedings there but accuse Athanasius as the i n s t i g a t o r of the 
appeal to J u l i u s l Again, by coming to S a r d i c a , _ t h e y a c t u a l l y 
proved/ 
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proved t h a t the q u e s t i o n concerning Athanasius had not y e t been 
s a t i s f a c t o r i l y s e t t l e d , but they had come only because they had high 
hopes of managing the c o u n c i l by means of i m p e r i a l support and thus 
securing a d e c i s i v e sentence a g a i n s t Athanasius. When t h i s p l a n 
was thwarted, they immediately accuse t h e i r opponents o f t r y i n g t o 
f r i g h t e n them by " i m p e r i a l mi sives" 2® 0. Fur t h e r , to defend 
themselves a g a i n s t a f u t u r e charge cf c a u s i n g d i v i s i o n i n the Church 
by;.their withdra\ol from the c o u n c i l , they make a r a t h e r nebulous 
appeal to t r a d i t i o n . But the Westerns were e n t i t l e d to make a t 
l e a s t an equal c l a i m to t r a d i t i o n ; and i t could not be denied t h a t 
by f o s t e r i n g charges a g a i n s t Athanasius without daring to j u s t i f y 
them before a f a i r l y c o n s t i t u t e d c o u n c i l , they had f r e q u e n t l y 
disturbed the peace of the Church sLwoe Nicaea, and t h a t t h e i r 
withdrawal now widened the d i v i s i o n i n the Church. 
The i t t e r , t h e r e f o r e , g i v e s an i n t e r e s t i n g r e v e l a t i o n of the 
p o s i t i o n and standpoint of the Eusebians and of the t a c t i c s employed 
by them a t t h i s time. Here t h e i r manoeuvres and d e c e i t s are evident 
f o r a l l to see; here, too, I s evident the weakness of t h e i r cause 
when not supported by the i m p e r i a l power; too f r i g h t e n e d to remain 
at a c o u n c i l where there was almost equal r e p r e s e n t a t i o n , where 
strength of argument, r a t h e r than s t r e n g t h of arm, v/as to be the 
deciding f a c t o r , the f a l s i t y of t h e i r a c c u s a t i o n s a g a i n s t Aih enasius 
i s d i s c l o s e d by t h e i r f l i g h t . T h e i r main l i n e of a c t i o n , too was 
the negative one of s l a n d e r i n g t h e i r opponents, and t h e i r one 
p o s i t i v e c o n t r i b u t i o n , namely, the formulation of t h e i r creed, 
served/ 
Notes. 

280., A IV, 1 § 22 . 
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served, only to r e v e a l t h e i r t r ue aim of overthrowing the Nicene 
' 281 creed. 

A l t o g e t h e r i t was an i n v a l u a b l e document f o r the c o l l e c t o r because 

i t amply i l l u s t r a t e d h i s own arguments and provided him w i t h a 

damning p i e c e of evidence s u p p l i e d by the Euesebians themselves. 

I n the l e t t e r as p r e s e r v e d today, there seems to be some confusion 
X 
\ 

i n order and arrangement; t h i s w i l l be p a r t l y o r i g i n a l through 

constant r e i t e r a t i o n of the accused and the v a r i o u s a c c u s a t i o n s 

but may be a l s o p a r t l y caused through a c c i d e n t s i n t r a n s m i s s i o n ; 

f o r example £ 9 v i n v h i c h the s e c t i o n on Paul i s missing rseems 

misolaced. 

1 1 

• i 

Notes. !;, 
281. The Westerns a t S a r d i c a d i d not f o l l o w them i n t h i s mistake • >Ui 

but clung s t e a d f a s t l y to the Nicene creed. 
282. cf. B I , % 4 sq. 
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S e r i e s A V, 1 L e t t e r from the synod of Ariminum to Core tantius . 3 5 9 

SUMMARY. (1) U r s a c i u s and Valens, encouraged by I m p e r i a l favour, 

had come to Ariminum, hoping to win over the C o u n c i l to t h e i r 

opinion. How u n s u c c e s s f u l they were i s r e v e a l e d i n t h i s Je t t e r 

sent by the C o u n c i l to the Emperor. I n L t , the C o u n c i l a f f i r m s 

i t s b e l i e f i n , and l o y a l t y t o, the d e c i s i o n s taken a t Nic aea 325 

i n the presence of the Emperor Constantine, and a s s e r t s t h a t , i f 

anything i s removed from these d e c i s i o n s , then a way i s opened f o r 

the i n f l u x of h e r e s i e s . (2) I t was f o r t h i s reason indeed t h a t 

U r s a c i u s and Valens had come under s u s p i c i o n some time before and 

been suspended from communion; but they had asked pardon, as 

t h e i r w r i t i n g s t e s t i f y , and t h i s had been granted a t a c o u n c i l of i 
I 

Milan i n the presence of the Roman l e g a t e s . 

Then f o l l o w s another r e f e r e n c e to the C o u n c i l of Nicaea, p a r t of < 

which i s m i s s i n g i n the L a t i n t e x t , but i s still preserved i n i 

Greek i n Ath. De Syn. 10. When the L a t i n t e x t again resumes, i t j 

i s concerned with U r s a c i u s and Valens . 

Armed w i t h a l e t t e r from the Emperor, which ordered the synod to 

t r e a t of matters of the f a i t h , Valens, U r s a c i u s and t h e i r 

a s s o c i a t e s , Germinius and Gaius, had put forward a h e r e t i c a l creed, 

which the c o u n c i l had r e j e c t e d ; whereupon Valens and h i s f r i e n d s 

had decided to r e w r i t e i t , i n the hope" of g a i n i n g a more favourable 

r e c e p t i o n : t h i s was indeed t y p i c a l of t h e i r numerous v a c i l l a ­

t i o n s / , "'" , 
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t i o n s i n a short space of time. But the change had no e f f e c t . 

The 03 u r i c i l r e a f f i r m e d the old s t a t u t e s and then sent envoys to 

the Emperor w i t h t h e i r l e t t e r to inform him of t h e i r d e c i s i o n • 

and to show him t h a t Valens and h i s group could not b r i n g peace 

to the-Church w i t h t h e i r ^ p o s i t i o n s . 

(3) The l e t t e r ends w i t h a request that the Emperor may look 

favour ably upon t h e i r embassy and grant the bishops a speedy 

d i s m i s s a l to t h e i r d i o c e s e s , which were i n desperate s t r a i t s 

through t h e i r absence. 

COMMENTARY. I n a d d i t i o n to Faber-rCouctant, the l e t t e r has a l s o 

been ed i t e d by Harduin I , 715-718, C o l e t i I I , 905sq. and Mansi I I I 

305-308. The t i t l e given i n MŜ -Ĉ " i s a combination of the 

s u b s c r i p t i o n of the l e t t e r and the . t i t l e of the f o l l o w i n g 

document A. V, 3* 

I t s a u t h e n t i c i t y has never been questioned. Socrates s t a t e s 

that t h i s l e t t e r was o r i g i n a l l y w r i t t e n i n L a t i n , and i f t h a t i s 

so, the t e x t as given i n A V, 1 probably r e p r e s e n t s the o r i g i n a l 

one3. , But i t s t r a n s m i s s i o n has been f a u l t y and the t e x t i s 

r a t h e r c o r r u p t . The l e t t e r i s found a l s o i n Greek i n ' S o c r . 

H. E. I I , 37, Ath. De Syn. 10, Soz. H.E. IV, 18, Theod. H . E . I I , 19 

and/ 

Notes. 
I . S e q u i t u r e p i s t o l a A r i m i n e n s i s c o n c i l i i ad Constantiura 

imperatorem, u bi e p i s c o p i p r a e v a r i c a t i sunt a f i d e v e r a . 
2. H.E. I I , 37. 
3. T h i s i s the opinion g e n e r a l l y accepted, though Parmentier 

supposes H i l a r y ' s t e x t to be a v e r s i o n from the Greek.cf. 
Feder p.84 L .12 app. c r i t . 
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and Nicephorus C a l l i s t u s H.E. IX, 40. Comparison of the Greek 
t e x t shows t h a t a l l these v e r s i o n s are dependent on the one j 
t r a n s l a t i o n and any d i f f e r e n c e s have a r i s e n only through MS,, v a r ­
i a n t s , c f . Feder p.84 L .12 app. c r i t on d i r i «rtrotcr »v*. 
The L a t i n t e x t d i f f e r s i n s e v e r a l r e s p e c t s from the Greek: f o r 
example, i n c o n s t r u c t i o n p.82 L . l ; i n p.8o L . 5 the L a t i n uses 
stronger language than the Greek; i n g e n e r a l the L a t i n i s s h o r t e r 
than the Greek and sometimes a b e t t e r understanding of the L a t i n 
can be gained from ref e r e n c e to the Greek e.g. p.8o L»3> 4, 5> 
(though t h e r e are exceptions.cf. p.83 L . 6 where the L a t i n i n s e r t s 
"Gerrainius et G a i u s " ) , p.82 L.4 L a t i n omits "Auxentius", p.84 L . l , 

1 

2, the L a t i n t e x t has "But a l s o the u n b e l i e v i n g are forbidden t o 

come to b e l i e f " , the Greek has " f i l l the b e l i e v e r s w i t h d i s t r u s t 

and the u n b e l i e v i n g with c r u e l t y . " %' 

p.78 L .13 Augusto Constantio • - Constantius, the second, and 

a b l e s t of the sons of Constantine, had always shown h i m s e l f 

i n c l i n e d to favour the a n t i - N i c e n e s , though, p a r t i c u l a r l y 

s u s c e p t i b l e as he was to the persuasions of the v a r i o u s i n t r i g u e r s j 

at c ourt, h i s a l l e g i a n c e often wavered between the v a r i o u s s e c t i o n s ! 

i n t h a t group 4. While making t h e i r p r o t e s t i n t h i s l e t t e r , the 

Westerns would have very l i t t l e hope, of g a i n i n g Constantius' 

favour - too often a l r e a d y he had proved the enemy of Athanasius 

and of Nicaea - but a t l e a s t through i t they i n d i c a t e d t h e i r own 

Notes. 
4. c f , h i s momentary swing over to B a s i l and the Semiarians 

a f t e r the synod of Ancyra 358 and then h i s r e t u r n to the 
Acacians a t S e l e u c i a and Constantinople. 
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position, j u s t i f i e d themselves and showed t h a t Valens and h i s 
followers could not b r i n g true peace to the Church with t h e i r 
proposals* 

5 

L .13, 14 synodus A r i m i n e h s i s - according to S o c r a t e s ' , C o n s t a n t i u s 1 

purpose i n c a l l i n g a synod was to t r y and r e s t o r e harmony among the 

various s e c t i o n s i n t o which the A r i a n party was then d i v i d e d , to 

secure a common b a s i s \ih ereby t h e i r s e v e r a l d i f f e r e n c e s could be 

minimised and peace r e s t o r e d to the Church. 

At the very beginning the A r i a n s gained two concessions which were 

to i n f l u e n c e profoundly the course and outcome of the c o u n c i l . 

F i r s t of a l l , they persuaded the Emperor to summon two separate 

synods, one f o r the Westerns a t Ariminum i n North I t a l y , the other 

fo r the E a s t e r n s a t S e l e u c i a , near the C i l i c t a n c o a s t , thus prevent­

ing any p o s s i b l e union between the Nicenes and Semiariens a g a i n s t 

themselves and s e t t i n g e f f e c t u a l l i m i t s to the powerful orthodox 

Western i n f l u e n c e . Secondly, i n order t h a t the formulation of a 

creed should not be l e f t to chance a t the gen e r a l meetings of the 

synods, the A r i a n court bishops, such as Valens and-Ursacius, i n 

col l a b o r a t i o n w i t h some of the l e a d i n g Semiarians drew up an 

ambiguous formula, designed to pl e a s e both p a r t i e s to the a l l i a n c e , 

and known as the Dated c r e e d 6 . T h i s creed gained the Imperor's 

approval/ 
# 

Notes. 
5. H.E.II, 37. 
ft. cf.B V I , §3 Epiph. Haer. 73r 22. Ath. De Syn. 7. 
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approval and was signed by a l l the c o u r t bishops?. Valens took a 
copy of t h i s creed w i t h him to Ariminum and the l e t t e r A V, 1 des­
cribes how i t was r e c e i v e d . The Ariminum synod was the f i r s t to 
meet i n May 359^• Valene and the others who had been present a t 
the conference a t Sirmium, which i s s u e d the Dated Creed, would 
probably a r r i v e a f t e r the opening of the Synod. 

L.15 praecepto p i e t a t i s tuae - cf.A V I I I . 

L.l6 ad Ariminensium locum - Ariminum was s i t u a t e d near the border 

of C i s a l p i n e Gaul i n North I t a l y . 

L.l6,17 e x j i i v e r s i s . .epiecopi - the C o u n c i l a t Ariminura was a 

Western one, with a u t h o r i t y to d e a l only^with Western a f f a i r s ? . 

As no e p i s c o p a l l i s t s have s u r v i v e d , i t i s now impossible to say 

which provinces were represented. 

p.78 L.17 - p.79 L . l u t f i d e s . . n o s c e r e n t u r - c f . A V I I I p.94 L.4sq. 

p.79 L«7 sanctorum - 6ancitorum. c f . L.l6 co p icr y evoJV. 

The l a t i n i s awkward here because "sanctorum" r e f e r s to things and 

"eorum" to persons. The Greek t e x t has a d i f f e r e n t c o n s t r u c t i o n . 

Notes. • / 1 

7. Cf. B V I . 
8. A V I I I 5 2. • ' 
9- cf.A V I I I . 
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L.8 Ni'cheno- i . e . the C o u n c i l of Nicaea 32!?. 

p.80 L.4 a l i q u i d demtum - i . e . p a r t i c u l a r l y the word "homoousios". 

L.6 U r s a c i u s et Valens - see note AI p.4-5 L . l ? . 

L.7 suspensi erant a communione - cf, B I I , 1 p.123-4. 

L.8 s c r i p t a - t h i s w i l l r e f e r t o t h e i r l e t t e r t o J u l i u s 1 0 and a l s o 

to the " l i b e r " mentioned i n B I I , 6 p.144 L.9. 

L.8sq. rogaverunt veniam etc - cf. B I I , 6 p.144 L.10. I n B I I , 5 and 

B I I , 6 nothing i s s a i d of the Roman l e g a t e s but i t i s most probable 

that the bishop of Rome would be represented. The reason f o r t h e i r 

s p e c i a l mention here i s probably t h a t , s i n c e L i b e r i u s of Rome was 

n e i t h e r present i n person nor represented a t Ariminuui, the Western 

bishops would be anxious to show t h a t , so f a r as Valens and U r s a c i u s 

were concerned, the Roman Church was i n agreement w i t h the d e c i s i o n 

of the r e s t of the West. 

p.8l L . l Constantino praesente i n hoc ( s c . c o n c i l i o Nicaeno) -

perhaps the Western bishops emphasise the favour of the liinperor 

Constantine towards the. Nicene creed i n order to counteract the 

Arian r e l i a n c e on Constantius at the synods of Ariminura and S e l e u c i a 

i t might a l s o be i n a v a i n e f f o r t to- r e c a l l Constantius to the f a i t h 

of h i s f a t h e r . 
Notes. 
10. B I I , 6 p. 143 L3sq-
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•'In hoc" r e f e r s , not t o the Milan synod (p .8o L . 9 )» t u t to the 
co u n c i l of Nicae.a a t which Constantine was present, cf, p.79 L» 8 . 

L . 2 , 3 baptizatus..commigravit - according to E u s e b i u s 1 1 , 

Constantine was baptised during the f e a s t of Pentecost 337 and died 

on the l a s t day of the f e a s t . J e r o m e 1 2 s t a t e s t h a t Eusebius of 

Nicomedia performed the baptismal ceremony. The custom of post­

poning baptism u n t i l nearing the end of one's l i f e had been 

dondemned by the synod of tteocaesarea, canon 12 (314 A.D.)^though 

Eusebius of C a e a a r e a ^ saw no harm i n the p r a c t i c e . There i s no 

doubt, however, t h a t i t i n d i c a t e s a lower l e v e l of C h r i s t i a n f a i t h 

and p r a c t i c e . "By r e f r a i n i n g from the sacrament of baptism t i l l 

h i s l a s t i l l n e s s , Constantine a c t e d i n the s p i r i t of men of the 

world i n every age who d i s l i k e to pledge themselves to engagements 

which they s t i l l i n t end to f u l f i l , and to descend from the p o s i t i o n 

of judges to th a t of d i s c i p l e s of the F a i t h " 1 4 . On the other hand, 

i t must be admitted t h a t i n many ordinary i n s t a n c e s baptism was 

regarded as b r i n g i n g C e r t a i n f o r g i v e n e s s and was th e r e f o r e postponed 

for t h i s reason. I n Constantine's case, there was the added 

complication of h i s i m p e r i a l p o s i t i o n i n a pagan empire. As 

Emperor, he would be r e q u i r e d to do thi n g s f o r which the Church 

would have had to d i s c i p l i n e a b a p t i s e d member. His compromise 

avoided a d i f f i c u l t s i t u a t i o n both f o r the Church and f o r h i m s e l f . 

Notes. 
11. V i t . Const. L X I I , L X I I I , LXIV. 
12. Chronicle P.I,. XXVII, p.4QQ-500. 
13. v . c . i v , 61-63. 
14. Newman "Ar i a n s " p.262 (1833 ed.). 
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Ooirie1^ hove thought t h i s s e c t i o n p.81 L.l-9 mioplaced and r e q u i r i n g 
l , M l,t, M'fehtfpMMrt'l l,o f̂ Ml l,«»w C.'K) U , y t ..Hut. t-ht, 'ir*uik uop,U» Jihve t h « 
earae order and there i s no reason why i t should not be accepted aa 
the o r i g i n a l order i f p.80 L.6 - p.8l L . l i s considered as a 
d i g r e s s i o n from the main course of the argument. From past 
experience, the Westerns would be anxious to a t t a c k Valens and 
U r s a c i u s on the s l i g h t e s t p r e t e x t and the " s i a l i q u i d demtura f u e r i t ' r 

e t c . (p.80 L.4sq) gave the opportunity f o r a quick t h r u s t a t them, 
though the main a t t a c k comes l a t e r . 

p.8l L.9 - p.82 L . l . T h is p a r t of the L a t i n t e x t i s m i s s i n g but 

f o r t u n a t e l y i t can be r e c o n s t r u c t e d from the Greek. "Once more 

then the p i t i f u l men of wretched mind with l a w l e s s d a r i n g have 

announced themselves.as the h e r a l d s of an impious opinion, and are 

attempting to upset every summary of t r u t h " . The " p i t i f u l men" 

are Valens, U r s a c i u s and t h e i r f o l l o w e r s and the "impious opinion" 

t h e i r r e v i s e d v e r s i o n of the Dated Creed. 

p.82 L . l s q tunc etiam conabantur etc - t h i s g i v e s an i n s i g h t i n t o 

the t a c t i c s adopted by the A r i a n s a t the synod. The Emperor's 

l e t t e r , i n which the bishops were advi s e d to d i s c u s s matters of f a i t h 

and u n i t y , gave Valens end h i s p a r t y an opportunity to introduce the 
Dated/ 

Notes. 
15. f o r example, V a l e s i u s . i n h i e notes on Socrates I I , 37. 
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Dated creed 1^ 1 r i g h t a t the very beginning of the c o u n c i l . But the 
had s a d l y misjudged the temper of the assembly; the Westerns 
refused to have anything to do with t h e i r "perverse d o c t r i n e " and 
the A r i a n s were e v e n t u a l l y compelled to change t h e i r t a c t i c s and 
t r y another p l a n l 7 . 

L.2 quod f u e r a t positum r a t i o n e - i . e . by the c o u n c i l of Nicaea. 

L.2 ,3 cum p i e t a t i e . . d e f i d e - cf. A V I I I . ' 

L .3 a s u p r a d i c t i e t u r b a t o r i b u s - i . e . Valens and h i s f o l l o w e r s . 

L.4 Germinio - see note on Genninius i n A I I I , p.47 L.16. 

Gaio - see note A I p.45 L . 1 5 . 

The Greek v e r s i o n s here add the name of A u x e n t i u s 1 ^ ; i t i s qu i t e 

probable t h a t , as a prominent A r i a n , he would be present but no 

d e f i n i t e proof can be given of t h i s . 

L.4, 5 novum n e s c i o . .continebat - i . e . the Dated Creed 1*?, 

L.5 - 7 a t vero..conscribendum - i t i s not known what changes they 
proposed/ 

Notes. 
1*. cf. P.78'L . 1 3,14 note. Soz. IV, 17. Theod. I I , 18. 
17. cf.A V, 2 , 3 . 
18. see note A I p.45 L . 1 5 . 
19- see notes on i t i n B V I . 
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proposed to make, but they would c e r t a i n l y not be those imposed 
l a t e r a t Nik£ 2 0. 

L.7> 8 equidem haec...manifestum e s t - "Ursacius and Valens would 

appreciate t h i s " 2 1 c f . t h e i r conduct a t the synods of Milan »355 

and Sirmium 357 > 359* Many examples of t h e i r changes are to be 

found i n the v a r i o u s documents. A t h a n a s i u s 2 2 i n d i c a t e s a s i m i l a r 

a c c u s a t i o n a g a i n s t the A r i a n s i n g e n e r a l . 

The Westerns w r i t e i n l i k e - v e i n i n A IX, 3 p.97 L . l s q . 

L.9 e t a t u t a Vetera - i . e . the Nicene decrees. The Greek t e x t adds 

to t h i s "and t h a t the above persons should be separated from our 

communion". 

p.83 L . l , 2 "legatos n o s t r o s . . . n u n t i a r e n t " has to be s u p p l i e d from 

the Greek t e x t , l e g a t o s nostros - see a l s o A V, 2. I n h i s l e t t e r 2 3 

Constantius had asked the synod to send 10 l e g a t e s to t r e a t w i t h the 

Ea s t e r n s , but had overlooked the p o s s i b i l i t y of a r i f t o c c u r r i n g 

whereby both s e c t i o n s send 10 l e g a t e s , each embassy c l a i m i n g to be 

the true r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s o f the synod. 

p.83 L.3 sq. ut.non a l i t e r e t c - Constantius' d e s i r e was to have 

peace i n the Church - t h a t was one of h i s reasons f o r summoning t h i s 

c o u n c i l / , 

Notes. • / -
20. c f . t h i s r e v i s e d creed i n Ath. De Syn. 30.Socr.II, 41 .Theod.II,21. 
21. Gwatkin " S t u d i e s " p.174. 
22. De Syn.^5 21-32. 
23. A V I I I . 

http://30.Socr.II
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c o u n c i l . c f . A V I I I . Valens and h i s a s s o c i a t e s had e v i d e n t l y 

suggested t h a t i t was the Nicene decrees which were the cause of the 

trouble i n the Church and t h a t t h e i r re w creed, by removing those 

decrees, would at the same time remove a l l the d i s s e n s i o n s . 

At t h i s stage i n the c o u n c i l , the Westerns s t i l l remain l o y a l to 

t h e i r p ast h e r i t a g e and to the Nicene creed, a s s e r t t h a t ValenB'. 

proposals can b r i n g no r e a l peace 2 4 - and i n s t r u c t t h e i r l e g a t i o n 

a c c o r d i n g l y . 2 ^ 

I t might be argued t h a t the weakening of the Westerns a t A r i e s and 

Milan must have given Constantius some hope of s e c u r i n g a compromise 

peace; and to a c e r t a i n extent t h i s would be t r u e . But i n a c t u a l 

f a c t , two d i f f e r e n t i s s u e s were i n v o l v e d . At A r i e s and Milan most 

Westerns were w i l l i n g to sa r r e n d e r Athanasius f o r the sake of secur­

ing peace, w h i l e s t i l l c o n f i d e n t of t h e i r a l l e g i a n c e to the Nicene 

creed. Admittedly there were a t t h a t time a l s o t h o s e 2 ^ who 

r e a l i s e d t h a t the A r i a n s were u s i n g Athanasius only as a s c r e e n to 

conceal t h e i r r e a l ' i n t e n t i o n s v i z . t h e d e s t r u c t i o n of the Nicene creed 

But by the time of the c o u n c i l of Ariminum, the A r i a n s had c a s t a s i d e 

a l l p r e t e x t s and i t was evident to the Westerns t h a t what was r e a l l y 

at stake was the Nicene creed; 'hence t h e i r unanimous i n s i s t e n c e on 

the p r e s e r v a t i o n of the "old s t a t u t e s " . 

Notes. 
24-. T h e i r s e a r c h f o r t h i s new creed indeed r e v e a l e d how 

u n s u c c e s s f u l the previous A r i a n creeds had been as s u b s t i t u t e s 
f o r the Nicene. 

25. i t w i l l be seen l a t e r i n A V, 3 t h a t t h e i r embassy f a i l e d to 
c a r r y out^these i n s t r u c t i o n s . 

26. e.g. H i l a r y c f B I . 
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L.6 Germinius e t Gaiue - these two names are omitted i n the Greek ^ 
texts, probably because they were minor C h a r a c t e r s , of l e s s i n t e r e s t j : 
to the E a s t e r n s . ' " • j 

s i e l i q u l d rectorum sublatum f u i s s e t - cf. p.80 L.4 s i a l i q u i d 

demtum f u e r i t . 

L.8 et e c c l e s i a e Romenae - L i b e r i u s of Rome was n e i t h e r present i n 

person nor represented a t the c o u n c i l , probably because of h i s 

experiences i n the year s immediately preceding Ariminum and h i s 

d e s i r e to avoid f u r t h e r t r o u b l e . Nevertheless, by t h i s s p e c i a l j 

reference to the Roman Church, the C o u n c i l s i g n i f i e s t h a t , d e s p i t e • 

i t s non-appearance, Rome can not escape being i n v o l v e d i n the '; 

. . ... , 

L.13 s i n e s p i r i t u sancto d e i - they thus c l a i m d i v i n e a u t h o r i t y 

for t h e i r a c t s and imply t h a t the Holy S p i r i t would be absent from 

the c o u n c i l s of t h e i r enemies i . e . only the orthodox can c l a i m to 

have the a i d of the Holy S p i r i t , cf. A IX, 2 p.96 L . 1 3 , I r e n . Haer, I I I , 

XXIV, l.Cyp. Ep. LXV. 
» 

' 1 

p.84 L . l n o v i t a t e - i . e . the innovations proposed by Valens and h i s 

a s s o c i a t e s . .. . 

f . 
L . l / ' 
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i. 
L . l ) 2. verura etiam..accedere - I . e . the u n b e l i e v e r s w i l l be \ 
confused and r e p e l l e d by the d i f f e r e n c e s i n the v a r i o u s creeds. jj 

i 

L.2sq oramus etiam e t c - the Westerns can not be complaining of the \ 

actual length of t h e i r s t a y a t Ariminum, because the c o u n c i l had 

begun only i n May 359 2? and t h i s l e t t e r must have been w r i t t e n 

before the s i g n i n g of the r e v i s e d Dated creed a t Nik£ on 10th 
pQ J 

October 359 • But many bishops had t r a v e l l e d a Ion*, way to the 
I! 

c o u ncil ( f o r example, the three B r i t i s h bishops) and when they 
r e a l i s e d t h a t the A r i a n s were concerned, not wi t h peace, but wi t h j | 

li 
the furtherance of t h e i r own d e c e i t f u l schemes, they would n a t u r a l l y j 

i: 
f e e l that t h e i r long j o u r n e y had been i n v a i n . Already i t would be '[ 

evident t h a t the A r i a n s w i t h the Rnperor's p r o t e c t i o n were i n c o n t r o l : 

end determined to use the c o u n c i l f o r t h e i r o,wn purposes, a l r e a d y | 

i t s outcome would be apparent. I n these circumstances, the Western ' 

bishops seem t o have been of the opinion t h a t the sooner the c o u n c i l ! 

was d i s s o l v e d , the b e t t e r . 

L . l , 2 c f L.11,12 Parmentier, who supposes H i l a r y ' s t e x t to be a 

version from the Greek, e x p l a i n s the discrepancy e x i s t i n g between the 

Greek and L a t i n t e x t s by s a y i n g t h a t the t r a n s l a t o r has wrongly taken ; 

the word 5>p o-nj Toi as the e q u i v a l e n t of < r H \ ^ 0 K M ^ T I U V or tf-xA^oi^r* 

(cf.Mark l6,14yRom. 2 ,5) and t h a t the L a t i n o r i g i n a l l y had "duritiam" 

But/ .* 

Notes. 
27. A V I I I * 2. • 
28. A V, 3. 
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But V a l e s i u s 2 ^ g i v e s a more s a t i s f a c t o r y e x p l a n a t i o n by say i n g t h a t 

the Greek t r a n s l a t o r had read " c r u d e l i t a t e m " i n s t e a d of " c r e d u l i t a t e i 

p.8? L . 3 l e g a t i n o s t r i - t h e i r names are g i v e n i n A V, 3 p.86 L . l s q 

L.4 ,5 s i c u t idem., prudentiam - Feder3° r i g h t l y r e f e r s the " a l i a 

s c r i p t u r e " to the document contained i n A IX, 1. S c h i k t a n z ^ 1 

on the other hand, p r e f e r s to r e l y on the Greek t e x t and reads "as 

(the l e g a t e s ) w i l l a l s o inform your p i e t y from the Holy S c r i p t u r e s 

themselves", though he admits t h a t i t i s not improbable t h a t t h i s 

" a l i a s c r i p t u r a " i s the " D e f i n i t i o " of A IX, l . 3 2 

i -

A V, 2 N a r r a t i v e t e x t . 
»-

SUMMARY According to the n a r r a t i v e t e x t , the c a t h o l i c bishops 

sent t e n l e g a t e s w i t h t h i s l e t t e r to the Emperor. But the h e r e t i c s 

a l s o sent 10 l e g a t e s and these had the mere favourable r e c e p t i o n . 

Wearied by the long delay and t e r r i f i e d by i m p e r i a l t h r e a t s , the 

c a t h o l i c l e g a t e s e v e n t u a l l y condemned the Nicene creed and accepted 

the A r i a n p e r f i d y , as w i l l be seen from what f o l l o w s . 

Notes. r. 
29. i n h i s notes on Socr. I I , 37. 
30. Stud. I , 75. 
31. p.49', 50. 
32. see a l s o note on A V I I I p.93 L.22,23 " l i t t e r i s . . d a t i s " . 
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COMMENTARY S u l p i c i u s Severus33 a s s e r t s t h a t the orthodox had sent 

young men of "but. l i t t l e l e a r n i n g and l i t t l e prudence, whereas the 

Arians had sent o l d men s k i l f u l and abounding i n t a l e n t , thoroughly 

imbued w i t h t h e i r o l d u n f a i t h f u l d o c t r i n e s , and these e a s i l y got the 

upper hand w i t h the p r i n c e . But i t must be admitted t h a t the 

r e l a t i v e d i f f e r e n c e i n merit and-experience between the two s e t s of 

legate s , was not of as much importance as the f a c t t h a t from the 

beginning C o n s t a n t i u s 1 sympathies l a y with the A r i a n l e g a t i o n , 

cf. p.85 L.14 , 1 ^ 4 " . Sulp, Severus35 a l s o s t a t e s t h a t the l e g a t e s 

had been ordered not to ent e r i n t o any kind of communion wi t h the 

Arians and to r e s e r v e every point i n i t s e n t i r e t y f o r d i s c u s s i o n . 

A V, 3 r e v e a l s how miserably they f a i l e d i n t h i s . 

p.85 L .15 longa d i l a t i o n e f a t i g a t i - the;,orthodox deputies had been 

ordered by Constantius to await h i s r e t u r n a t Adrianople as he was 

too busy through the renewal of h o s t i l i t i e s w ith P e r s i a . I t was 

only a f t e r they had been kept w a i t i n g there f o r some time t h a t they 

received the summons to come to N i k e ^ - -

p.85 L .17 "perfidiam - i . e . the r e v i s e d Dated Creed. * 

Notes. 
33. c. X L I * 
34* see A V I I I p.94 L.13 a l s o . - •• . 
35- i b i d . . 
36. Ath. De Syn. 55.- Socr. I I , 37. Soz. IV, 19. Theod. 11,19. 
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A V, 3 Document d e s c r i b i n g the events a t Nike'', 10th October 359. 

SUMMARY. (1) Restutus, bishop of Carthage and spokesman of the 

c a t h o l i c embassy, s t a t e s t h a t there had been d i s s e n s i o n and d i s c o r d 

et Ariminum about matters of the f a i t h , and t h a t he and h i s f o l l o w e r s 

had separated Valens, U r s a c i u s , Germinius and Gaius from communion 

because of t h e i r heresy. (2) But v/hen eve r y t h i n g had been d i s ­

cussed again a t Nik^, they found t h a t Valens and the others h e l d the 

c a t h o l i c f a i t h a c cording to t h e i r p r o f e s s i o n , which a l l subscribed, 

and had never been h e r e t i c s . F o r the sake of concord and peace, 

therefore, a l l r e s o l v e d to annul the d e c i s i o n s of Ariminum and 

receive them i n t o communion. A l l the bishops present gave t h e i r 

consent to t h i s and sub s c r i b e d . 

COMMENTARY. T h i s document has been preserved only i n H i l a r y ' s work. 

I n a d d i t i o n t o the Faber-Coustant e d i t i o n , i t i s a l s o found i n Bar, 

ad arm. 359 n . X X X I I I , B i n i u s I , 479, Ed. r e g i a I I I , 199, Labbe-

Cossart I I , 802sq. Harduin I , 719sq. C o l e t i I I , 913sq. Mansi 314sq. 

p.85 L . 22 Eusebio..Octobris - i . e . 10th October 359^?. 

L.23 - p.86 L . l raansionis Nichaea..vocabatur - N i k / had become the 

name of t h i s town a f t e r the' v i c t o r y of Constantine over L i c i n i u s a t 

Adrienople i n 323. The f i r s t mention of Nike" i s found i n I t i n . 

Hieros 5693 s . 

Notes. 
37. C l i n t o n F a s t i Roraani I p.440. 
38• "mutatio Daphabae m i l XI mansio Nicae m i l V I I I " 
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Nik/ i n Thrace had probably been s e l e c t e d i n the hope of ca u s i n g 
confusion because of tte s i m i l a r i t y of the name with Nicaea39, 

• 

p.86 L . l s q , R e s t u t u e . . S o l u t o r - l i t t l e information i s a v a i l a b l e on 

the l e g a t e s mentioned here. F e d e r 4 0 , Heft-1, D.C.D. 4 2 suggest t h a t 

Restutus ( o r R e s t i t u t u s ) off Carthage was probably p r e s i d e n t of the 

Council of Ariminum. He seems to have changed over again l a t e r f o r 

he died orthodox and h i s name occurs i n the Calendar of Carthage 

under IV K a l . Sept. " d e p b s i t i o R e s t i t u t i " . Augustine preached a 

sermon on h i s f e a s t day ( P o s s i d i u s , I n d i c u l u s 8) "De depositione 

R e e t i t u t i e p i s c . C a r t h . " ( T h i s i s not e x t a n t ) . He was bishop of 

Carthage from c.350 u n t i l n e a r l y 390 when Genethlius i s f i r s t heard 

of, but i t i s r a t h e r odd t h a t there i s no a c t u a l mention of Restutus 

except as above. 

Gams43 i d e n t i f i e s Gregorius (L.2) with Gregory of E l v i r a 4 4 . 

I n B V I I I , 1 a J u s t i n u s i s a l s o mentioned among the l e g a t e s of the 

Ariminum synod a t Constantinople. 

The f a c t t h a t A V, 2 s t a t e s t h a t 10 l e g a t e s were sent from the 

c a t h o l i c s i d e while i n t h i s s e c t i o n 14 are mentioned has caused some 

d i f f i c u l t y , and v a r i o u s explanations have been given. C e i l l i e r 4 ^ 

c o n jectures t h a t t e n were f i r s t sent, then l a t e r another four to 

bri n g a r e p l y to another l e t t e r . T h i s i s a l s o Coustant's opinion 4. 6 

Notes. 
} 9 - 'Socr. I I , 37," Soz.lV,' 19. Thepd. I I , 21 
40. Stud. I I , 106. . ' ' 
41. C o u n c i l s I I , 251 
42. IV, 543. * 
43. Kir c h e n g e s c h i c h t e von Spanien p.28l. 
44. see c r i t i c i s m of t h i s i n notes on A I I . 
45. H i s t . gen. V, 531, 1735 P a r i s ed. 
46. P.L. X c o l 702 ( f ) . 
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Feder 4"? s i m i l a r l y i s of the opinion t h a t the synod might have l a t e r 
i ncreased the o r i g i n a l number because of more rece n t and urgent news. 
A p o s s i b l e reason f o r the a d d i t i o n i s t h a t , s i n c e the f i r s t group of 

< 

legates were kept w a i t i n g by C o n s t a n t i u s , v a r i o u s l e t t e r s might have 

passed between Con s t a n t i u s , or the l e g a t e s , and the bishops a t 
48 

Ariminum about t h i s and the envoys thus sent with the l e t t e r s would 

sta., on. with the r e s t , w a i t i n g f o r a r e p l y . 

Again the two p a r t i e s might a l s o have been t r y i n g to i n c r e a s e t h e i r 

numbers i n order to g a i n a numerical advantage. 

On the other hand, there i s no reason to suppose that a l l the l e g a t e s 

mentioned here belong to the c a t h o l i c p a r t y . I t i s most probable, 

indeed, t h a t they i n c l u d e some of the A r i a n l e g a t e s . The phrase 

(L.8) "et pars episcoporum quae sequebatur" supports t h i s contention. 

I f a l l the aforementioned l e g a t e s had belonged to the c a t h o l i c party, 

there would have been no need f o r t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between those .who 

had formerly condemned Valens and h i s a s s o c i a t e s , and those now 

j o i n i n g i n t h i s " act of v i n d i c a t i o n " 4 ' ? , 

p.86 L.6 sq. u t de s a c e r d o t i b u s e t c - c f . A IX, 3* 

Notes. 
47. Stud. I , 76. 
48. cf.notes on A V I I I p.93 L.16. 
49. i t would not be an o b j e c t i o n to t h i s t h a t B V I I I , i n naming 

the l e g a t e s of Ariminum a t Constantinople, g i v e s a d i f f e r e n t 
s e t to those i n A V,3, f o r i t does not f o l l o w t h a t the same s e t 
would be sent both to Nike'and to Constantinople. 
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L.14,15 fidera i n his..omnes - t h i s formula of f a i t h signed by a l l 

the l e g a t e s i s .to be found i n Ath. D e S y n . 30 and Theod. H.E.11,21; 

i t f o l l o w s the form of the 4th Sirmian creed but omits the important 

" i n e v e r y t h i n g " ^ 0 and i s more s t r i c t l y A r i a n i n tone. 

The signiig^ of t h i s creed by the Western l e g a t e s was the r e a l turning 

point i n the synod. A few men, with a d e f i n i t e purpose and c a r e ­

f u l l y l a i d plan, had been able to impose t h e i r w i l l on a m a j o r i t y 

who, though g i v i n g a l l e g i a n c e to the Nicene creed, had n e i t h e r the 

l e a d e r s h i p nor the w i l l to make t h i s a l l e g i a n c e e f f e c t i v e . I t was 

i n v a i n t h a t t h i s m a j o r i t y p r o t e s t e d a g a i n s t the a c t i o n of t h e i r 

l e g a t e s ; they themselves had f a i l e d those l e g a t e s by not g i v i n g 

s p e c i f i c enough i n j u n c t i o n s and i n s t r u c t i o n s as to how to counteract 

the course of a c t i o n pursued by the A r i a n s . Now t h a t the l e g a t e s 

had s i g n e d , i t was only a matter of time before the A r i a n s , with the 

help of the i m p e r i a l power, secured the s u b s c r i p t i o n s of the r e s t of 

the synod to t h e i r c r e ed. 

L . l 6 quia p a c i e . .maxima - cf. A V I I I . 

Notes. 
50. cf«the Germinius group of l e t t e r s . 
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A V, 4 Na r r a t i v e t e x t . 

SUMiMRY. The coif e s s i o n of f a i t h , which they afterwards s u b s c r i b e d , 

end which Valens a l s o brought w i t h him to Ariminura, can be recognised 

from what f o l l o w s . 

COMMENTARY. The a c t u a l creed i s probably t h a t found i n Ath. De 5yn. 

30 and Theod. I I , 16. I t s main points are i l l u s t r a t e d i n the 

following document^ 1, though the c o n f e s s i o n of f a i t h i t s e l f i s not 

preserved i n H i l a r y ' s wo r k ^ . 

CONCLUSION. I n A V, V I , V I I I , IX, B V I I I i s given a record of some 

of the happenings a t the j o i n t synod of Ariminum and S e l e u c i a . 

These are e v i d e n t l y the documents on which Jerome r e l i e d when 

e n t i t l i n g t h i s work of H i l a r y " L i b e r adversum Valentem e t Ursacium 

h i s t o r i a m A r i m i n e n s i s e t S e l e u c i e n s i s synocii continens"'^. 

Two of these documents, A V, 1 and A IX, 3 have been t r a n s m i t t e d 

a l s o i n Greek and there i s s u b s t a n t i a l agreement between the L a t i n 

and Greek t e x t ^ . 

No date i s a f f i x e d to the l e t t e r A V, 1, but i t s c l o s e correspondence 

to A V I I I shows t h a t i t must be placed s h o r t l y a f t e r 27th May 3^9. 

A comparison of both l e t t e r s i n d i c a t e s t h a t the w r i t e r s of A V, 1 • 

have/ 

Notes. 
51. A V I . 
52. cf.note p.87 L.2. 
53- De v i r . i l l . 1 0 0 . 
54. This g i v e s a sma l l proof of H i l a r y ' s t r u s t w o r t h i n e s s as 

c o l l e c t o r and t r a n s m i t t o r . 
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have.already r e c e i v e d A V I I I . Again, w h i l e making the same 

i n s i s t e n c e on p r e s e r v a t i o n of the old d e c i s i o n s and adherence to the 
Nicene creed as i n A IX, 1, i t r e v e a l s a more advanced s i t u a t i o n 

than the l a t t e r because (1) a h e r e t i c a l creed had now been proposed 

by the Valens group and (2) as a r e s u l t of t h i s t h e r e was now a 

d e f i n i t e breach between c a t h o l i c and A r i a n . On the other hana, Lhe 

c a t h o l i c s had not y e t condemned Valens and h i s supporters as the/ 

did l a t e r c f A IX, 3 w r i t t e n on 21st. J u l y 359- A V, 1 must t h e r e ­

fore have been w r i t t e n sometime between 27th May 359 and 21st. J u l y 

359-
I n t h i s l e t t e r , the Westerns once more show t h e i r simple, s t e a a f a s t 
r e l i a n c e on the creed of Nicaea. A V 2 and 3 give some i n d i c a t i o n 

of the t a c t i c s employed by the A r i a n s to overcome t h i s , and i t seems 
most probable t h a t the long delay, the t h r e a t s of e x i l e and i m p e r i a l 
preseure55 W O u l d be much more i n f l u e n t i a l i n t h i s r e s p e c t than the 
reasonings of Valens and h i s group5^. 

Notes. 
55. c f . p . b j L.15,16. 
5o. cf.p.86 L.12sq. Soz. IV, 19. Sulp. S e v . I I , 43. 
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S e r i e s A V I . l e t t e r to Co n s t a n t i u a from the A r i a n a a t Ariminum.359. 

SUMMARY (1) Valens and h i s a s s o c i a t e s a t Ariminum thank the 

Emperor f o r h i s i n s t r u c t i o n s on the conduct of the synod, which 

indeed correspond w i t h t h e i r own t e n e t s , and r e j o i c e t h a t a 

r e s t r a i n t has been p l a c e d on those who are wont to use the words 

" u s i a " and "omouaius", terms formerly unknown to the Church of God 

and nowhere found i n S c r i p t u r e . (2) Now t h a t t h e i r answer has 

been given, however, they f e e l t h a t those who uphold c a t h o l i c t r u t h 

and pure d o c t r i n e w i t h the E a s t e r n s , should no longer be detained 

at Ariminum but allowed to r e t u r n to t h e i r peoples, and (3) they 

request C o n s t a n t i u s t h a t he should i n s t r u c t h i s p r e f e c t Taurus to 

dismiss those bishops who have a l r e a d y s u b s c r i b e d . F i n a l l y , they 

s t a t e t h a t they have w r i t t e n to t h e i r E a s t e r n f e l l o w - b i s h o p s , 

informing them about a l l t h i s . 

COMMENTARY. T h i s l e t t e r has been p r e s e r v e d only i n t h i s work. 

I n a d d i t i o n to Faberr-C oust ant, i t has been e d i t e d by Bar. ad. ana, 3^9 

n. XXXIV sq.. , B i n i u s I , 480, E d . r e g i a I I I , 200 sq.. , Labbe-Cossart I I 

803 sq.. , Harduin I , 719-722, C o l e t i I I , 9H-916, Mansi I I I , 315sq.. 

p.87 L.2 F i d e i - t h i s word seems out of p l a c e , and probably denotes 

that the s e c t i o n c o n t a i n i n g a copy of the creed has been l o s t , 

c f . A T , 4. 

L.3 p e r f i d i s e p i s c o p i s - i . e . Migdonius, Megasius, V a l e n s j 

E p i c t e t u s and the o t h e r s . c f . L.5»6. 
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1,5 synodue Ariminenaia - aooording to Oouatant , Valena and the 
obheva Imfl by Ohla 'tilma r e t u r n e d to Ariminum frorn.NikS^and wwoured 

the s i g n a t u r e d or ALL the othor biohbpo thoro boforo w r i t i n g Ohio 
l e t t e r . But t h i a does not aeem v e r y probable, nor i o i t n e c e s s a r y 
to Buppose t h a t t h i s had taken p l a c e . When the c a t h o l i c l e g a t e s 

2 
at N i k e ' c a p i t u l a t e d » the bishops, who formed the two embassies, 

could c l a i m to r e p r e s e n t the whole synod, without i m p l y i n g t h a t the 

c a t h o l i c s a t Ariminum had signed t h e i r creed. The note " i d e s t . , 

consenserunt"(L.5,6) seems to i n d i c a t e t h a t t h i s a t any r a t e was 

the opinion of the compiler of these documents. T h i s view i s a l s o 

supported by the complaint made by Valena and the ot h e r s t h a t they 

should be delayed a t the synod even when t h e i r l e g a t e s have already 

taken t h e i r r e p l y to the Emperor, and the request t h a t they who 

support the c a t h o l i c t r u t h ( i . e . the A r i a n s ) should be detained no 

longer w i t h those who are i n f e c t e d w i t h perverse d o c t r i n e ( i . e . the 

c a t h o l i c s ) . The only reason f o r t h i s delay would be t h a t a t l e a s l 

f i f t e e n bishops s t i l l r e f u a e d to s u b s c r i b e the c r e e d of Nike'cf. 

Sulpl.i Sev. Hist , S a c r . 11,43 where i t i s a a i d t h a t the p r e f e c t 

Taurus had orders to d i s m i s s the c o u n c i l only when those who re f u s * 

to accept the creed of Nike*'were reduced to f i f t e e n . 

»• 

L. 25 O r i e n t a l i b u s c o n s e n t i e n s - the Acacians at S e l e u c i a had signec 

a creed s i m i l a r to t h a t of Nikef though the Semiarians there had 

refused to s u b s c r i b e , and t h e i r synod was.declared c l o s e d on 30th 

Sept.359 by the Emperor's r e p r e s e n t a t i v e , Leonas^* 
Notes. ' '-• 
1. P.L. X c o l 703(b)* 
2. c f . A V, 3. 
3. Ath. De Syn 29.Socr.II,40 Soz IV,22. 
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The news of the acceptance of the c r e e d by the Acacians had a l r e a d y 
reached Ariminum, t h e r e f o r e , before th$ composition of t h i s l e t t e r ^ , 
As at Ariminum,' so at S e l e u c i a a m i n o r i t y w i t h c l e a r aims, d e f i n i t e 
p o l i c y and i m p e r i a l favour, gained v i c t o r y over a m a j o r i t y whose 
recognised c h i e f s had compromised themselves by t h e i r s i g n i n g of 
the Dated Creed, 22 May 359 > and had consequently to hand over the 
l e a d to l e s s able men. 

L. 5»6 i d e s t . , consenserunt - the c o n c l u s i o n of the address i s 

obviously an addition, probably from the hand of the w r i t e r of the 

n a r r a t i v e t e x t i n order to make q u i t e c l e a r who had w r i t t e n t h i s 

l e t t e r . 

A Magdonius and Megasius are mentioned i n B VIII,Iamong the l e g a t e s 

sent from Ariminum to Constantinople and are probably to be 

i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the Mlgdonius and Megasius mentioned here; nothing 

more i s known of them. 

Valens - see note on him A I p.45 L.15. 

E p i c t e t u s - E p i c t e t u s of Centumcellae was a through-going A r i a n 
A r. 

and a f a v o u r i t e instrument of C o n s t a n t i u s i n h i s p e r s e c u t i o n of the 
5 

c a t h o l i c s . A t h a n a s i u s d e s c r i b e s him as a novice, a bold young man 

ready f o r wickedness, who a s s i s t e d a t the c o n s e c r a t i o n of F e l i x i n 

place/ 

Notes. 

4. see f u r t h e r B V I I I notes. 
5. H i s t . Ar. 75. 
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place of the e x i l e d L i b e r i u s . T h i s statement f i n d s some confirmatio: 
. . /( 

i n h i s r e l a t i o n s v i s - a - v i s L i b e r i u s , cf.. B I I I , 2 p. 155 L.25sq., 

B V I I , 10 p.172 L.8sqL. 

L.6 c e t e r i qui h a e r e s i consense**unt - t h i s would i n c l u d e the other 

members of the Val e n s group, p o s s i b l y a l s o the c a t h o l i c l e g a t e s , but 

not a l l the c a t h o l i c bishops a t Ariminum, otherwise t h i s q u a l i f i c a ­

t i o n to the words "synodus A r i m i n e n s i s " has no meaning. 

L.7 s c r i p t i s - th e s e w r i t i n g s would probably i n c l u d e the l e t t e r of 

Constantius g i v e n i n A V I I I and the one mentioned on p.94 L.14 • 

They would c o n t a i n r e g u l a t i o n s as to the conduct of the synod, rithe 

s u b j e c t s to be d i s c u s s e d and the command to secure peace and 
Q 

harmony i n the Church . 

L. 8 sq. quod nos b e a v e r i s e t c - not only has the Emperor summoned 

the synod, h i s power extends over the s u b j e c t s to be d i s c u s s e d . 

The statements made here w i t h r e g a r d to " u s i a " and "omousius" 

resemble those of the Dated Creed. The l a t t e r s a y s "they give 

offence as being misconceived by the people and are not found i n . 
r. 

S c r i p t u r e " ; i n the l e t t e r theynare "unknown to the Church of God^ 

wont to cause offence among the b r e t h r e n (p.87 L.10,11) and not 

found i n S c r i p t u r e " (p.88 L . 6 ) . 

Notes. 
6. c f . p.93 L.17 note. 
7. see note here, 
8. c f . Sulpl S e v . I I , 41 sq. 
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After the A r i a n - S e m i a r i a n a l l i a n c e a t Sirmium, May 359, Conatantius 

would n a t u r a l l y be i n c l i n e d to p l a c e h i s t r u s t i n t h i s p o l i c y as the 
9 

one l i k e l y to r e s t o r e peace to the Church . 

1.13 c e t e r i - t h i s suggests t h a t not a l l the bishops had yet 

subscribed, c f . a l s o L.20sq. 

L.16.17 o b t i n u i t v i c t o r i a m - i . e . a t Nike^ 10th October 359, when 

the c a t h o l i c l e g a t e s were induced to renounce t h e i r former a t t i t u d e 

and s i g n the r e v i s e d Dated Creed. 

L.19,20 i n eo l o c o . , dedimus - a f t e r the s i g n i n g of the creed a t 

Nike", the l e g a t e s r e t u r n e d to Ariminum and from there sent 

Constantiua i n f o r m a t i o n about what had t a k e n p l a c e . 

p.87 L.20 responsum - t h i s i s not e x t a n t . 

I . 20,21 adhuo detinemur - i n h i s l e t t e r 1 0 , C o n s t a n t i u s a d v i s e d the 

c o u n c i l to d e a l s w i f t l y w i t h the v a r i o u s matters under d i s c u s s i o n . 

The bishops had t r i e d to comply w i t h t h i s command. So t h e r e could 

"be only one r e a s o n f o r t h i s delay i n t e r m i n a t i n g the c o u n c i l , 

namely,that s e v e r a l of the c a t h o l i c bishops s t i l l r e f u s e d to give 

t h e i r consent to the h e r e t i c a l p r o p e a i t l o n s put forward by Valens 

and h i s a s s o c i a t e s . c f . S u l p L . S e v . H i s t . Sacr.11,43 

Notes. 
9. On " u s i a M and "omousius" see A I p.44- L . l s q . notes. 
10. A V I I I . 
I I . see note on p.87 L.5. 
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The A r i a n s f e e l t h a t the bishopB who have f u l f i l l e d the Emperor's 
wishes and have s u b s c r i b e d the creed, of Nike'should be allowed to 
re t u r n home, w h i l e the others could be det a i n e d a t Ariminum u n t i l 
they oonsent to s i g n . So i t was not only the orthodox l e g a t e s who 
were wearied w i t h the long delay, c f . p.85 L.15. 

L.22,22 qui integram.. retinemus - c f . note on L.5 O r i e n t a l i b u s 

consentiens. 

L.23 deo non mutant nomen - i . e . do not change i t from t h a t found 

i n S c r i p t u r e , a s opposed to "usia** and "omousius", which are not 

found i n S c r i p t u r e . c f . p.87 L.10, p.88 L.5sq. 

p.88, L . l s u s c r i p s i m u s sanae d o c t r i n a e - i . e . the r e v i s e d Dated 
t-

Creed. 

L.6,7 quae i n d i v i n i s . . s c r i p t a - i . e . the argument of the Dated 

Creed, c f . p.87 L.8,9 note. T h i s was a l s o one of the arguments 

used to secure S e m i a r i a n acceptance of the creed of Nike a t 

C o n s t a n t i n o p l e A t • 

L.9 sq. qui PER Christum.. nisijdeum patrem PER dominum.. f i l i u m -

t h i s was the t y p i c a l Western formul a . c f . p.43 L.14,15 note. 

L.12 sq. et p r a e c i p e eto - the Emperor has complete c o n t r o l over 

the/ 

Notes. 
12. So z. IV,23. 



the c o u n c i l ; he opens i t , d i r e c t s i t s course of a c t i o n , and only 

with h i s p e r m i s s i o n can i t be terminated. 

L.13 Taurum - Taurus had been p l a c e d i n complete charge at 

Ariminum ( j u s t as Leonas was a t S e l e u c i a ) when C o n s t a n t i u s l e f t 

for the P e r s i a n wars, and had been promised the c o n s u l s h i p i f he 

succeeded i n b r i n g i n g the c o u n c i l to a s u c c e s s f u l c o n c l u s i o n and 

secured the s u b s c r i p t i o n s of a l l the bishops to the c r e e d of Nike -" 

1.14 O r i e n t a l i b u s - t h i s i s another i n d i c a t i o n of the Emperor's 

desire to secure a p o l i c y which would r e s t o r e peace, not merely to 
:i 

one p a r t , but to the whole of the Church,cf. Socr. 11,37, and note :! 

on p. 87 L. 5. !|: 

L.16,17 de hac autem r e . , dedimus - t h i s f e t t e r to the E a s t e r n s i s 

no longer e x t a n t . Because the S e m i a r i a n l e g a t e s at Constantinople 

revealed ignorance of what had happened at Ariminunr*'^, " O r i e n t a l e s " 

must r e f e r to the A c a c i a n p a r t y , whom Valens and the other Western 

legates j o i n e d on a r r i v a l a t C o n s t a n t i n o p l e . T h i s l e t t e r shows a 

close c o l l a b o r a t i o n e x i s t i n g between th e s e two groups w h i l e s t i l l 

at t h e i r r e s p e c t i v e synods. * 

Notes. 
13. Sulpu.Sev. 11,41 'y J e r . Adv. • Luc i f .• 18: 
14. c f . B V I I I , 1. 
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CONCLUSION. Again no d e f i n i t e date i s g i v e n f o r the composition of I 
15 ^ thi s l e t t e r J but from the context i t i s obvious t h a t i t must have ! 

been w r i t t e n s h o r t l y a f t e r the r e t u r n of Valens and h i s supporters 

to Ariminum, f o l l o w i n g t h e i r v i c t o r y a t Nike'f 10th Oct. 359% . 

I t i s a t y p i c a l c o u r t i e r ' s l e t t e r , f u l l of a d u l a t i o n a n d . f l a t t e r y , ! 

one w r i t t e n i n a mo<5d of e x u l t a t i o n a f t e r t h e i r overthrow of the 

c a t h o l i c s , though one senses a l s o a f e e l i n g of disappointment and 

resentment t h a t , i n view of the e v e n t s a t Nike^ the Emperor should j 
i 

prove so awkward i n r e f u s i n g to terminate the synod u n t i l a l l the 

bishops have submitted. 

Note. 

15. c f . A V, 1. 
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Series A V I I L e t t e r of L i b e r i u s to Constantius . 353/4-. 

fflJIMARY. (1) L i b e r i u s craves a more favourable h e a r i n g than h i t h e r ­

to, d e c l a r e s t h a t he seeks true peace and t h a t now, because of the 

a f f a i r of Athanasius and many other t h i n g s , there i s need of a 

c o u n c i l . (2) He accuses many of s t i r r i n g up t r o u b l e w i t h i n the 

Church, and a s s e r t s t h a t he i s innocent of the charge of having 

suppressed l e t t e r s of the E a s t e r n s and Egyptians i n order to c o n c e a l 

the accusations they contained a g a i n s t Athanasius. He s t a t e s t h a t 

he has intimated r e c e i p t of the E a s t e r n s ' l e t t e r , read i t to the 

church and c o u n c i l , and answered the E a s t e r n s . The reason f o r h i s 

r e f u s a l of the E a s t e r n s ' demands was t h a t a t the same time he 

possessed a contrarynopinion from 80 Egyptian bishops concerning 

Athenasius. These documents had been d e l i v e r e d by Eusebius, and 
v -

Vincent afterwards brought them a l l to A r i e s . (3) There f o l l o w s 

another p r o t e s t a t i o n cf good f a i t h and determination to hold f a s t 

to the a p o s t o l i c d e c i s i o n s . (4) He d e c l a r e s i t impossible to have 

peace with men who 8 y e a r s before a t Milan had been u n w i l l i n g to 

condemn the heresy of A r i u s and says t h a t what they are p u t t i n g 

forward now under p r e t e x t of the person of Athanasius i s ̂ no new 

thing. (5) He p r o t e s t s at the way i n which the Westerns had been 

deceived i n t o condemning A^tje.nasius a t the c o u n c i l h e l d r e c e n t l y a t 

A r i e s , and a s s e r t s t h a t t h i s i s added reason f o r a thorough and 

c a r e f u l d i s c u s s i o n of h i s c a s e . (6) The l e t t e r ends with another 

plea f o r a c o u n c i l , and f o r t h i s purpose the bishop L u c i f e r , the 

presbyter Pancracius and the deacon H i l a r y are sent to Cpnstantius. 
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COMMENTARY. T h i s l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s c o l l e c ­

t i o n . I t s a u t h e n t i c i t y has never been questioned. 

p.89 L.2 Legatorum - i . e . bishop L u c i f e r of C a g l i a r i ( o r C a r a l i s ) , 

the p r e s b y t e r Pancracius and deacon H i l a r y , cf. p.93 L.10,11. 

L i b e r i u s a l s o requested Eusebius of V e r c e l l i to j o i n the embassy, 

and on h i s acceptance, sent a l e t t e r of thanks and informed him the 

he had asked F o r t u n a t i a n of A q u i l e i a to go with them. 

L.3 L i b e r i o - L i b e r i u s succeeded J u l i u s as bishop of Rome i n 352 

at a very d i f f i c u l t time, because, w i t h t h e i r master, Constant!us, 

g r a d u a l l y g a i n i n g c o n t r o l of the whole Empire, the A r i a n s were once 

inoro brin&'iiv. forwaxxl new ac c u s a t i o n s atftvinr.t Athonnuiuy rml hoping 

thus t o renew the s t r u g g l e a g a i n s t the Nicene creed. I n oi'der to 

reach a settlement on the Athanasius question, L i b e r i u s had f i r s t 

of a l l sent Vincent of Capua and Mar c e l l u s , another Campanian bisho 

to Constantius to request the holding of a c o u n c i l a t Aquileia"*". . 

As Constantius was then s t a y i n g a t A r i e s , the c o u n c i l was h e l d t h e r 

but i t proved 'a dismal f a i l u r e from the orthodox point of view; th 

le g a t e s of L i b e r i u s f a i l e d to stand f i r m , the A r i a n s secured a con-

demnation of Athanasius, and Paulinus of Treves was e x i l e d f o r h i s 

staunch adherence t o the Nicene c r e e d 2 . Undismayed by t h i s r e s u l t 

L i b e r i u s / 

Notes. 
1. cf.B V I I , 6. 
2. c f . B . I . H i l . c. Const. 11. Or. Syn. Sard. N.T.^3. I n l e t t e r s 

to O ssius and C a e c i l i a n u s ( B V I I , 4, 6 ) , L i b e r i u s laments 
Vincent'8 veakness. 
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L i b e r i u s sent a second embassy to Constantius to request a c o u n c i l ^ 

This request was again granted and the c o u n c i l met a t Milan i n 355• 

But h i s hopes were once more doomed to f a i l u r e ; ' i m p e r i a l p r e s s u r e 

proved strong, and the bishops with few exceptions again consented 

to the condemnation of Athanasius. L i b e r i u s then wrote the e x i l e 

bishops a l e t t e r of consolation 4" and soon a f t e r found h i m s e l f more 

d i r e c t l y i n v o l v e d . Because of h i s f i r m adhesion to Athanasius, he 

was e x i l e d to Beroea i n Thrace i n 355 and F e l i x was intruded i n t o 

the see of Rome^. Soon a f t e r L i b e r i u s 1 r e t u r n from e x i l e , F e l i x 

was compelled to r e s i g n . At the c o u n c i l of Ariminura, L i b e r i u s wa£ 

n e i t h e r present nor represented^. Later,- L i b e r i u s was to share t i 

views of the Alexandrine c o u n c i l w i t h regard to the r e c o n c i l i a t i o n 

of the bishops who l a p s e d a t Ariminura and S e l e u c i a . I n 366, 

when union was being proposed between the Nicenes and Semiarians, 

an embassy^ came from the l a t t e r to L i b e r i u s , seeking communion anc 

showing t h e i r w i l l i n g n e s s to accept the "homoousios". A f t e r care­

f u l c o n s i d e r a t i o n , t h i s was granted but t h e i r attempt to e s t a b l i s h 

Nicene orthodoxy i n the E a s t came to nothing9. L i b e r i u s d i e d i n 

.autumn 366. 

» 

Notes. 
3. cf.A V I I . 
4. i . e . B V I I , 2. 
5. cf.appendix on the L i b e r i a n l e t t e r s f o r events during h i s e x i l e 
6. I n a l e t t e r from a synod of i l t a l i a n and G a l l i c a n bishops h e l d e 

Rome under Damasus (Theod.II, 2 2 ) , i t i s s a i d t h a t the bishop oi 
Rome d i d not give h i s a s s e n t to the formula of Ariminura. 

7. cf. B I V. 
8. I t s members were E u s t a t h i u s of Sebaste, S i l v a n u s of Tarsus and 

Theophilus of C a s t a b a l a . 
9. Socr. IV, 11 12. Soz. V I , 11. 



221 * 

Luciferum - L u c i f e r , bishop of C a g l i a r i i n S a r d i n i a , f i r s t came 

into prominence a t the c o u n c i l of Milan 355' A f t e r the ignominious 

defeat of the orthodox a t A r i e s , L u c i f e r took upon h i m s e l f the 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the defence of the Nlcene Creed and of f e r e d 

L i b e r i u s to go and i n t e r c e d e with C o n s t a n t i u s . The bishop of Rome 

gladly welcomed t h i s o f f e r and gave him Pancracius and H i l a r y 1 0 . 

The c o u n c i l was duly h e l d a t Milan and, because of h i s f i r m adherens 

to Athanasius, L u c i f e r was sent i n t o an e x i l e which l a s t e d from 355-

361 and the g r e a t e r part' of which was spent a t E l e u t h e r o p o l i s i n 

P a l e s t i n e , where he s u f f e r e d the p e r s e c u t i o n s of the A r i a n bishop 

E u t y c h i u s . I t was during h i s e x i l e t h a t he composed h i s pamphlets 

d e a l i n g w i t h the controversy: Pro sancto Athanasio L i b r i I I ; De 

regibus a p o s t a t i c i s ; De non conveniendo cum h a e r e t i c i s ; De non 

parcendo i n Deum deli n q u e n t i b u s ; Moriendum pro F i l i o D e i. I n 

these w r i t i n g s the i n t r e p i d s p i r i t of the l a t e r L u c i f e r i a n s i s 

alr e a d y apparent; he shows h i m s e l f f e a r l e s s before the i m p e r i a l 

power. Towards the end of h i s e x i l e , he was t r a n s f e r r e d to the 

Thebaid where he remained t i l l the death of Constantius i n 361. 

While he was t h e r e , Athanasius wrote him two l e t t e r s f u l l of adora­

t i o n and p r a i s e . L u c i f e r and Eusebius of V e r c e l l i were both i n the 

Thebaid when, on the a c c e s s i o n of J u l i a n , the e x i l e d bishops were 

permitted to r e t u r n home, and Eusebius wanted L u c i f e r to accompany 

him to Al e x a n d r i a , where a synod was to be h e l d to s e t t l e the schisn 

i n / 

Notee. 
10. cf.A V I I . 
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i n the church of Antioch. He, however, p r e f e r r e d to go s t r a i g h t 

to Antioch, and the r e s u l t was t h a t when Eusebius a r r i v e d there 

armed with the synodal l e t t e r of the Alexandrian c o u n c i l , he found 

himself baulked by the previous measures of L u c i f e r who had con­

secrated the p r i e s t Paulinus as bishop of Antioch, and r e t i r e d 

immediately. But the bishop of C a g l i a r i d e c l a r e d t h a t he would 

not hold communion wi t h Eusebius or any who supported the moderate 

p o l i c y of the Alexandrine c o u n c i l whereby i t was decided (1) t h a t 

a c t u a l A r i a n s , renouncing t h e i r heresy, should be pardoned but not 

invest e d with e c c l e s i a s t i c a l f u n c t i o n s (2) those bishops who had 

merely consented to A r i a n i s m under pressure should remain undis­

turbed. L u c i f e r took offence e s p e c i a l l y with t h i s second c o n d i t i o n 

and became': l e a d e r of those who a s s e r t e d t h a t anyone who had y i e l d e d 

to any A r i a n compromise should not be allowed to hold an e c c l e s i a s ­

t i c a l office"*"^. L u c i f e r e v e n t u a l l y returned to S a r d i n i a and Jerome 

i n h i s C h r o n i c l e , p l a c e s h i s death i n 370. 

L.6sq Obsecro e t c - L i b e r i u s used the f l a t t e r i n g , laudatory tone 

common i n addressing Emperors a t t h i s time c f Or. Syn. Sard. H i l . 

ad Coast.. I I . * 

p.89 L.6 T r a n q u l l l i s s i m e - the word " t r a n q u i l l i t a s " was used i n the 

fourth century almost e x c l u s i v e l y i n addressing the Emperor^ 2 

Notes. " ., • 
U . Ruf. I , 30. Socr. I l l , 11. 
12. c f . S o u t e r p.425. 
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L.7"Clementia" wa6 thus used i n c l a s s i c a l times. "Mansuetudo" was 
used i n t h i s respect from the f o u r t h century onwards. 

L.9 f i l i o C o n s t a n t i n i - Constantius was the second of Constantine*s 

three sons. 

L.10 sq. sed i n eo etc - i . e . he had already requested a c o u n c i l t o 
s e t t l e the a f f a i r s of the Church but f o r c e r t a i n reasons, g i v e n 
l a t e r i n the l e t t e r 1 - ^ , he was not s a t i s f i e d w i t h i t s d e c i s i o n s . He 
fee l s h i m s e l f i n r a t h e r an embarrassing p o s i t i o n i n having t o make 
the same request a second time. 

s a t i s f a c t i o n - i . e . a s a t i s f a c t o r y e x p l a n a t i o n of and judgment on 
'the case of Athanasius. »-

L . l l placabilem etiam c i r c a reos - t h i s might r e f e r t o Atnanasius, 
Paulinus and the other e x i l e d bishops, but i t seems b e t t e r t o regard 
i t j u s t as a general statement. - ' 

L.12 sermo p i e t a t i s tuae - the contents of t h i s "Germo" are not 
d e f i n i t e l y known. I t could be (1) one made a t A r i e s demanding the 
condemnation of Athanasius (2) one u p b r a i d i n g L i b e r i u s f o r condemning 
hie legates who f e l l a t A r i e s , and thus r e f u s i n g t o accept the 
decisions o f the c o u n c i l . The personal reference L.12sq. supports 
t h i s / 
Notes. 
13. c f . i 5. 



224 -

t h i s view. (3) one g i v i n g credence t o the rumours about L i b e i i u s 

L.14 q u i l e n i t a t i semper vacat - t h i s , of an Emperor i n whose r e i g n 

"the executioner had a busy time and the assassin was always i n 

reserve", 1 4" 

L.16 indignationem - i n d i g n a t i o n probably a t L i b e r i u s r e q u e s t i n g a 
c o u n c i l and then r e f u s i n g . t o accept i t s d e c i s i o n . This would be 
f u r t h e r inflamed by the knowledge t h a t i f L i b e r i u s could be won over, 
i t would be a g r e a t v i c t o r y f o r Arianism and probably lead t o the 
conquest o f . t h e whole o f the West. 

r e l i g i o s i s s i m e - t h i s word i s used i n the t i t l e s g iven to Emperors 
» 15 

and bishops from the end of the f o u r t h century. 

L.17 veram pacem - i . e . t r u e peace as opposed t o the f a l s e schemes 
f o r peace put foward by the Arians who were t r y i n g et t h i s time t o 
persuade the Emperor t h a t i t was Athanasius who was the r e a l cause 
of the t r o u b l e i n the Church and t h a t , i f he were condemned, peace 
would once more r e i g n . L i b e r i u s and other orthodox bishops, such as 
Hilar^r- , recognised the s u p e r f i c i a l i t y of t h i s b e l i e f , and declared 
th a t what d i v i d e d the orthodox and the Arians was not simply a persor 
(vizs Athanasius) but a creed ( v i z : the Nicene). 
Notes. 
14. Gwatkin Studies p.114. 
15- Souter p.348. 
16. cf.B I . 

y 1 6 
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L.17 sq. quae non s i t . . . f a l l a c i a e - a reference t o the deceits o f •• 
the Arians , e.g.. dissembling the heresy of t h e i r creeds by equivocal 

17 
words / 

L.19» 20 Bed multa a l i a i n medium venerunt - L i b e r i u s probably 
i n s e r t s t h i s vague statement both t o apologise f o r making t h i s sec on 
request f o r a c o u n c i l and t o p r o t e c t h i m s e l f from Constantius' 
obvious r e p l y t h a t the c o u n c i l o f Ari e s had already d e l i v e r e d j u d g ­
ment on Athanasius. His' plea i s t h a t only the case o f Athanasius 
had been handled a t A r i e s , whereas many other questions r e q u i r i n g 
a t t e n t i o n had been l e f t untouched. 

p.90 L. 1 fueram deprecatus - i . e . the request made by Vincent o f 
Capua which r e s u l t e d i n the c o u n c i l of Ari e s 353* 

L.2, 3 cum f i d e i c a u s a . . . t r a c t a t a - a t A r i e s the orthodox had 
asserted t h a t the f a i t h must f i r s t be discussed, and then, a f t e r 

18 
t h a t , the c o u n c i l could deal w i t h the case of Athanasius . To 
t h i s , Valens and h i s supporters would n o t agree but summarily 
demanded condemnation of Athanasius. The orthodox agreed t o t h i s or 
co n d i t i o n t h a t t h e i r opponents pronounced an anathema on Arianism. 
But, a f t e r Athanasius had been condemned, Valens and h i s associates 
refused t o f u l f i l t h e i r p a r t of the agreement. 
Notes. 
1?. cf, B I I , 9 % 4sq. Ath. Ad Episc. Aeg. f . 
18. cf.Sulp. Sev. I I , 39. 
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L.-3> 4 negotia eorura - i . e . the A l l a n s ' desire t o deal w i t h 

AthaiBsiue and h i s supporters. 

19 L.IO eiue - the context shows t h a t t h i s r e f e r s t o Athanasius ,7 

L.IO sq. me l i t t e r a s subpressisse etc - the l e t t e r of the Easterns 
mi£ht be i d e n t i f i e d vL t h t h a t mentioned i n B I I I , 1 p.155 L.7,8, an 
would be s i m i l a r t o those c r i t i c i s e d i n Ath. H i s t . Ar. 1, 32, Apol 
c. Ar. 1, 2. His r e p l y (L.15) may be conjectured from the d e t a i l s 
given i n B I I I , 1. Both l e t t e r s must have been sent t o L i b e r i u s 

20 
before the synod o f Aries ; they are not now extant. 

L.14,15 O r i e n t a l i u m l i t t e r a s . . c o n e i l i o - there are three stages i ; 
the communication of the l e t t e r (1) general i n t i m a t i o n t o the 
diocese (2) reading i n the church o f which he i s bishop (3) reading 
i n c o u n c i l ; f o r such an important matter a c o u n c i l o f the nearer 
I t a l i a n bishops would be summoned . 

L. 16,17 eodem tempore - i . e . a t the same time as the r e c e i p t of 
the Easterns' l e t t e r . * 

22 
L.17 o c t o g i n t a episcoporum Aegyptiorum - T i l l e m o n t s t a t e s t h a t 
almost always t h e r e were 80 bishops i n Egyptian c o u n c i l s and 
accounts/ 
Notes. 
19. cf. L.12,13. 
20. c f . L . 23-25. 
21. c f , L.18,lv. 
22. t . v i l l (1713) P.74- and i n t h i s he i s f o l l o w e d by Robertson "Athanasius" p.100 n.10. 
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accounts f o r t h i s by saying t h a t , as there were about 90 bishops i n 
Egypt and Thebaid and Libya and they were so u n i t e d together i n t h e i r 
sentiments, they were accustomed t o s i g n f o r each other when some 
were absent.cf. B I I , 2 p.127 L.l6. 

p.90 L.lb* s i m i l i t e r - t h i s shows t h a t he has also i n t i m a t e d the 
l e t t e r o f the Easterns t o the I t a l i a n bishops, probably a t the 
council mentioned on L.l5« 

L.19,20 cum episcoporum..existeret - i s L i b e r i u s simply r e l y i n g on 
;,numerical s u p e r i o r i t y w i t h o u t e n t e r i n g i n t o the r e s p e c t i v e m e r i t s 
of e i t h e r side? or i s he s t i l l a f r a i d t o decide e i t h e r way and i s 
using t h i s numerical s u p e r i o r i t y as an' excuse f o r delay? The l a t t e ^ 
6eeras p r e f e r a b l e . He would not wish t o decide i n favour o f 
Athanasius j u s t y e t because t h a t would p r e j u d i c e h i s plea f o r a 
c o u n c i l , and the numerical s u p e r i o r i t y gives him s u f f i c i e n t grounds 

23 
f o r t e m p o r a r i l y r e f u s i n g t o give a d i r e c t answer t o the Easterns. J 

L.21 haec s c r i p t a - the "quae omnia s c r i p t a " of L.23 i n d i c a t e s t h a t 
by "haec s c r i p t a " i s meant e i t h e r the l e t t e r of the Easterns or the 
"sententia" of the Egyptians; from the grammatical c o n s t r u c t i o n of 
the passage, i t seems necessary t o r e f e r i t t o the l a t t e r . 

Notes. 
23. Chrysostom had the case o f Athanasius i n mind when p r o t e s t i n g 

t h a t he could not resume h i s see u n t i l he was a c q u i t t e d by a 
c o u n c i l g r e a t e r than t h a t which had deposed him .cf. P a l l a d i u s , 
V i t a 9 9« Socr. V I , 16. 
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L.21-,22 s i dec- fidem debet Eusebius - i . e . L i b e r i u s c a l l s Eusebius 
the envoy of the Egyptians, t o witness'before God concerning the 
d e l i v e r y and proper treatment aca> rded the documents which he had 
l e f t a t Rome. 

L.22 f e s t i n a n s ad Africam - Eusebius would be h u r r y i n g back t o 
A f r i c a a f t e r the completion o f h i s mission. 

L.23 quae omnia s c r i p t a - i . e . both the l e t t e r o f L.IO and the 
"sententia" of L.17.Vincent and the other envoys had e v i d e n t l y take 
these documents w i t h them t o the Emperor i n order to strengthen 
t h e i r case f o r the h o l d i n g o f a c o u n c i l . 

L.23 Vincentius - Vincent, bishop o f Capua i n Campania, was a 
prominent f i g u r e on the orthodox side i n the f o u r t h century. He i 
thought to be the same as the p r i e s t V i n c e n t i u s who was one o f the 
two legates o f S i l v e s t e r , bishop o f Rome, a t the c o u n c i l of Nicaea. 
I t i s q u i t e probable t h a t he would a t t e n d the synod of Rome 341• 
Later he was sent by the c o u n c i l of Sardica to persuade Constantius 

OA. 

to r e c a l l the e x i l e d bishops . I t was du r i n g t h i s embassy t h a t a 
f o u l t r i c k was played on Vincent and Euphrates o f Cologne by 
Stephanus of A n t i o c h 2 ^ . .In 35i L i b e r i u s commissioned Vincent and 
another/ 
Notes. 
24. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.50. H i s t . Ar. 20. 
25. Ath. H i s t . Ar. 20. Theod. I I , 9,10. 
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another Campanian bishop, Marcellus, t o request the c o u n c i l a t 
Aqui l e i a . I n B V I I , 6 L i b e r i u s laments V i r c e n t ' s f a l l a t A r i e s , but 
Athanasius excuses him by saying t h a t i t was only a f t e r severe 
treatment t h a t he renouic ed communion w i t h h i m s e l f . I n 31?7» 
Liberius i n e x i l e wrote to Vincent requesting him t o c a l l an 
assembly of Canpanian bishops and to w r i t e t o Corstantius i n order 
to procure h i s r e l e a s e 2 ? . According t o an e p i s t l e of Damasus of 

28 
Rome , Vincent was one of the few who remained f i r m a t Ariminum. 

L.24 cum c e t e r i s - f o r example, Marcellus of Campania.cf. B V I I , 6 
p.I67 L.8. 

L.25 Arelatum - a f t e r the death of Magnentius, Constantius made 
hiB headquarters at Ari e s from October k353 t i l l the s p r i n g of 354. 

L.26 prudentia - t h i s t i t l e i s U6ed from the f o u r t h century onwards 

p.91 L.2, 3 i t a u t . . p r a e c e p i t - f o r example, Matt. 6, 24sq. 

L.4, 5 i n a l i o m i n i s t e r i o e c c l e s i a s t i c u s vivens - i . e . ĥ .s p o s i t i o n 
i n the Church p r i o r t o becoming b i s h o p 2 ^ , Irenaeus and T e r t u l l i a n 
had already used the word " e c c l e s i a s t i c u s " i n t h i s way. 
Notes. 
26. Apol. ad Const. 27. 
27. B V I I , 11. 
28. Theod. I I , 17. 
29. cf. Cyp. Ep. 67, 4. 
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L;6 ad legem - sc. o f the Church. 

ad i s t u d o f f i c i u m - i . e . the o f f i c e o f bishop. 

L.7 i n v i t u s accessi - c f . t h e e l e c t i o n of Ambrose. 

L.9 numquara mea s t a t u t a , sed a p o s t o l i c a - " s t a t u t a a p o s t o l i c a " can 
r e f e r t o the decrees l a i d down both by the epostles and by those i n 
the a p o s t o l i c succession ( i . e . the orthodox bishops). 
L i b e r i u s ' main a s s e r t i o n i s t h a t he has not made any innovations an 
has t h e r e f o r e i n c u r r e d no r i s k o f e r r o r ; but he also i m p l i e s t h a t 
he has a p o s t o l i c a u t h o r i t y f o r h i s actions w h i l e the Arians have 
not3° and brings near the assumption t h a t i f there i s anyone i n the 
Church q u a l i f i e d t o say which t h i n g s are a p o s t o l i c , i t i s the bisho 
of Rome-cf. s i m i l a r l y L . l l s q "et i l l a m fidem servans e t c " . 

L.lOsq. secutus raorem etc - o f t e n the p r i n c i p l e but not always the 
p r a c t i c e e i t h e r of some of h i s predecessors or of h i s successors. 
This phrase gives an i n s i g h t i n t o L i b e r i u s 1 character. His i s a 
p o l i c y of c o n s o l i d a t i o n , r a t h e r than of advancement, probably the 
wisest course cf a c t i o n i n view of the p r i v i l e g e s gained f o r the 
Roman see under hi's immediate predecessor J u l i u s . 

L.IO secutus morem ordinemque maiorum - cf.B I I I , 1 p.155 L«9 
secutus traditonem maiorura. . 
Notes. 
30. c f . T e r t . De Praescr. haer. XXXII. 
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L.13- pluree martyres - e.g. Tele?>hoiu6 (126-37) martyred under 
Hadrian3 i; Fabian (236-50) martyred at the beginning cf the Decian. 
p e r s e c u t i o n ^ 2 ; Sixtus who was martyred on 6th August 258 under the 
Valerian p e r s e c u t i o n ^ . 

p.91.L.15 causam - i . e . the case concerning Athanasius. 

L.l6 O r i e n t a l e s - i . e . the Eusebians ( n o t n e c e s s a r i l y those 
mentioned on p.90 L.12sq.). 

L.18 ex p a r t i b u s i p s i s - i . e . from the Easterns. 

quattuor episcopi etc - a t the end of the Macrostich synod o f 
Antioch, 344-34', which adopted almost l i t e r a l l y the formula of 
Eastern Sardica, i . e . the 4 t h Creed of the Dedication c o u n c i l of 
Antioch,and the a d d i t i o n a l anathemas, w i t h more d e t a i l e d explana -
t i o n s d i r e c t e d against the A r i a n s , Sabellians, Marcelius of Ancyra, 
Photinus and Athanasius, the Eusebians-dispatched f o u r bishops, 
Eudoxius of Germanicia, M a r t y r i u s , Macedonius of C i l i c i a , and 

OCT 

Deraofilus-*^, t o the West w i t h t h i s new formula. They seem1 t o have 
a r r i v e d j u s t as the Western bishops were h o l d i n g a c o u n c i l a t M i l a n . 
cf.B I I , 5 p.142 L.17sq. note. 
Notes . • ' „ 2 
31. I r e n . adv. H a e r . I I I i i i & 4 . L i g h t f o o t Apost. Fathers I I i 4^8, 
32. Eus.H.E. VI,XXXIX§1 c f Benson "Cyprian"-65sq. 
33* Ep. LXXX$ 1 (C.S.E.L. I l l , i i , 840) and Kidd Doc. N0.158. 
34. Ath.. De Syn. 26 Socr. 11,19. S o z . I I I 11. 
35» Ath.'De Syn. 26 omits the l a s t named. 
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Demofilus - see note on him i n A IV, 3 P«78 L.2. A t h a n a s i u s ^ omits 
his name but i t seems q u i t e probable t h a t as a leadi n g Eusebian he 
would be one of the emissaries. 

L.19 Macedonius - see note A IV, 3 p.74 L.IO. Eudoxius - see note 
A IV, 3 p.75 L.7. M a r t y r i u s - not h i n g more i s known about t h i s 
bishop. 

L.19 ante annos octo - i . e . c.345/346^. 

L.19, 20 apud Mediolanium - cf, B I I , 5^4 p. 142 L.17sq. note. 

I t was the f a v o u r i t e t e s t of the orthodox t o ask d o u b t f u l bishops 
t o condemn the A r i a n heresy cf, B I I , 5 f 4, also t h e i r conduct- at 
Aries 353 > and a t Ariminum 359^°• 

L.23 non est novum - cf.B I p.101 L.6,7. 

L.23,24 quod nunc s u b t i l i t e r . .adtestantur - cf.B I , p.101 L.l^'sq. 

L.25 Alexandri - Alexander succeeded A c h i l l a s i n the see o f Alexan­
d r i a C.313* His tenure of o f f i c e was a stormy one; f i r s t he was 
harassed by the Meletians and then - much more s e r i o u s l y - by A r i u s . 
Though/ 
Notes. 
36. De Syn. 26. 
37. see Conclusion on date of t h i s l e t t e r . 
3o. c f . A t h . De Syn. 9, 
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Though he has sometimes been charged w i t h i r r e s o l u t i o n i n h i s 
handling o f the case of A r i u s , i t seems-more c h a r i t a b l e t o suppose 
that the reason f o r h i s forbearance l a y i n an anxie t y t o have the 
whole a f f a i r thoroughly discussed and p r o p e r l y s e t t l e d . He wrote 
i n d e f a t i g a b l y t o var i o u s bishops t o prevent t h e i r being deceived by 
Arius. Epiphanius-^^ knew 70 such l e t t e r s . The l e t t e r t o S i l v e s t e r 
of Rome mentioned here seems t o have been of t h i s type. Reference 

40 
i s also made t o i t i n L i b e r i u s ' l e t t e r "Me f r a t e r " , but i t i s not 
now extant. 

L.25 Silvestrum - S i l v e s t e r succeeded M i l t i a d e s on Jan.31, 314 and 
held the see of Rome u n t i l Dec. 31, 335• Though possessing .the see 
f o r so long a time d u r i n g one of the most c r i t i c a l periods i n 
h i s t o r y , he does not Seem t o have played a/iy prominent p a r t i n the 
great events o f h i s day. He was represented a t A r i e s 314, by two 
presbyters and two deacons. I n v i t e d t o Nicaea 325, he d i d not attend 

* • i 
V 

f o r reasons of age but sent two presbyters V i t u s and Vineentius as 
h i s representatives 4"?" 

L.26 ante ordinationem A t h a n a s i i - Alexander d i e d on 17th A p r i l 328 
end Athanasius was ordained bishop of Alexandria on 8th June 328. 

L.26 - p.92 L.2 undecim t a r n . . i i d c i s s e v c f . A t h . H i s t . Ar.71; 
Depositio A r i i . 
Notes. 
39. Haer. 69, 4. 
40. P.L. V I I I , 1350. 
41. Eue. V.C. i i i , 1> Socr. I , 14. Soz. I , 17* 
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42 L.4 Georgius - i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o i d e n t i f y t h i s Georgius. Feder 
thinks i t i s the Georgius who was l a t e r i n t r u d e d i n t o Alexandria on 
the e x i l e of Athanasius i n 356. This i s also the o p i n i o n o f 
Val esius 4 -^. But there i s no evidence o f t h i s bishop having had any 
connection w i t h Alexandria p r i o r t o h i s i n t r u s i o n . 

The only other leading A r i a n bishop of t h a t name a t t h i s time 
was Georgius, bishop of Laodicea. He was a n a t i v e o f Alexandria and 

44 4̂ ' had been ordained p r e s b y t e r by Alexander but l a t e r deposed 
46 

He had also been condemned i n h i s absence a t Western Sardica but 
s t i l l remained one of the A r i a n la aders 4 -^. I t seems q u i t e possible 
t h e r e f o r e , t h a t he would s t i l l r e t a i n some connections w i t h 
Alexandria and could be the person r e f e r r e d t o i n t h i s passage. 

i n Alexandria - t h i s phrase must be j o i n e d w i t h the "quibus" and 
mean t h a t c e r t a i n o f the enemies of Athanasius were s t i l l working i n 
Alexandria i t s e l f . He was s t i l l powerful enough t o prevent an 
opposing bishop o f the standing o f George o f Laodicea from operating 
w i t h i n the c i t y . \ 

« 

L.5 " e x h i b i t i s " i s t o be attached t o " s e n t e n t i i s " "whegn they are 
put forward". 

Notes. 
42. Stud. I p.79. . 
43. notes on Socr. I I , 37 p.26. 
44. Eus. V.C. I l l , 62. P h i l o s t . V I I I , 17* 
45. Ath. De Syn.17. 
46. B I I , 1 § 8 p.123 L.6sq. B I I , 3 p.131 L.9. 
47. c f . A t h . Apol. de fuga, w r i t t e n c.357» shows t h i s . 
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L.^ u t nunc per I t a l i a m factum est - the Arians would be eager t o 
f o l l o w up t h e i r v i c t o r y a t A r i e s 353 by imposing condemnation of 
Athanasius n o t only upon I t a l y - though t h i s , of course, i s 
L i b e r i u s ' s p e c i a l concern - but upon the whole of the West. 

p.92 L.6 s e n t e n t i i s - e.g. the decisions o f the Arians a t the synod 
of Aries 353. 

% 5 gives an i n s i g h t i n t o the happenings a t A r i e s 353• For the sake 
of the peace of the Church, both sides had made a r e c i p r o c a l bargain; 
the orthodox had agreed to surrender Athanasius, t h e i r opponents t o 
condemn the A r i a n heresy. But a f t e r the orthodox had excommunicat­
ed Athanasius, Valens and h i s p a r t y refused t o f u l f i l l t h e i r p a r t 
of the agreement. 

» % . 

L.8 a l i u d - i . e . another p o i n t i n h i s argument f o r a c o u n c i l . 

L.9, 10 raanent legatorura..venerunt - t h i s l e t t e r from h i s legates 
would be sent at the close o f the c o u n c i l of A r i e s t o i n f o r m 
L i b e r i u s about what had taken place t h e r e . I t i s not now extant.. 

L . l l omnium ecclesiarum - no record as t o the numbers or representa­
t i o n a t A r i e s i s extant but i t seems improbable t h a t the East was 
represented. I t s j u r i s d i c t i o n would be confined t o the West. The 
phrase "of a l l the churches" could be e i t h e r a general statement 
(cf,p.93 L.12) or mean " a l l the churches covered by the j u r i s d i c t i o n 
of the 6ynod of A r i e s . 
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L.10,11 s e n t e n t i i s O r i e n t a l i u m - i . e . the condemnation o f Athanas-
iu s . L i b e r i u s i s obviously embarrassed by the w i l l i n g n e s s of the 
orthodox a t A r i e s t o surrender Athanasius because h i s main reason f o r 
requesting another c o u n c i l was on b e h a l f of t h a t very same person. 
I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o speculate how f a r he would have acquiesced i n 
the decisions reached at A r i e s i f an appearance of peace had been 
restored t o the Church and Valens and h i s p a r t y had signed a con­
demnation of the A r i a n heresy, no matter how s u p e r f i c i a l and p o l i t i c . 
From the evidence now a v a i l a b l e , i t would appear t h a t , only through 
the d e c e i t s of Valens and h i s group a t A r i e s , d i d the orthodox 
r e a l i s e t h a t the condemnation o f Athanasius was the f i r s t stage i n 
the A r i a n a t t a c k on the Nicene creed. 

L.14 s c r i p t u r a t e s t e - i . e . a r ^ f e r e n c e t o the custom of always 
t r y i n g t o f i n d s c r i p t u r a l warrant f o r ohexr a c t i o n s . 

L.15 c o n c i l i u m - i . e . A r i e s 353.cf«p.90 L.25. 

L.l6,17 (quod solum..privandum) - t h i s p a r t of the t e x t i s missing 
i n A and has t o be supplied from other MSS. » 

quod solum exigebant - another instance of the s u b t l e t y of the 
Arians; they made i t appear as i f only the person of Athanasius 
was a t stake. This one demand, however, cowered e v e r y t h i n g and 
touched the hea r t of a l l the issues i n v o l v e d i n the controversy. 



2 ^ 
L . l8 r e c t e c a t h o l i c a e r e l i g i o n i s i u r e servato - as opposed t o the 
Arian procedure, cf, B I% 5 p.101 L.19sq; and L i b e r i u s ' speech t o the 
Emperor i n Thebd. I I , 13. 

L.21 eius - i . e . God. This i s i n s i m i l a r v e i n t o the speech of 
the bishops to Constantius a t M i l a n as r e p o r t e d i n Ath. H i s t . Ar. 
33,34' V.. teaching him t h a t the kingdom was not h i s , but God's, 
Who had given i t t o him..." 

L.24 sq. haec i n coetu etc - because of the i r r e g u l a r i t i e s a t A r i e s , 
L i b e r i u s appeals f o r another c o u n c i l , cf, L i b e r i u s i n h i s l e t t e r t o 
Eusebius of V e r c e l l i ^ "ut omnia, quae i n medium venerunt, i n 

49 
coetu possent sacerdotum Dei t r a c t a r i " ; also h i s a s s e r t i o n 7 t h a t 
a l l e c c l e s i a s t i c a l matters should be s e t t l e d by bishops. 

»•• 

L.25 pacatis..temporibus - a t t h i s time Constantius was harassed b. 
troubles on the f r o n t i e r s of the Empire,e.g. i n s p r i n g 354 he was a 
Augusta Rauracorum on the Upper Rhine 7" 0 and i n the e a r l y summer of 
355 he was i n Rhaetia d e a l i n g w i t h the barbarians on the Danube. 
Indeed i t was only when he had brought peace t o the f r o n t i e r s t h a t 
Constantius was able t o g r a n t L i b e r i u s ' request f o r a c o u n c i l . 

Notes. 
48. P.L. V I I I , 1350. 
49. i n Theod. I I , 13. ; 
50. Amra. Marc. Res. Gestae XIV, X, 6. _ 



- 238 -

p.93 L . l s q s i c omnia etc - L i b e r i u s hopes t h i s time t o secure a 
d e c i s i o n made by bishops, untrammelled by the i m p e r i a l power, and 
demands no new creed but simply an e x p o s i t i o n o f the Nicene creed. 

L.4,5 cum exeraplo - t h i s probably r e f e r s t o a copy o f the acts o f 
the c o u n c i l . 

L .7 ,8 causam f i d e i . . p r a e p o s u i s s e - L i b e r i u s pleads t h a t the s p i r i t ­
u a l i s more important than the m a t e r i a l , the cause of f a i t h and 
peace than a f f a i r s of s t a t e . 

L.10 Luciferum - see note p.89 L . 3 . Pancracius and H i l a r i u s are also 
51 

mentioned i n L i b e r i u s 1 l e t t e r t o Eusebius . According t o Athan-
52 ' ' asius H i l a r i u s was f i r s t beaten w i t h rods* before being sent i n t o 

e x i l e . L a t e r he seems t o have j o i n e d the L u c i f e r i a n s and wrote i n 
t h e i r i n t e r e s t on the rebaptism of h e r e t i c s ^ . 

L.13 posse c o n c i l i u m impetrare - the c o u n c i l was granted a t M i l a n 
i n 355 but again i t had d i s a s t r o u s r e s u l t s f o r the orthodox cause. 

Notes. 
51. P.L. V I I I , 1355. 
52. H i s t . Ar. 41» 
53. J e r . adv. L u c i f . 21,27. P.L. 23 c o l . l 8 4 , 190. 
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CONCLUSION. Basing h i s o p i n i o n on the assumption t h a t the George 
mentioned on p.92 L.^ 4" i s the bishop who was i n t r u d e d i n t o the see 
of Alexandria i n place of Athanasius, V a l e s i u s " places the composi­
t i o n o f t h i s l e t t e r i n 35^. But t h i s i s much too l a t e a date. 
From the c o n t e x t ' i t i s obvious t h a t the l e t t e r was w r i t t e n not 
long a f t e r the synod of A r i e s , which was h e l d i n autumn 353; i t 
might evenrliave been w r i t t e n i n t h i s same year. Indeed, not the 
l e a s t i n t e r e s t i n g p o i n t about t h i s l e t t e r i s t h a t i t gives almost 
a l l the i n f o r m a t i o n we now possess about t h i s synod o f A r i e s . 

The tone of apology and f l a t t e r y adopted i n the l e t t e r may. be 
accounted f o r by the f a c t t h a t L i b e r i u s i s obviously embarrassed bot 
i n having t o request a second c o u n c i l concerning Athanasius and by 
the a t t i t u d e d i s p l a y e d by the orthodox a t Arie s towards the person 
of Athanasius. *v 

Notes. 
54. cf.note on t h i s . 
55* see h i s notes on Socr. I I , 37 p.26. 
5b. c f . § 5 . 
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Series A V I I I . L e t t e r of Constantius to the Synod of Ariminu.n.359 

SUMMARY. (1) I n t h i s l e t t e r , the Emperor Constantius i n s t r u c t s the 
bishops on how they are t o conduct themselves at the synod of 
Ariminuni. F i r s t o f a l l , they have t o give a t t e n t i o n t o matters 
concerning f a i t h and u n i t y . (2) Then they are not t o make any 
decisions regarding the Easterns but only t o consider matters 
a f f e c t i n g themselves. F i n a l l y , they have t o appoint 10 legates 
to send t o the c o u r t , as a former l e t t e r had i n t i m a t e d . These 
10 w i l l answer the' p r o p o s i t i o n s put forward by the Easterns Qp' 

• t r e a t matters of the f a i t h , so t h a t a l l ambiguity and dissension 
may be removed. 

COMMENTARY. This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s work. 
I t has been e d i t e d by Faber-Coustant, Bar. ad arm 359 n . X I I , B i n i u s 
I , 477, Ed.regia I I I , 190sq., Labbe-Cossart I I , 793sq. Harduin I 
71sq., Q o l e t i I I , 896sq. and Mansi I I I , ' 297-

p.93 1.17 exemplum e p i s t u l a e C o n s t a n t i i - according t o i t s contents, 
. t h i s seems t o he the l e t t e r r e f e r r e d t o i n A V, 1> p.82 L .2 and 
probably t o be included i n the " s c r i p t i s " A V I , p.87 L . 7 , though, 
i f the Arians are t o be b e l i e v e d , the l a t t e r seem t o have* contained 
more s p e c i f i c i n s t r u c t i o n s than are given here} 
I t i s possible t h a t Constantius issued two types o f l e t t e r ; the 
one sent t o the c a t h o l i c s i n the West and w r i t t e n i n general terms, 

the/ . 
Notes. » _ _ 
1. f o r example, those regarding the condemnation o f the woras 

"usie" and "Omousius'I c f . p.87 L .8sq. 
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the other intended f o r Valena and h i a f o l l o w e r s and Bhowing q u i t e 

2 
d e f i n i t e l y where h i a sympathies l a y . 

L.18 episcopos I t a l o s - " I t a l o s " must here "be taken as e q u i v a l e n t 

to "Western" because the l e t t e r i t s e l f makes i t p l a i n t h a t i t i s 

w r i t t e n to the Western bishops i n g e n e r a l and not to any p a r t i c u l a r 

s e c t i o n a t Ariminum. 

L.21 p r i o r a s t a t u t a - t h i s phrase i s used here i n a g e n e r a l sense 

f o r the former decrees and customs of the Church • 

L.22,23 l i t t e r i s . . . d a t i s . - t h i s must r e f e r to a p r e v i o u s l e t t e r 

of the Westerns. From the r e f e r e n c e s made to i t i n t h i s l e t t e r , 

i t seems to have been an e n l a r g e d e d i t i o n of A IX, 1. 

p.94, L.1,2 sed r e s . , e x i s t e r e - as was t h e i r custom^"? the Westerns 

i n t h e i r l e t t e r (L.1 " r e s " ) would i n s i s t t h a t the C o u n c i l of 

Nicaea had s e t t l e d these m a t t e r s of f a i t h f i n a l l y and completely, 

and t h a t t h e r e was no need to r a i s e them a g a i n at a new c o u n c i l . 

C onstantius admits t h i s , agrees t h a t the Church has i s s u e d decrees 

on these matters and at the beginning of h i s l e t t e r a s s e r t s i n 

general f a s h i o n t h a t the former s t a t u t e s a r e j s t i l l binding, Ya.c,he 

continues, frequent enactment of these s t a t u t e s i s not s u p e r f l u o u s , 

but/ 

notes. 
2. see a l s o note on p.94- L.14. 
3. #ust as the s a n c t i t y of a law depends on how i t i s p r a c t i s e d , 

so the importance of the former d e c i s i o n s , such as those of 
c f t u r c K ' 1 8 t 0 b e J u d « e d from the i n f l u e n c e t h e y e x e r t i n the 

4. c f . A V , 1. B . I I , 1. 
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but r a t h e r , h i g h l y advantageous, and t h e r e f o r e i t i a not wrong f o r 
the synod once a g a i n to c o n s i d e r matters of f a i f h and u n i t y . 

L.4 de f i d e atque u n i t a t e - matters of u n i t y were as important as 

those of f a i t h to the Emperor, and h i s p o l i c y had alwaya been to 

accept the creed of t h a t p a r t y which seemed most capable of r e s t o r ­

ing peace to the Church. 

L.8 "de huiusmodi" i s e q u i v a l e n t to "de'talibus rebus" 

4 ' ' 
L. Saq.. R e s i i s t a e t c - the Westerns had perhaps made some r e f e r e n c e 

I 5 
i n t h e i r l e t t e r to the E a s t e r n s , f o r example, a comment on the 

Arian-Semiarian a l l i a n c e of Sirmium, May 359 f which produced the 

Dated Creed; or i t might be t h a t C o n s t a n t i u s g a v e t h i s i n s t r u c t i o n 

at the i n s t i g a t i o n of h i s A r i a n c o u n s e l l o r s . The A r i a n s f e a r e d 

an a l l i a n c e of Nicenes and Semiarians a g a i n s t themselves and indeed 

i t was to prevent t h i s happening t h a t they had persuaded C o n s t a n t i u s 

to hold two s e p a r a t e synods*? 
7 

The power of the Westerns was f u r t h e r c u r t a i l e d s i n c e t h e i r l e g a t e s 

could not take the i n i t i a t i v e i n the d i s c u s s i o n s w i t h the E a s t e r n s 

but had to w a i t on the l a t t e r . The Western l e g a t e s could answer 

and d i s c u s s but not propose. 

L.13 decemWittere - C o n s t a n t i u s 1 envisages an u n i t e d Western c o u n c i l 

sending/ 

notes 
5. p.93 1.22. 
6. Sog. H.E. IV, 16,17. 
7. c f . p.94 L.15* 
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i 

sending 10 l e g a t e s to c o u r t , where they w i l l meet t h e i r c o u n t e r p a r t s j 
8 

from-the E a s t e r n synod, which had been given s i m i l a r i n s t r u c t i o n s . 

As A V, 2 has shown, the r i f t i n the Western synod delayed t h i s . 

plan, because both s e c t i o n s a t Ariminum had sent 10 l e g a t e s , each 

embassy do u b t l e s s c l a i m i n g to be the t r u e r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the 

synod. I t was only a f t e r V a l e n s and h i s a s s o c i a t e s had gained the 

mastery at Nike"that C o n s t a n t i u s 1 p l a n was f u l f i l l e d and the l e g a t e s , 

of Ariminum came to C o n s t a n t i n o p l e f o r d i s c u s s i o n s w i t h the E a s t e r n s 

1.14 p r i o r i b u s l i t t e r i s - t h i s would be the l e t t e r which prompted 
Q 

the Westerns to w r i t e to the Emperor . I n a l l p r o b a b i l i t y i t was 

the l e t t e r which opened the synod of Ariminum^ 0. 

L. 14sq.. p r a e d i c t i enim e t c - c f . note on p.94 L.9s<l« 

L. 20 sq.. non enim u l l a s e t c - the Emperor bases t h i s command, not 

on any e c c l e s i a s t i c a l r u l e or custom, but simply on the i m p e r i a l 

power. 

Iu25,26 Datum.•.cohss - i . e . 27th May 359. 
* 

notes. 

8. Soz. H.E. IV, 17. 
9. p.93 L.22. 
10* c f . the poximity i n date between the s i g n i n g of the Dated 

Creed, 22nd. May and the.composition of t h i s l e t t e r , 27th May. 

4 
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CONCLUSION. The Westerns had e v i d e n t l y made i t c l e a r to C o n s t a n t i u s 
in t h e i r p r e v i o u s l e t t e r t h a t they had come to Ariminum i n no 
courtly temper, and so he had found i t n e c e s s a r y to send them 
another l e t t e r g i v i n g f u l l e r i n s t r u c t i o n s as to the conduct of the 
aynod and j u s t i f y i n g t h i s f u r t h e r debate on the f a i t h . According 
to Sozomen"'"^ s i m i l a r i n f o r m a t i o n had been dispatched to the 
Ea s t e r n s a t S e l e u c i a . 

The Westerns give t h e i r r e p l y to t h i s l e t t e r i n A V, 1, one which 

must have been v e r y s i m i l a r to t h e i r f i r s t and i n which they 

announce t h e i r adherence to the o l d decrees and to the d e c i s i o n s 

taken at Nicaea. 

Note. 

11. IV, 17. 
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Series A IX. Documents of the C a t h o l i c Bishops a t Ariminum.359. 

A IX, 1. Statement of F a i t h . 

SUMMARY. This document contains a statement of f a i t h i s sued by 
the c a t h o l i c bishops a t Ariminum, p r i o r t o t h e i r accepting, under 
i m p e r i a l pressure, the h e r e t i c a l p r o p o s i t i o n s of the A r i a n s . I n 

i 

i t they declare t h e i r adherence t o the accepted creed and f a i t h of 
the Church, e s t a b l i s h e d by Holy S c r i p t u r e and kept secure through 
the a p o s t o l i c succession up" t o the time of the Nicene creed. 
Nothing can be added t o t h i s nor a n y t h i n g taken away, and the word 
and meaning of " s u b s t a n t i a " must be a f f i r m e d i n a l l i t s f u l l n e s s , 
according t o the p r o f e s s i o n of the c a t h o l i c church. 

COMMENTARY. ' This d e c l a r a t i o n has been preserved only i n H i l a r y ' s 
work. I t has been e d i t e d by Faber-Coustant, Bar. Ad arm. 359 
n.XVTsq., B i n i u s I , 478, Ed. r e g i a I I I , 192, Labbe-Cossart 11,795, 
Harduin I , 711 sq. , C o l e t i I I , 897sq. and Mansi I I I , 298sq. I n 
a d d i t i o n t o the usual MSS. of the c o l l e c t i o n , the t e x t hes also 
been preserved i n a MS. of the 7th c e n t u r y 1 ; t h i s t e x t d i f f e r s 
v e r b a l l y but not s u b s t a n t i a l l y from t h a t of A and has l o s t i t s 
ending. 

p.95 L.4 priusquam - i . e . before 10th October 359«cf. A V, 3. 

Notes. 
1. Cod. Bodleianus E. Mus.101. cf.Feder p.95 L.15sq. 
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L.6 symbolo - i . e . the Nicene creed. 

L. 11 successionem apostolorum ~ t h i s seems t o be the f i r s t 
occurrence of t h i s a c t u a l phrase i n L a t i n w r i t i n g s , but i t . h a s 
close p a r a l l e l s i n the e a r l i e r L a t i n and Greek authors w h i l e 
Eusebius has the same wording: Eus. H.E. 1, 1, 1; i i , 23, 3; v i i i 
praef. cf, Turner (pl99-206 i n Essays on the E a r l y H i s t o r y o f the 
Church and M i n i s t r y ) who, however, does not quote t h i s phrase. 

i 

L.12 ad t r a c t a t u m apud Nicheam habitum - i . e . the Council of Nicaea 
325, i t s creed and d e c i s i o n s a g a i n s t Arianiam. 

L.14 nec addendum... necmLnui posse - the " a d d i t i o n s " r e f e r t o the 
various d e f i n i t i o n s issued by the Arians and Semiarians and designe 
to take the place o f the Nicene creed, the " d i m i n u t i o n s " t o t h e i r 
attempts t o omit the v i t a l words " u s i a " ( o r " s u b s t a n t i a " ) and 
"omousius". 

p.96, L . l , 2 'substantiae' quoque..mentibus n o s t r i s - the Arians 
argued t h a t the word ' s u b s t a n t i a ' ( o r 'usia') was not found i n 

2 
S c r i p t u r e and should t h e r e f o r e be r e j e c t e d . The orthodox 
r e p l i e d t h a t i t s meaning was w e l l e s t a b l i s h e d i n S c r i p t u r e . 
Hilary"^ p o i n t s out t h a t t h i s o b j e c t i o n , t h a t the word i s not found 
i n S c r i p t u r e , weighs also a g a i n s t the other watchwords, such as 
"omoiousios". 
Notes. 
2. cf. A V I p.87 L.17,18. p.88 1.6,7. 
3.. De Syn. 81. 
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A IX. 2 N a r r a t i v e Text. 
SUMMARY. A l l the c a t h o l i c s subscribed t h i s statement, and a f t e r ­
wards i n the same c o u n c i l unanimously condemned t h e i r opponents, as 
the f o l l o w i n g document shows. 

COMMENTARY. p.96 L . l l postquam - i f A IX, 1 corresponds t o the 
l e t t e r mentioned i n A V I I I , p.93 L.22, then t h i s condemnation could 
not have f o l l o w e d immediately upon the composition of A IX, 1 but 
only a f t e r a considerable i n t e r v a l of time, because A V I I I y i s 
dated 27 May 359 and A IX, 3,21st. J u l y 359. 

L. 13 s p i f c i t a l i voce - cf#A V, 1 p.83 1.13. I n t h i s case, t h e i r 
claim t o be i n s p i r e d might be based on t h e i r u n animity. 

A IX, 3 Condemnation of the h e r e t i c s . 

SUMMARY. On 21st. J u l y 359, a f t e r the synod of Ariminum had d e a l t 
w i t h matters of the f a i t h and s e t t l e d " what ought t o be done, at 
the suggestion of Grecianus, bishop of C a l l i s , who thought t h a t the 
synod had shown enough patience w i t h Valens, Ursacius, Germinius 
and Gaius, a l l the bishops again agreed t o condemn those h e r e t i c s 
because of the c o n f u s i o n they had caused i n the Church and because 
they were now t r y i n g t o overthrow the Nicene de c i s i o n s by a h e r e t i c e 
creed drawn up by themselves.. 

COMMENTARY/ 

i 
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COfMENTARY. This document has also been preserved i n Greek i n 
Ath. De Syn. 11, • I t has been e d i t e d by Pabe r-C oust ant, Bar, ad 
ann. 359 n.XVII, Harduin I , 711-714, C o l e t i I I , 898sq. and Mansi 
I I I , 299. 

p.96 L.16,17 Eusebio... August 

L. 20 Grecianus episcopus a Cal l e 
i 3 known only from t h i s document, 
him. 

p.97 L . l . The Greek t e x t i n Athanasius adds "Auxentius" t o these 
names, cf, A V p.83 L.13. Socrates^" mentions also Demophilus of 
Beroea. Geographically, Beroea belonged^to the synod of Seleucia, 
but i t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t , because of h i s previous r e l a t i o n s w i t h 
L i b e r i u s , Demophilus might have been sent t o Ariminum. 

L.2sq. omnes e c c l e s i a s etc - cf, A V p..82.. L. lsq.., p. 80 L . l s q . 

L. 5sq... a d t u l e r u n t etc - i . e . t h e i r v e r s i o n of the Dated Ckreed. 

L.7,8 iam quidem.. conprobatum — they had already been condemned 
at Sardica and Milan.cf. A V, 1 p.80 L.6sq.. B I I , 1 $ 8. 

CONCLUSION. No date i s assigned i n the t e x t t o A IX, 1 but i t s 

simple p r o f e s s i o n of f a i t h makes i t appear probable t h a t i t was 

w r i t t e i / 

- i . e . 21st. J u l y 359-

- Grecianus of C a l l i s i n Umbria 
The Greek t e x t does not mention 
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w r i t t e n soon a f t e r the opening of the synod o f Ariminum and "before 

5 
the Arians complicated matters by the i n t r o d u c t i o n of t h e i r creed . 
I t probably corresponds, i n p a r t at l e a s t , t o the l e t t e r of the 
Westerns mentioned by Constantius i n A V I I I , i n which they had 
reminded him t h a t the former decisions were s t i l l v a l i d and no 
f u r t h e r d i s c u s s i o n on the f a i t h was necessary. I n A IX, 1 i s 
given the t y p i c a l orthodox Western p o s i t i o n , i . e . f i r m adherence t o 
the Nicene c o u n c i l w i t h i t s creed and d e c i s i o n s and the a s s e r t i o n 
that no a l t e r a t i o n can be made to these. cf.A V, 1. 

A IX, 3 seems the l o g i c a l outcome of the s i t u a t i o n described i n 
A V, 1 p.83 l . l s q . The anger caused among the Westerns by the 
i n t r o d u c t i o n of the h e r e t i c a l creed would l e a d t o the condemnation 
of those who proposed i t . 

The order of composition of the documents and l e t t e r s a r i s i n g from 
the synod of Ariminum would seem t o be as f o l l o w s : - (1) p.94 L.14' 
the f i r s t l e t t e r of Constantius. (2) p.93 L.22, 23 the f i r s t l e t t e r 
of the Westerns i n r e p l y t o t h i s . Part of t h i s at l e a s t has been 
preserved i n A IX, 1. (3) A V I I I the second l e t t e r of Constantius 
i n r e p l y t o the Westerns. (4) A V, 1 the r e p l y of the c a t h o l i c s 
to t h i s . (5) A IX, 3 . (6) A V,"3 and A V I bot h documents issued 
a f t e r the A r i a n v i c t o r y a t Nike*'* ' ' 1 

Notes. .. 
5. cf t c o n c l u s i o n t o A V. 
6. see above. 



250 

Series B I . Preface.c. ̂ 56. 

SUMMARY. (1) The author begins w i t h a d i s s e r t a t i o n on I Cor.13,13. 

He a f f i r m s h i s love f o r , and t r u e adherence t o Jesus C h r i s t , r e j e c t ­
i n g the s o c i e t y o f the wicked and f o r e g o i n g a l l w o r l d l y honours 
because of h i s s t e a d f a s t devotion t o the t r u e f a i t h . (4) Then he 
gives a d e s c r i p t i o n o f the subject and purpose of h i s book. He i s 
attempting t o p u b l i s h a serious and i n t r i c a t e work, which w i l l oe 
d i f f i c u l t t o understand because of the d i a b o l i c a l d e c e i t and 
s u b t l e t i e s of the h e r e t i c s , t o which many w i l l b r i n g minds biased 
through f e a r and d i s s i m u l a t i o n ; i t w i l l deal w i t h events t a k i n g 
place i n f o r e i g n p a r t s , events long ago accomplished but f o r some 
time passed over i n s i l e n c e under pretence of peace, u n t i l r e c e n t l y 
brought i n t o prominence again by the wicketi c r a f t i n e s s of d e c e i t f u l 

T 

men, causing d i s t r a c t i o n t o the Emperor and a g i t a t i o n i n the palace, I 
1 

bishops and o f f i c i a l magistrates b u s t l i n g around i n confusion i n ! 

t h e i r haste t o act against a p o s t o l i c men. He has taken the utmost 
pains, he continues, t o show the i n i q u i t y of the sentence passed 
against h i m s e l f , f o r indeed i t has long been.a scandal t h a t bishops 
should s u f f e r e x i l e because they refuse t o condemn Athanasius. 
(5) He has t o pass over some t h i n g s , such as the i m p e r i a l i n t r u s i o n 
i n e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a f f a i r s , i m p e r i a l judgment passed w i t h o u t any 
reason given, sentence e x t o r t e d on an absent person, not because 
they are unimportant, but because he has t o discuss w e i g h t i e r 
matters. For i n case anyone might have a wrong impression of what 
ac t u a l l y took place (sc. a t B i t e r r a e ) , he has taken great care t o 
expound/ 
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expound..;the whole a f f a i r i n t h i s book. At t h a t time he had o n l y 
been able t o make a h u r r i e d p r o t e s t against the c o r r u p t i o n of the 
Gospels, the depravation of the f a i t h and a confession which was 
r e a l l y a blasphemy o f the name of C h r i s t ; and h i s speech was 
necessarily h u r r i e d , disordered and confused because the more he 
sought an audience, the more h i s enemies opposed i t . (6) He 
intends, t h e r e f o r e , t o begin from the recent events at A r i e s , when 
h i s b r o t h e r and f e l l o w - m i n i s t e r Paulinus of Treves refused t o 
associate h i m s e l f w i t h wickedness and d e c e i t , and he w i l l set f o r t h 
t h a t d e c i s i o n by which he was judged unworthy o f the Church by the 
bishops and worthy of e x i l e by the Emperor. I n t h i s way, i t w i l l 
become apparent, not so much from the a c t u a l order of events, but 
from the purpose l y i n g behind them, t h a t what was a t issue was not 
a person but r a t h e r a confession of f a i t h . (7) F i n a l l y , he 
requests the reader not t o be wearied w i t h so many e p i s t l e s and 
synods but t o give h i s c l o s e s t a t t e n t i o n t o the work and, i n a f f a i r s 
of such magnitude and importance, t o form h i s own independent 
judgment. * 

COMiVENTARY. Before the preface i n the MSS stands the f o l l o w i n g 
t i t l e : - " I n c i p i t l i b e r s a n c t i 1 H i l a r i i P i c t a v i e n s i s Provinciae 
Aquitaniae I n Quo Sunt Omnia, Quae Ostendunt (Qua Ratione) Vel 
Quomodo, Quibusnam Causis, quibus i n s t a n t i b u s sub imperatore 
constentio factum est ariminense c o n c i l i u m contra formellam n i c h e n i 
t r a c t a t u s , qua universae hereses conpressae erant". 

T h i s / 
Notes. 
1. Feder Stud. I . p.127-8 p r e f e r s "secondus". 
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This t i t l e does not cover a l l the documents i n Series B and i s 
obviously now out o f place, a r e s u l t of the confusion e x i s t i n g among 
the fragments as a whole. 

p.98 L .3sq. Sancto s p i r i t u nlenus etc - t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n on I Cor. ' 
13,13 i s r a t h e r a s t r i k i n g i n t r o d u c t i o n t o a polemical work. As j: 

1 

an a n t i d o t e and r e a c t i o n against the personal enmities and j e a l o u s i e s 
1 

between the r i v a l f a c t i o n s i n the Church, the author takes t h i s New j 
Testament basis t o 6 t r i k e a calmer, more C h r i s t i a n note. I t makes 
even more e f f e c t i v e the f i e r y p a r t s of h i s work e.g. the anathemas 
against L i b e r i u s . j 

The author expands St. Paul's phrase and gives an i n t e r p r e t a ­
t i o n which would f i n d favour w i t h most modern commentators. 
Prophecies and g i f t s valued by men and p r o f i t a b l e f o r mankind w i l l 
become worthless a t the advent o f C h r i s t simply because they are 
useful only f o r t h i s l i f e , whereas f a i t h , , hope and c h a r i t y r e t a i n 
t h e i r value i n e t e r n i t y . Though a l l t h i n g s are found only i n p a r t 
i n man, nevertheless these three are i n themselves p e r f e c t and 
"therefore w i l l undergo no change i n e t e r n i t y ; they have an 
i n t r i n s i c value which can not be taken away and w i l l give f r u i t 
even i n e t e r n i t y . 

L.4, 5 consummandae - i . e . on the advent of C h r i s t c f . L . 7 ,8 . 

v e r i t a t i s - i . e . the t r u t h of the C h r i s t i a n r e l i g i o n i n o p p o s i t i o n 
to the f a l s i t y of the heresies. 

j 
1 
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sacrejnentum - p c r T ^ ^ i O V . I t had been thus used by 
T e r t u l l i a n 2 . For the word i t s e l f cf.P. de Ghellinck "Pour 
l ' h i s t o i r e du mot "sacramentum" "(Louvain 1924): H. von Soden 

OCTT^ ̂  lOV und Sacramentura i n der ersten d r e i lahrhunderten 
der K i r c h e " i n Z e i t s c h r i f t f u r d i e N.T. Wissenschaft X I I , 1911, 

P.188-227. 

Trans. - "the great mystery o f the consummation of ' t h e t r u t h i s thus 
embraced by a t r i p l e q u a l i t y o f the human mind" i . e . man w i l l 
a t t a i n t o the complete t r u t h through the possession o f f a i t h , hope 
and c h a r i t y ; they are the keys u n l o c k i n g the secrets of the t r u t h 
s t i l l t o be revealed, cf. Aug. Ep. GXL, 63; i n f u t u r o autein saeculo 
perfecta e t plena c h a r i t a s sine u l l a malorum t o l e r a n t i a , non f i d e 
c r e d i t quod non v i d e t , nec spe des i d e r a t quod non t e n e t ; sed i n 
aeternum v e r i t a t i s speciera contemplatur. t. 

L . l l s q . verum f i d e i etc - c f . Tert De P a t i e n t i a 12. Irenaeus Adv. 
Haer. I I , 28, 3^ and modern commentators. 

L.20 traduces - a f a v o u r i t e word w i t h T e r t u l l i a n 4 - b u t otherwise 
uncommon. 

* 

p.99 L . l s q . et singularum etc - Tra n s l . (1) "and the same blessed 
apostle/ 
Notes. 

S S^^" tIf n i- n 0 B , l n i B
 thesaurus, qusm Apostolus t o t i s 

MI£ S p i r i t u s commendat, cuius n i s i p a t i e n t i a e d i s c i p l i n i s e r u d i t u r ? " ,• 
3. P«G. V I I , 806 

Cf. Apol. 7, 12; 9, 17; 21,12. 
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of the i n d i v i d u a l q u a l i t i e s apostle d i s t i n g u i s h e d between the meritst 
by means'of h i s own small importance, so t h a t i t should be e a s i l y 
understood t h a t when'the r e s t are to Le abolished vaith the advance 
of heavenly growth, these three alone remain by v i r t u e of t h e i r 
v i l u e and e f f e c t s " i . e . i t was an i n t r o s p e c t i v e examination o f what 
was worth p r e s e r v i n g i n h i m s e l f which l e d Paul t o t h i s conclusion, 
or (2) "and the same blessed apostle d i s t i n g u i s h e d between the 
merits o f the i n d i v i d u a l qud i t i e s by means of t h e i r own small 
importance... " i . e . P a i l t h i i s d i s t i n g u i s h e s between the " o f f i c i a " 
on t h e i r own m e r i t s ^ . 

I n ^ 2 the author expounds mere f u l l y those 3 v i r t u e s on a New 
Testament b a s i s . F i r s t , he e x t o l s f a i t h , as e x e m p l i f i e d i n 
Abraham and the Canaanite woman and portrayed i n St. John's Gospel; 
then he praises t h a t hope which s a c r i f i c e s present ease f o r f u t u r e 
gain; but love i s placed above a l l , e v e n above f a i t h and hope, 
because i t i s love which binds us B o l e l y and completely t o God; 
through love our w i l l s become one w i t h God, we are bound i n an union 
i n d i s s o l u b l e by any w o r l d l y power. 

p.99 L«7 et Cananae.. s a l v a t - the author seemsto have confused, two 
incidents i n St. Matthew's Gospel, the one (ch . 9 v.20-22) vh ere the 
woman s i l e n t l y touches the hem "of Jesus' garment and i s cured of an 
issue of blood, the other (ch . 15 v.22-28) where the Canaanite woman 
a f t e r much pa i-suasion secures h e a l i n g f o r her daughter^ 
Notes. 
5« I t should be noted t h a t L .2 " v i " i s a conjecture suggested t o 

Feder by A.Engelbrecht. Some such word i s IB cessary t o complete 
the sense. 

6. I f " s i l e n t i o " could be attached t o " s a l v a t " , then the sentence 
would r e f e r t o Matt.15 v 22-28 w i t h o u t any confusion. 
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L.8 i n Iohanne - i . e . i n the Gospel according t o St. John ( c i i . i v 12). 
c f . De T r i n X, 42 per precem i n Iohanne. _ This was a f a v o u r i t e 
Gospel vi t h H i l a r y , c f . De T r i n . I , 10. 

L.9 f i d e i meritum - c f . H i l . De T r i n . V I , 33>47• The reward o f f a i t h 
i s explained i n what f o l l o w s , c f . De T r i n V I , 48sq; I Peter 1, 9. 

I n $3 the author adds h i s personal testimony t o t h a t of Paul, 
and asserts h i s s t e a d f a s t adherence t o the t r u e f a i t h . 

p. 100 L.9 iniquorum. .respuens - i n c. Const. 2, v / r i t t e n i n 
Constantinople c.3^0, H i l a r y s t a t e s t h a t f i v e years before, long-
foreseeing the danger t o the f a i t h , he and the G a l l i c a n bishops 
had, a f t e r the e x i l e o f Paulinus, TCusebius, L u c i f e r and Dionysius , 
separated from the communion of Saturninus,*Ursacius and Valens. 
This a c t i o n i s i m p l i e d i n t h i s s e c t i o n of the Preface. Hile.ry shows 
himself f u l l y aware of what w i l l happen because he continues to be 
true t o h i s p r i n c i p l e s and t o h i s p o s i t i o n of bishop. His 
adherence t o the t r u e f a i t h w i l l e n t a i l s a c r i f i c e of w o r l d l y goods, 
separation from home and loved ones, loss o f i m p e r i a l favour and of 
influence i n the Church. * 

L.13, 14 e i modo...corrumperem - e.g. accept a h e r e t i c a l creed 
instead of the Hicene, or p r e f e r the proposals of the Arians t o the 
decisions reached a t Nicaea. 

L . l 4 , i 5 c o n s c i e n c e . . . c o n s o l a r e r - i . e . accused of a c c f t l n e some-
thing/ ' 



- 25^ -

t h i n g which he knew t o be wrong ?he could excuse h i m s e l f by saying 
that he had accepted i t i n a l l good f a i t h , not p e r c e i v i n g any harm 
i n i t . This might e a s i l y happen because i t was a f a v o u r i t e 
a r t i f i c e of the Arians t o circumvent t h e i r o b j e c t i v e , concealing 
t h e i r r e a l aim under a quasi-orthodox guise;, f o r example, t h e i r 
u l t i m a t e o b j e c t i v e i n a t t a c k i n g Athanasius was to overthrow the 
llicene creed, but the reason given a t t h i s time f o r t h e i r a t t a c k on 
him was t h a t he was the r e a l d i s t u r b e r of the peace of the Church 
and t h a t u n i t y could be achieved only through h i s condemnation. 
cf.A IV, l j B I I , 5. 

L.15 i u d i c i i corruptelam - t h i s w i l l r e f e r t o the judgment given 
against the orthodox bishops a t A r i e s 353and Milan 355* The author 
means t h a t he c o u l d e a s i l y escape bein^. i n v o l v e d i n the question o f 
the j u s t i c e o f t h e i r t r i a l by pleading t h a t i t was the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ! 

- —• " \ 

of those who had given judgment. * 

L.l6,17 hereseos..tenerer - i . e . a s c r i b i n g h i s adherence t o heresy, 
not t o h i s f a i t h , but t o s i m p l i c i t y , c f . t h e s i m p l i c i t y of the 
Westerns g e n e r a l l y w i t h regard t o c r e d a l statements? 

Notes. 
7. see not4s on A I ) also Gwatlcin/studies*t).56sq. Gibbon ("Decline 

and F a l l " I I , ch. XXI p.353 ed. Bury) w r i t e s : - "The provinces 
of Egypt and Asia, which c u l t i v a t e d the language and manners 
of the Greeks, had deeply imbibed the venom of the A r i a n 
controversy . The f a . n i i i a r study o f the P l a t o n i c system, a 
v e i n and argumentative d i s p o s i t i o n , a CD pious and f l e x i b l e 
idiom, supplied the c l e r g y and people o f * t h e East w i t h an 
i n e x h a u s t i b l e f l o w of words and d i s t i n c t i o n s . . . The i n h a b i t a n t s 
of the West were of a l e s s i n q u i s i t i v e s p i r i t . , t h e i r minds were 
less f r e q u e n t l y exercised by the h a b i t s of d i s p u t e , and such 
was the happy ignorance of the G a l l i c a n Church t h a t H i l a r y 
h i m s e l f , above 30 years a f t e r the f i r s t general c o u n c i l , was ' 
s t i l l a stranger t o the Nicene Creed...". ' 
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L.17) 18 probitatem..mentirer - because of the numerous l i e s and 
fa l s e accounts c i r a i a t e d by the Arians , i t would be d i f f i c u l t f o r 
a person, not present a t the r t i c u l a r synods and t r i a l s , t o get an 
accurate r e p o r t of vhat had taken place. v'The author could t h e r e ­
fore have evaded h i 6 r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s by malcin^; excuse of t h i s 
u n c e r t a i n t y . 

p.101 L . l , 2 non p o t u i . . t o l e r a n t i a e - Trans. " I could not p r e f e r 
an obsequious conscience i n the s i l e n c e of g u i l t t o a h u r t f u l 
s u f f e r i n g f o r the confession of God" i . e . h i s conscience would not 
allow him t o remain outside the controversy, despite the s u f f e r i n g s 
involved, f o r he knew the bad e f f e c t s which t h i s p o l i c y of n e u t r a l i t y 
would have on the t r u e p r o f e s s i o n of God. 

L.3 eq. P r o f e r r e i g i t u r etc - c f . c . A r r i a n o s 1^. , 

grave - i . e . because of the subject matter LA " m u l t i p l e x " - i n t r i c a t e ' 
because of the many t w i s t s and t u r n s o f the controversy, " d i a b o l i c a | 
fraude perplexum" - confused by d i a b o l i c a l d e c e i t : f o r example, the > 
conduct of Valens and h i s as sod ates a t A r i e s 353 > where they > 
promised t o condemn Arianism i f the orthodox would condemn ' 
Athanasius, and a f t e r the l a t t e r had done so, refused t o f u l f i l t h e i r 
part of the agreement, "hereticorum p a r t e s u b t i l e " - f o r example, . 
the way i n which they were able t o use f o r t h e i r own purposes phraseej 
i n / 

Notes. . I 
8. cf. also § 4 p. 101. ! 
9. B. Marx p.392sq. On i t s author, see A I I p.46 L . l l note on 

Gregory o f E l v i r a . 1 I 
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i n creeds which on the surface seemed q u i t e orthodox. 
L.5 "dissiraulatione..praeiudicatum - as i n every controversy, i t 
was d i f f i c u l t to remain n e u t r a l and t o secure an i m p a r t i a l v e r d i c t 
both because many disguised t h e i r t r u e f e e l i n g s and others were — ~~ 
swayed through f e a r of the i m p e r i a l power. L.5>^ "locorum.. 
peregrinum" - the main sphere o f the A r i a n controversy was i n the 
East; the West on the v/hole was but l i t t l e a f f e c t e d 1 0 . Marx 1 J" 
i s of the o p i n i o n t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n made here between the places 
i n which the events took place and the place where the author i s 
l i v i n g s i g n i f i e s only the synods h e l d r e c e n t l y at A r i e s , M i l a n and 
B i t e r r a e ( o r Beziers) as opposed t o the q u i e t of P o i t i e r s . But 
i t \© u l d be strange f o r my author t o use the word "peregrinus" 
of places w i t h i n his. own country. I t seems more n a t u r a l t o suppose 
• t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n i s t h a t between East and V/est. Moreover 
Marx's view o f "synods h e l d RECENTLY" does not s u i t the next phrase 
".tempore antiquum". H i l a r y i s t h i n k i n g o f the synods h e l d from 
Nicaea onwards. 

L.6,7 tempore antiquum - cf.A V I I , $ 4 p.91 L.23,24 "non est novum 
quod nunc s u b t i l i t e r et sub occasione nomiite Athanasi a d t e s t a n t u r " . 

t • • • is' 
L.7 s i l e n t i o novum - thisAprobably a reference t o the Arians at t h i s 
time/ ' i • 
Notes. 
10. This i s an i n d i c a t i o n t h a t the author o f the Preface i s a 

Western and s t i l l l i v i n g i n the West. 
11. p.398sq. 
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time concealing t h e i r t r u e colours a i d not y e t d a r i n g t o come out 
i n open"opposition t o the Nicene Creed. 

p.lQLL.7 pridem...praeteritura - from 3^5 u n t i l 351 (except f o r a 
few minor synods), there had been a p e r i o d of uneasy peace. The 
str u g g l e so f a r had ended i n en u n s a t i s f a c t o r y compromise. The 
Nicenes, f o r t h e i r p a r t , had had t h e i r c h i e f cause of complaint 

12 
removed by the r e s t o r a t i o n of the Nicene confessors , v/hile the 
st r e n g t h o f the A r i a n p a r t y had been t e m p o r a r i l y removed through 
Constantius' preoccupation w i t h the Persian war and h i s s t r u g g l e 
against Magnentius, a s t a t e of a f f a i r s ended by the v i c t o r y of 
Mount Seleucus i n the summer o f 353 • 

L.8 proxime. .renovaturn - a f t e r Constantius' v i c t o r y over Magnentius 
i n353> the A r i a n p a r t y could again r e l y on i m p e r i a l support and were 
thus able to.renew t h e i r a ttacks on Athanasius»cf. the synods a t I 

i 
Aries 353> M i l a n 355> Beziers 35^. [ 

i; 
proxime - cf. quae PROXIME gesta sunt p.102 L.8. ;! 

" i' 
Impia.. c a l l i d i t a t e - cf. the a c t i o n of Valens and h i s f o l l o w e r s a t i 
Aries (see note on p. 101 L.4-). 

L.9sq. quo etiam etc - cf. Athanasius' d e s c r i p t i o n of the discussions, 
events and confusion a t the Emperor's palace d u r i n g the synods of -
Aries and Milan 1-^, 

Notes. 
12. e.g. Athanasius t o Alexandria i n 346. 
13- H i s t . Ar. 31. 
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L.11- adversus a p o s t o l i c o s v i r o s - i . e . orthodox bishops. 

L.13 huius a d s e r t i o n i s - i . e . the sentence d e l i v e r e d against the 
orthodox bishops.cf. p.101 L.24; p.102 L . l l s q . 

L.13-15 enimvero... non f e r u n t - on the r e v i v a l of Arianism a few 
years a f t e r Nicaea, the centre of A r i a n a t t a c k was Athanasius. 

14 
Councils were h e l d t o secure h i s condemnation and the Easterns a t 
Sardica condemned s e v e r a l bishops because of t h e i r r e f u s a l t o break 
o f f r e l a t i o n s w i t h him1-^. But not u n t i l A r i e s 353 d i d any bishop 
s u f f e r e x i l e f o r r e f u s i n g to condemn him. The " i a r a i i u " goes back 
the r e f o r e to t h a t date. The bishops who s u f f e r e d e x i l e on t h i s 
account were Paulinus of Treves, Eusebius of V e r c e l l i , Dionysius 
of Milan and L u c i f e r o f C a g l i a r i 1 ^ . v 

This sentence shows t h a t the author o f the Preface i s not i n 
e x i l e ; the phrase " v e r s a r i i n sermone horainum" i s also an i n d i c a ­
t i o n t h a t he had not been present p e r s o n a l l y a t A r i e s and Milan. 

L.16-18 et h i e e r r o r . , a r b i t r e n t u r - the Arians had long put forward ; 
J 

the plea t h a t i t was expedient t h a t one man should be conde:nned 
r a t h e r than the whole Church kept i n t u r m o i l s t h a t w i t h the removal 
of Athanasius peace and u n i t y would r e t u r n t o the Church and a l l 
f a c t i o n s / 
Notes. 
14. e.g. at Tyre. 335' 
15. A IV, 1. 
16. Two legates of L i b e r i u s ! were also i n e x i l e because of t h i s , 

c f . A VII,§ 6. 
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f a c t i o n s , j e a l o u s i e s and s t r i f e cease: t h a t the issue concerning | 
Athanasius was not so important t h a t bishops should s u f f e r e x i l e j 

i 
f o r i t 1 7 . ! 

That many had been deceived by t h i s propaganda i s evident from 1 

i 

the author's comment L.l6 "hie e r r o r prope omnium rnentes occupavit". i 
Nevertheless a remnant h e l d f a s t and p r e f e r r e d e x i l e because they 
knew t h a t by so doing they showed t h e i r l o y a l t y and adherence t o 

li­
the Nicene creed. The reason f o r t h e i r e x i l e was not simply t h e i r 
r e f u s a l t o subscribe against Athanasius; i t was not merely a 
personal matter. Behind Athanasius l a y the Nicene creed, and the 
a t t a c k on Athanasius was but the prelude to an a t t a c k on the Nicene 
creed. I n t h i s sentence, H i l a r y t o o , shows h i s awareness of t h i s 
f a c t . 

§ 5 L.19sq. I n s p i t e of i m p e r i a l pressure, the sentence had not 
been taken c a l m l y ^ . 

L.20 quia enim'a deo regnum est - cf. Romans X I I I , 1. 

L.20-22 non tamen.. quae d e i sunt - t h i s i s a p r o t e s t against 
i m p e r i a l i n t e r v e n t i o n i n e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a f f a i r s l 9 > and against 
Constantius'/ 
Notes. 
17. cf. t h e i r p o l i c y at Aries and Milan.A V I I , § 5.Or. 5/n. Sard, 

e.d Const. I m p . l l Text. Narr. §3 r . 186-7 Feder. 
18. cf,A'th. Apol. ad Imp. Const. 27 f o r an account of the s u f f e r i n g , 

p ersecution and v i o l e n c e used t o induce the bishops not t o 
corn-minicate w i t h Athanasius. Also Ath. H i s t . Ar*.33,34,76. . 
Sulp. S.ev. H.S. I I , 39 gives an account of the t u r m o i l a t the 
synod of M i l a n , 

19. cf. also Ath. H i s t . Ar.33,34. 
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Constantius' d e c l a r a t i o n a t the synod of Milan "Whatever I w i l l , be 
20 

that esteemed a canon" . Here i s another aspect of the proolem 
21 " 

posed by having a C h r i s t i a n Emperor . When Constantme became a 
Chris t i a n , both East and West at f i r s t welcomed the Emperor's 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a f f a i r s . c f * a t Nicaea 325« The 
East continued t o assert t h a t e v e r y t h i n g should De kept under the 

22 
E.nperor, w i t h the Church a s s i s t i n g him, but the West soon took 
the view t h a t Church and State should be kept separate. H i l a r y ^ 
takes the Gospel as h i s a u t h o r i t y f o r t h i s view. This a s s e r t i o n 
of a dualism i s i n t e r e s t i n g i n c o n t r a s t t o Roman or Byzantine 
t o t a l i t a r i a n i s m . 
L.22,23 taceo.. i n d i c i u m - a t Aries and M i l a n , the Emperor had 
obtained the judgment he desired from the m a j o r i t y of the bishops 
purely by the use of fo r c e and t h r e a t s of v i o l e n c e . 

sublata causae c o g n i t i o n e - a t both c o u n c i l s the Arians had refused 
to discuss matters of f a i t h and d o c t r i n e but had simply and s o l e l y ; 
i n s i s t e d on the condemnation of Athanasius, w i t h o u t any reason given? 

V 
L.23, 24 non queror... sententiam - c f . L i b e r i u s 1 p r o t e s t t h a t i t was 
not possible t o condemn a man unheard and u n t r i e d 2 * * . I n answer 
to / 
Notes. 
20. Ath. H i s t . Ar.33. 
21. c f .A V p. 81 L. 2,3. ' ,' ' . 
2 2 ' ? f'?. r' 0 r * Syn.Sard. ad Const. Imp. Ossius i n Ath. H i s t . Ar.44. . 
23. B I g 5. 
24. A V I I | 5 . Or. Syn.Sard.il N.T.§3 Sulp. Sev. I I , 39.. 
25. Theod. I I , 13^Amra. Marc. XV, 7. 

http://Syn.Sard.il
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to Constantius' statement " I am now the accuser of Athanasius; on ! 
my account you must b e l i e v e what these.assert", Paulinus, L u c i f e r , 
Eusebius and Dionysius had asked "But how can you be an accuser, 
when the accused person i s not px*esent? f o r i f you are h i s accuser, 
yet he i s not present and t h e r e f o r e can not be t r i e d . . The t r i a l 
ought t o be conducted on equal terms both t o the accuser and the 
accused..." 

L.24,25 u b i f i d e s e s t , i b i 1 e t l i b e r t a s est - t h i s i s an i n t e r e s t i n g 
26 

use of the t e x t i n I I Cor. 3>17 b r i n g i n g near the i m p l i c a t i o n t h a t 
the Church has s p i r i t u a l l i b e r t y . I n De T r i n I I , 32, H i l a r y quotes 
the t e x t as Paul wrote i t . 

L.27sq. quamquam enim etc - the Arians would n a t u r a l l y put forward 
t h e i r account of these events 2' 7 and because they had i m p e r i a l support 
i t would be considered o f f i c i a l and g e n e r a l l y accepted by those who 
had no other d i r e c t source of i n f o r m a t i o n . 

L.28 ex h i s quibusque i n t e r r i s - Duchesne and W i l m a r t 2 ^ read "ex 
aliquibus quae B i t e r r i s " . This reading seems tenable i n view of the ~ 
agreement between what f o l l o w s and c. Const. 2. 

?.102/ 
> 

liotes. 
2£. "and where the S p i r i t of the Lord i s , there i s l i b e r t y " . 
<7. c f . t h e i r e a r l i e r conduct towards Athanasius a t Tyre, t h e i r 

8 c t i o n at Sardica and l a t e r a t Arirainum, Seleucia and 
Core t a n t i n o n l e . 

28. Rev. Ben. XXV, I908 p.228. 
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p. 102 L.2 hoc volumine - l i k e most prologues, t h i s one seems t o have 
been w r i t t e n l a s t and a t the time of i t s composition there seems t o 
have been one complete volune. I t i s obvious t h a t the author a t 
this time contemplates only one b o o k ^ . 

L.2sq. r a p t i m enirn tunc etc - according' t o Coustant30 } these words 
could r e f e r e i t h e r t o the s i t u a t i o n at B i t e r r a e or a t Constantinople 
360. The context, and p a r t i c u l a r l y § 6, seems t o i n d i c a t e the time 
f o l l o w i n g the synods of A r i e s , M i l a n and Beziers,. ( B i t e r r e e ) . Prom 
c.Const. 2 i t i s known t h a t H i l a r y had gone t o Beziers prepared t o 
state h i s case but had not been given the opportunity31. Moreover 
by the time of the c o u n c i l o f Constantinople, the Arians had d i s ­
carded the Athanasius question and revealed t h e i r r e a l aims 

32 
d i r e c t l y and w i t h o u t f e a t . For these reasons, Constantinople 
seems to be excluded. 

L.3 c o r r u p t i o evangeliorum - e.g. p e r v e r t e d use of b i b l i c a l t e x t s 
to s u i t Hie' purposes of the Arians. 

cepravatio f i d e i - e.g. the attempt t o s u b s t i t u t e a h e r e t i c a l creed 
fo r the creed of Ilicaea. 

Notes. 
?9' and not the three of-which Jerome speaks.-
30. P.L. X c o l . 630 (e) 
31. c f . L.4sq. 
32. Marx (p.392sq.) has also shown t h a t t h i s fragment was already 

. known to Fhoebadius of Agen when w r i t i n g c.357« e.g. c.Arr. 1 
" I g i t u r ante haeresim z a b o l i c a fraude caecatam r r o f e r r e i n 
conscientiam publicam possim" and B I , 4 "Proferre i - i t u r in 
conscientiam publicam opus temto..diabolica fraude p ^ e x u ^ , 
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L.3, 4- simulata. .confessio - t h i s probably r e f e r s t o the creea of 
Sirmium 351, which, though not f o r m a l l y A r i a n , was y e t d e f i n i t e l y 
anti-Nicene33. • m h i s e n c y c l i c a l t o the bishops of Egypt, w r i t t e n 
i n 356, Athanasius warns them against accentance of a creed which 
the Arians were t r y i n g t o f o r c e upon them on pain o f e x i l e and which 
they intended as a s u b s t i t u t e f o r the Nicene creed. I t i s thought 
that the creed r e f e r r e d t o i n t h i s passage i s also that, of Sirmium 

351. 3 5. • 
The Arians would n a t u r a l l y be*attempting t o encourage acceptance of 
the creed of Sirmium 351 as i t represented t h e i r most recent e f f o r t 
to produce a s u b s t i t u t e f o r the creed of Nicaea. 

A s i m i l a r passage i s found i n Or. Syn. Sard, ad Const. Imp.I £ 3 ^ 
"non cessant ore impio e t s a c r i l e g o animo evangeliorum s i n c e r i t a t e m 
corrumpere et rectam apostolorum regulam depravare...simplices e t 
innocentes sub p r a e t e x t u norainis C h r i s t i a n ! r a p t o s . . reos f a c i a n t " , 

L.4 i n eo sermone - i n a l l p r o b a b i l i t y the one H i l a r y prepared f o r 
d e l i v e r y at the synod of Bezlers. The"happenings there seem to have 
taken him somewhat by s u r p r i s e . When summoned t o e t t e n d , he n a t u r a l l y 
expected time and o p p o r t u n i t y t o defend h i m s e l f , bat h i s opponents 
had d i f f e r e n t ideas and used t h e i r utmost endeavour t o prevent t M s ^ 

Notes. 
33. c f . I I i l . De Syn. 39-^3- Ath. De Syn. 27,32. 
34- cf.Robertson. I n t r o d , t o ad Episc. Aeg. p.222 Post-Nicene 

L i b r a r y v o l . 4. 
35. This s i m i l a r i t y might be taken.as an i n d i c a t i o n of the date o f 

the Preface. 
3"• Feder p.183. 
37. cf.L.5-7, and c. Const. 2. 
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Hie reference t o t h i s "sermo" i n d i c a t e s t h a t , i n s p i t e of t h i s 
opposition, he had been able t o make some s o r t o f defence, cf. De Syn. 
2 "since the good p r o f e s s i o n at the. c o u n c i l of Beziers where I 
denounced the r i n g l e a d e r s of t h i s heresy". 

L.5-7 quanto nos.. c o n t r a i r e n t - cf. c. Const. 2 d e s c r i b i n g h i s 
treatment a t Beziers i n being refused a hearing "sed h i timentes 
publicae conscientiae audire ingesta a me noluerunt". 

§6. A f t e r Constantius' v i c t o r y over Magnentius i n August 353 > the 
Arians once more began t h e i r i n t r i g u e s against Athanasius^^. 
Gibbon^ writes:- "As soon as the Emperor was r e l i e v e d from the 
t e r r o r s of the c i v i l war, he devoted the l e i s u r e of h i s w i n t e r 
querters a t A r i e s , M i l a n , Sirmium, and Constantinople t o the amuse­
ment or t o i l s of controversy: the sword of the magistrate, and even 
of the t y r a n t , was unsheathed, t o enforce the reasons of the 
theologian; and as he opposed the orthodox f a i t h of Nice, i t i s 
r e a d i l y confessed t h a t h i s i n c a p a c i t y and ignorance were equal t o h i s 
presumption., p.371. The f i r s t w i n t e r a f t e r h i s v i c t o r y , which he 
spent a t A r i e s , was employed against an enemy more odious t o him than 
the vanquished t y r a n t of Gaul". 

When c o n f l i c t i n g r e p o r t s concerning Athanasius were sent t o L i b e r i u s 
of Rome, he i n t u r n wrote a l e t t e r t o Constantius reouestin>- a c o u n c i l / 
^.'otes. 
38. Ath. Apol. ad Const. 6,20. 
39-# L. c. I I , ch.XXI p.360. 
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council e t A q u i l e i a . This request was granted but the meeting-
place of the c o u n c i l was Ari e s where Constantius had h i s w i n t e r -
quarters. 

L.8, '$ ex eo tempore - the synod o f Aries was h e l d i n the w i n t e r 

of 353- i 1 
L.IO Paulinus..episcopus - Paulinus of Treves ( o r T r i e r ) played a 1 
prominent p a r t i n the s t r u g g l e against Arianism i n Gaul. He i s 
thought t o have been made bishop c.349 a n c i i £ i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the 
Paulinus who d e l i v e r e d t o Athanasius the l e t t e r sent by Valens and 
Ursacius to J u l i u s o f Rome, i n which they renounce Arianism 4- 1-. 
At the synod of Sirmium 351, though w i l l i n g t o condemn Photinus and 
i l a r c e l l u s , he refused t o condemn Athanasius 4^, and pe r s i s t i n g - i n t h i s 
a t t i t u d e a t A r i e s 353 > he was sentenced t o e x i l e i n Phrygia, the 
only bishop at the c o u n c i l to s u f f e r t h i s f a t e . I n t h i s Preface he 
i s r e f e r r e d t o ,as " f r a t e r e t comminister meus" whereas i n c.Const.11, 
w r i t t e n i n 360, he i s c a l l e d "beatae passionis v i r " ; he must t h e r e ­
fore have di e d sometime between 356 and 360. He i s b e l i e v e d t o 
have w r i t t e n some t r e a t i s e s against the Ar i a n s , which have now been 
l o s t 4 3 . 

1 
L.IO/ 
Notes. 
40. cf.B V I I , 6. 
41. B I I , 6. Ath. Apol. c.Ar.58 H i s t . Ar. 26. 
42. Sulp. Sev. I I , 37. 
4-3. H i s t . L i t t . de l a France I , p t . I I , p.124, 112 cf. Ath. Encycl. ••--

E p i s t . ad Episc. Aeg.B 8. 
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L.10,11 Paulinus.. non m i s c u i t - Paulinus seerns t o have been the 
only bishop a t A r i e s who remained s t e a d f a s t t o Nicaea. I f there had 
been any others, they would almost c e r t a i n l y have been mentioned here, 

L.12,13 indignus.. i u d i c a t u s - h i s d e p o s i t i o n i s an e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
a f f a i r , h i s e x i l e an i m p e r i a l one. Constantine may be said t o have 
begun t h i s p r a c t i c e when he banished the Donatists a f t e r C a e c i l i a n 

1 ,44 had been declared innocent a t Mi l a n , November 316 ; and i t seems 
to have become the normal procedure f o r deposed bishops t o be e x i l e d 
by the State e.g. Athanasius was e x i l e d t o Treves by Constantine 
aft§r sentence had been passed against him by the bishops at Tyre. 

L.13-16 atque h o c . c o e p i t i n i u r i a - by t r a c i n g the plan and purpose, 
rather than f o l l o w i n g the a c t u a l order, 9f events, the author hopes 
to prove t h a t what was a t stake was not merely favour towards a man 
but p r i m a r i l y a confession of f a i t h i . e . no matter how i t may have 
seemed on the surface, i t was not so much Athanasius as the Nicene 
Creed, which the Arians were attacking-and f o r which Paulinus was 
prepared t o s u f f e r e x i l e , cf, note p.101 L.16-18. . . 

L.15 eura - C o u s t a n t ^ suggests t h a t t h i s "eum" i n d i c a t e s Athanasius, 
but i t seems more i n accord w i t h the context t o r e f e r i t t o Paulinus. 

* 

Notes. 
4̂ -. Aug. "Contra l i t t . P e t i l i a n i " i n P.L. X L I I I , 326, and Ep. 

LXXXVIII§ 3 i n P.L. X X X I I I , 303. 
45. P.L. X col.631 ( b ) . 
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L.l6 h i s - i . e . the A r i a n proposals. 

L.17sq. Atque hoc etiam etc - cf. H i l a r y De Syn. 6 where he requests 
the same care and patience, and the perusal o f the whole book and" — 
argument. 

L.lSsq. omnia enim sunt etc - the author prescribes f o u r g u i d i n g 
lines f o r the reader. A t t e n t i o n must be pa i d t o (1) the time a t 
which the events took place (2) the judgments (3) the persons 
concerned and (4) the meaning o f the words (e.g. i n the creeds). 

L.22, 23 a g i t u r autem ... haereat - i . e . what i s r e a l l y i n v o l v e d i s 
the t r u e knowledge of God and the hope o f e t e r n i t y . 

v -

L.23sq-et cum tarn g r a v i s etc - i . e . the a f f a i r i s too important f o r 
anyone t o allow h i m s e l f t o be swayed by externals or i n f l u e n c e d by 
his brother bishops or i m p e r i a l pressure. The author himself shows 
his own independence of s p i r i t i n d a r i n g t o p u b l i s h h i s book, f u l l y 
aware of the o p p o s i t i o n i t would arouse and the t h r e a t s t o h i s own 
well-being, c f . ^ 3. 

SECLUSION. This Preface i s e v i d e n t l y an i n t r o d u c t i o n t o a h i s t o r i c a l 
-polemic work w r i t t e n i n defence of Athanasius and the Nicena Creed, 
end i t gives the purpose end a short d e s c r i p t i o n of the contents of 
the book. I t i s w r i t t e n by a Western b i s h o p 4 6 who had been present 

Notes. 
4$. p.101 L.5,6 "locorum..peregrinum", p.102 L-9,10 " f r a t e r e t 

comminister Paulinus". -tracer e t 
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47 at Beziers where h i s attempts t o secure an audience had been 

baulked by h i s opponents 4^. • Already he had broken o f f r e l a t i o n s 
with the h e r e t i c s 4 C ) , and, though he i s not yet i n e x i l e - 3 0 , he knows 
that t h i s f a t e awaits him w i t h the p u b l i c a t i o n of h i s book^ 1. 
This coincides completely w i t h the s i t u a t i o n o f H i l a r y of P o i t i e r s 
i n 356. He had been present a t Beziers and refused audience; he 

had broken o f f r e l a t i o n s w i t h Saturninus ano. other Arians; and now, i 
I 

a f t e r the c o u n c i l of Beziers, he awaited e x i l e . Moreover the j 
Preface shows s t y l i s t i c k i n s h i p w i t h other works of H i l a r y : f o r 
example, the v i v a c i t y of s t y l e produced by unconnected heaps of 
short sentences, the r o i n t put sharply i n t o prominence through 
apparently intended omission, and other c h a r a c t e r i s t i c expressions j 
and p h r a s e s ^ . 

According to S c h i k t a n z ^ , H i l a r y wrote t h i s Preface w h i l e s t i l l 
i n e x i l e a t Constantinople. He t h i n k s t h a t p.101 L.9sq. "hocque, 
quo etiam"etc i s a d e s c r i p t i o n o f the scene i n the palace at 
Constantinople and the request f o r an audience-^ 4 i s t h a t made by 
H i l a r y a t Constantinople. But he admits h i m s e l f t h a t t h i s i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n has i t s d i f f i c u l t i e s . One must go f u r t h e r and say t h a t 
the contents of the Preface s u f f i c i e n t l y confute t h i s o p i n i o n . 
I t i s evident from § § 3 and 4 t h a t the author i s not y e t i n e x i l e , 
Though/ 
Notes. 
47. p.101 L.28 note on B i t e r r i s . 
4o. r.102 L.5sq. I 
49. p.100 L.9. 
50. p,.101 L.5,4 "locorum. .peregrinum" L. 13-15 enimvero. .exulare'J 
51. §3. 
52. cf.notes i n Commentary. 
53- n.^Osq. 
54. p. 102 L.5sq. 
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though t h a t t h r e a t hanfs over him. Some hi shops indeed have 
already s u f f e r e d e x i l e , but he i s s t i l l l i v i n g i n h i s own country. 
I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t , too, t h a t i n a l l h i s works w r i t t e n i n e x i l e , 
Hilary always r e f e r s t o t h a t f a c t ^ whereas i n the Preface no mention 
is made of i t . Then the events at Aries are r e f e r r e d t o as having 
taken -place r e c e n t l y and i t i s obvious t h a t they s t i l l k i n d l e 
i n d i c a t i o n i n the minds o f the orthodox. But, when the c o u n c i l o f 
Constantinople met, the events o f Aries had become overshadowed and 
v/eli-nigh f o r g o t t e n because of what had happened i n the i n t e r v e n i n g 
yaers. Nor does the s p i r i t of the i n t r o d u c t o r y para^^'ra^h of the 
'reface correspond w e l l w i t h the w r a t h f u l mood which actuated the 
c. Coast.; the r e f u s a l o f audience must r e f e r t o the previous one 
at Beziers described i n c. Const. 2 . Then, too, the d e s c r i p t i o n 
of the t u r m o i l i n the palace i s s i m i l a r , t o t h a t given by Athanasius, 
i n h i s H i s t . Ar. 3 1 , d e s c r i b i n g the confusion a t the synods of A r i e s -
end Milan. I t also corresponds w i t h the p i c t u r e drawn i n the 
narr a t i v e t e x t ( § 3 ) t o the Or. Syn. Sard, ad Const. Imp. 

The evidence, t h e r e f o r e , seems i n favour of the composition of 
the Preface soon a f t e r the c o u n c i l of Beziers i n 356 , when H i l a r y 
was s t i l l i n Gaul; i n a l l p r o b a b i l i t y the basis of the book, f o r 
which i t formed the i n t r o d u c t i o n , was the speech h u r r i e d l y d e l i v e r e d 
at t h a t synod and now "polished up" f o r purposes of pu'ulication. 
At any r a t e , t h i s i s one of the reasons he gives f o r the composition 
01V 

i.'otes. 
55- cf. De T r i n . X, 4, De Syn.- 2 , c. Const. 2 . 
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of the booV . The other reason given i s the necessity o f 
counteracting the Arien propaganda and- making c l e a r t o a l l the 
secret motives behind the d i s p u t e . How f a r he succeeded i n h i s 
task, i t i s now impossible t o judge because of the loss pf several 
documents and the confusion e x i s t i n g among those which remain. 
I t i s obvious t h a t the Preface was not intended to cover a l l the 
documents i n the c o l l e c t i o n as now preserved; probably a l l t h a t 
re.aains of the o r i g i n a l volume i s A IV, B I , B I I , and the Oratio 
S/nodi Sardicensis ad Constantium Iaperatorem et Textus N a r r a t i v u s 
On-the p r a c t i c a l s i d e , i t would at l e a s t help to c l e a r the issues i n 
t&e controversy; i t may also have served to strengthen the G a l l i c 
bishops and keeio them f a i t h f u l t o the Nicene Creed.cf r H i l . De Syn. 
1 sq. 

I.'otee. 
57. Feder p . l 8 l s q . 
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Series B I I , 1 Synodal L e t t e r of the Western bishops a t Saidica 342 

SUiMAKY. (1) The Western bishops a t Sardica accuse the Arians of 
having caused a l l the t r o u b l e i n the Church w i t h t h e i r h e r e t i c a l 
doctrine, and s t a t e t h a t t h i s synod had been assembled by the 
Emperors expressly t o put an end t o a l l t h i s dissension. With 
imperial encouragement, bishops had come from the East t o discuss 
the troublesome questions concerning Athanasius of Alexandria and. 
Llercellus of Ancyre, of which i n a l l p r o b a b i l i t y the r e c i p i e n t s o f 
the l e t t e r have already heard. (2) Some-time ago, a f t e r ^usebius, 
Maris, Theodorus, Dio g n i t u s , Ursacius and Valens had w r i t t e n t o 
Jul i u s of Rome against Athanasius and Marcellus, other bishops wrote 
t e s t i f y i n g the innocence of the bishop of Alexandria. Whereupon 
the former bishops, when summoned by J u l i u s , refused t o come, thus 
showing the weakness of t h e i r case. This was revealed even more 
at the synod of Sardica. For when they saw Athanasius, Marcellus, 
Asclepas and others present, they refused t o enter the synod despite 
frequent i n v i t a t i o n s from a l l the bishops and especially, the o l d 
confessor Ossius. (3) Not only d i d they f l e e on account o f the 
presence of Athanasius and the others but also because men had cane 
from diverse places accusing them of many crimes and even of 
attempted murder of bishops, (4) Although t h e i r f l i g h t had 

revealed t h e i r wickedness, (5) the synod decided t o make i n q u i r y . 
into t h e i r a c t i o n s and accusations, eo t h a t there should be no 
occasion/ 
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occasion f o r f u r t h e r mischief, and they were found t o be calumnia-
tors and authors of a p l o t against the orthodox bishops. Arsenius, 
whom, they s a i d , Athanasius had murdered, was s t i l l a l i v e , and from 
thi s i t could be i n f e r r e d t h a t t h e i r other r e p o r t s were' also f a b r i c a ­
t i o n s . Moreover, those who came from Alexandria t e s t i f i e d t h a t what 
the Easterns had re p o r t e d about a cup s a i d t o have been broken by 
Macarius, a presbyter of Athanasius, was untrue. This was also 
confirmed by the Egyptian bishops who wrote to J u l i u s . The other 
charges brought against Athanasius v/ere also d e a l t w i t h by the synod : 

and found to be w i t h o u t f o u n d a t i o n . ( 6 ) Then i t considered the 
cese of Marcellus. His book was read and the d e c e i t of Eusebius t 

!i 
i 

and h i s supporters discovered. For what Marcellus had advanced as t 
a hypothesis, they f a l s e l y represented as h i s professed o p i n i o n ; 
but when read i n i t s context, h i s f a i t h was found t o be c o r r e c t . . 
He had not asserted e i t h e r t h a t the Word of God had h i s beginning 
from the v i r g i n Mary or t h a t h i s Kinj dom had an end; on the con­
t r a r y , he had w r i t t e n t h a t h i s Kingdom was both w i t h o u t beginning 
and w i t h o u t end. 

Asclepas of Gaza also produced acts drawn up a t Antioch i n the 
presence of h i s accusers and Eusebius of Caesarea, and proved t h a t 
he was innocent by'the d e c l a r a t i o n of the bishops who judged h i s 
cause. 
(7) The Easterns, t h e r e f o r e , had good reason f o r not e n t e r i n g the ; 

synod, and t h e i r f l i g h t confirmed t h e i r calumnies. 
The Westerns then give a l i s t of the l e a d i n g members of the 

Susebian p a r t y and assert t h a t these men would not allow t h e i r 
f o l l o w e r s / 
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followers t o approach the c o u n c i l or even the Church, but on t h e i r 
v/ay to Sardica had held several synods' and agreed not to appear a t 
the t r i a l or the assembling of. the c o u n c i l , but simply t o come and 
make t h e i r appearance known i n the c i t y and then immediately take 
to f l i g h t . This plan had been ascertained from (Mac-) Ar i u s o f 
Talestina and Stefanus of Arabia, who, a f t e r corning w i t h them, had 
separated from t h e i r p e r f i d y . These two bishops also spoke of tfte 
violence used by the Eusebians and asserted t h a t many who had come 
with thern adhered t o orthodoxy but were prevented from j o i n i n g w i t h 
the Westerns. 

(d) So the synod pronounced Athanasius, Marcellus, Asclepas and 
t h e i r c l e r g y innocent and wrote t o t h e i r dioceses i n f o r m i n g them o f 
u ds d e c i s i o n ; i t also excommunicated the i n t r u d e r s , Gregory i n 
Alexandria, B a s i l i n Ancyra and Quincianus i n Gaza, and deposed the 
other l e a d i i g Eusebians. F i n a l l y the Westerns <h arge the r e c i p i e n t s 
of the l e t t e r and t h e i r people t o have no communion w i t h such men 
and to give t h e i r assent, i n w r i t i n g , t o these d e c i s i o n s . 

CO>.L/IEI-[TARY. This l e t t e r has also been preserved i n Greek i n Ath. 
Anol. c.Ar. 44-49 and Theod. H.E. I I , 6 , and i n L a t i n i n the Verona 
Codex1. The Greek t e x t , from which the Verona Codex copy i s 
translated, d i f f e r s from t h a t o f Ath. and Theod. but s u b s t a n t i a l l y 
resembles t h a t o f the l a t t e r . The Verona t e x t d i f f e r s from H i l a r y ' s 
i n / 
Notes. 
1. cf.W. T e l f e r The Codex Verona LX ( 5 8 ) i n Harvard Theol. Review 

XXXVI p.169-246 . 
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2 

i n g i v i n g a l a r g e r i n t r o d u c t i o n and there are s l i g h t changes m 

VD rds end c o n s t r u c t i o n . There are v a r i a t i o n s also "between H i l a r y ' s 

text and 1h e Greek of Ath. and of Theod. but none s e r i o u s l y a f f e c t - ' 

ing the substance-^. 

In a d d i t i o n to t h e Faber-Coustant e d i t i o n , t h i s l e t t e r has also been | 
edited by Labbe-Cossart I I , 679-684, Harduin I , 6 6 1 - 6 6 7 , C o l e t i I I , , 
711-716, Mansi I I I , 6 9 - 7 4 . 

i 
P.1G3 L.3sq. I n bo t h B I I 1 and Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 44-49 the names 1 

of the provinces from which the bL shops have assembled are omitted « 
but they are found i n Theod. and the Verona Codex. B I I , 1 gives ; 
the shortest s u p e r s c r i p t i o n o f a l l . Unlike' A IV, l , t h i s l e t t e r j 
i s not addressed t o any p a r t i c u l a r r e c i p i e n t . 

According t o the Westerns, the aim of the Emperors i n summoning •' 
t h i s synod was t o a b o l i s h a l l dissensions by removing - f a l s e d o c t r i n e 

4 
and e s t a b l i s h i n g t r u e f a i t h i n C h r i s t and f i n a l l y to s e t t l e the 
questions r a i s e d concerning Athanasius and Marcellus. 
2 I o t e s . 
2. cf. Theod. 
3. e.g. P.104 L . 5 , 6 cf. L . l 8 , 1 9 . -n.105 L.4 and 22 H i l . ana Ath. omit 

"et Asclepa Gazae" which Theod has. p . 106 L . l "propter eas" 
resembles Theod. more than Ath. Theod.has the names "i.Jenophantus 
et Stephanus" which Ath. omits, p.110 L . 7 H i l . and Ath. have the 
p l u r a l "erusconos", Theod. the s i n g u l a r , p . I l l L . 26 Ascle-nas i s 
mentioned i n the Greek but not i n the L a t i n , p.114 L.2 7 / 7 *wTO0 
i s omitted i n L a t i n . p.115 L . 9 mysterium L. 2'j? P UCTT*) <?i a> hs. 
p.118 L . 2 5 "Beloved b r e t h r e n " i n Greek, o m i t t e d ' i n L a t i n , p . 119 
note by the c o l l e c t o r i n L a t i n L.8 " l i c e t timuens non a d f u e r i t de 
Oriente" based on p . 123 L . 6 and 21 ana Thebd. p.121 L . l , 2 L a t i n 

(has"Ario..ex Pa l e s t i n a (ac) Stefano de Arabia", and the Greek 
"MdK#l JP^O VJ otTTO TTotV«<<l <TT| V*1 S ^CTTfOtOV ^yTO £>o< (J, I ai S . *' 
p .122 The sees of ^hebishops are g i v e n ' i n the l a t i r l t e x t (L . 5 > 6 ) 

. but not m the Greek ( L . 2 4 , 2 5 ) 
*• cf.A IV, 1 S 1, 
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-.104 L .3> 4 imperatorum - i . e . Gonstans ana Constant!us 

L . 9 s q .venerunt enim ab Oriente etc. - cf. A IV, 1 . 

r.105 L « 3 > 4 Athanasio.. tiarcello - the Verona; Codex and Theod. 

add Asclepas of. Gaza. cf. also p . 106 L .5> p . I l l L . 7 , p.133, L.2. 

•L.5 calumnias - cf. A IV, 1 . 

p .106, L . l p r o p t e r eas ecclesias - Coustant p r e f e r s the Ath. reading 
i^cL.** 'v £«iuTov->, Theod. has ^fcY oLOTois, The Verona Codex reads 
"px^opterea", which the B a l l e r i n i i n t h e i r e d i t i o n di enge t o "propter 

,5 eas' 

| 2 cf, previous notes on A IV, 1 f o r t h i s . 

p.106 L . 2 Eusebio - t h i s i s the ^ I B ebius who e v e n t u a l l y became 
bishop o f Constantinople. F i r s t o f a l l , he had occupied the see of 
•Berytus i n S y r i a . Then he had h i m s e l f t r a n s f e r r e d by u n l a w f u l means 
to Hicoraedia^. . Deposed soon a f t e r Kicaea, he was l a t e r restored" ' 
along w i t h the other e x i l e s , and, according t o Socrates^immediately 
started p l o t t i n g against Athanasius and the Nicenes. On the de­
p o s i t i o n of Paul i n the autumn of 338 , he was elected bishop of 
Constantinople/ ~ 
Notes. 
5. s. Leonis Opera I I I , 598sq. 
0. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 6.Depositio A r i i 1 . 
7. I , 2 3 . 
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Constantinople and, as such, enjoyed great favour w i t h Constantius. 

* a r i - Maris of Chalcedon i n B i t h y n i a i s s a i d t o have been a 
disciple of Lucian of Anti o c h ^ and was a supporter of A r i u s before 

the c o u n c i l of N i c a e a 1 0 . At t h a t c o u n c i l he was one o f f i v e who 
'were u n w i l l i n g t o su bscribe the creed but he a t l e n g t h gave h i s 
approval" 1' 1. At Tyre 335 he was appointed one of the commission o f 
inquiry to M a r e o t i s 1 2 and he was also present a t C o n s t a n t i n o p l e 1 ^ . 

14 
lie i s mentiore d m J u l i u s " l e t t e r , was a t Antioch 341, and was one 
of the party who el e c t e d Macedonius to the see of Constantinople 1?. 
His name does not appear i n the l i s t o f bishops o f the Eastern synod 
of Sardica 1^, but from the l e t t e r of the Easterns 1'' i t appears t h a t 
he was present. According t o Socrates 1^ and SoBamBn1^, he was 
present at Ariminum 359 and Constantinople 3 6 0 . 

Theodoro - see no.te A IV, 3 ( 1 0 ) . 

liotes. 
8. I I , 1 1 , 1 2 . 
9- P h i l o s t . I I , 14. 
10. Ath. De Syn. 1 7 . 
11. Socr. I , 8 . Soz. I , 21. 
12. Ath. Apol. c. Ar . 1 3 , 7 2 . . Theod. I , 28 . A IV, 1 . 
13- Socr. I , 3 5 . 
14. Ath. A r o l . c, Ar. 20. 
i? . w i n t e r 341 / 2 . Socr. I I , 12. 
1*>. A IV, 3 . 

According to Socrates 8 he died s h o r t l y a f t e r the synod h e l d i n 

Rome under J u l i u s . 

17. A IV, 1 p.60 L . l s q . 
i d . I I , 41. 
19. IV, 24. 
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^,2} 3 Diognito - Diognitus ( o r Theognitus) of Nicaea i n B i t h y n i a , 
in conjunction w i t h Eusebius of Nicoinedia, Mails of Chalcedon, 
J.ieonas of Marmarica and Secundus of Ptolemais, p e r s i s t e d i n support 
of Arius at the c o u n c i l o f Nicaea, and was threatened w i t h e x i l e , 
o j t l a t e r gave v/ay and subscribed. He took p a r t i n several synods 
a.ainst Athanasius and was also a member of the commission t o 
i^areotie. He d i e d before the synod of Ssidic a . 

L..3 Ursatio et Valente - see notes A I p.45 L . 1 5 - I u l i o - cf. A TV, 

1 . 

L .5 Athanasium et Marcellum - cf. A IV, 1 . Theod.and Verona Codex 
pdd Asclepas. cf. p.105 L«3>4. 

p. 107 L.lsq. nam e t s i etc. - j u s t as now a t Sardica the opponents of 
Athanasius were a f r a i d t o enter the c o u n c i l because of the weakness 
of t h e i r case, so p r e v i o u s l y they had refused t o come t o Home f o r 
the same reason. 

p.108 L . 3 Ossium - see note A I I , p.46 L.14. 

L.3 -6 q u i et propter...habeatur - the c o n s t r u c t i o n of t h i s sentence 
is confused.. The best sense can be obtained e i t h e r by o m i t t i n g 
"qai" L . 4 or Changing t h i s " q u i " i n t o "qua" and i n s e r t i n g a verb 
l i k e "meretur" before " u t " L . 5 . 

1.7/ 
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consacerdotiDus noaoi-*o - probably "absentibus" has t o be . 
odued.cf. Ath. Theod. and Verona Codex. • 

, - • , 2 0 

^.109 L . 9 , 1 0 f erru.nenim. . v i r i - e.g. Lucius of Aarianople 

n.110 L.4 " a l t e r " probably also r e f e r s t o Lucius. 

^.110 L . 7 emscopos - Ath. and the Verona Codex have thy p l u r a l , 
t.;t Theod. has the s i n g u l a r . That several bishops had t h i s e x p e r ­
ience can be gathered from Theod. I I , 12 "messengers were sent i n 
quest of Theodulus and Olympius, bishops of Thrace, as w e l l as o f 
.ne ( i . e . Athanasius) and of the presbyters of my diocese; and had 
they found us, we should no doubt have been put t o death. But a t 
the very time tfaey were p l a n n i n g our d e s t r u c t i o n we e f f e c t e d our 
escape 2 1" • v 

L.'j Theodulus - he was bishon o f Tr a j a n o p o l i s i n Thrace. I t would 
appear from t h i s l e t t e r and the corresponding passages in.Athanasius, 
that Theodulus had d i e d w h i l e the synod o f Sardica was i n session. 

r . l l l L . 5 iudicum - i . e . c i v i l judges, not bishops.cf. also p . l 3 l 
L.14 Or. Syn. Sard, ad Const. Imp. 

L.f> Theognito - see note p. 104 L . 2 D i o g n i t u s . This l e t t e r i s no 
longer preserved. 
-otes. 
20. Ath. Apol. de fuga 3 . 
21 . see also Ath. H i s t . Ar. 19.Anol. c.Ar . 4 5 . Apol.de f u r a 3 . 

Socr. I I , 26 . 

http://Apol.de
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L . 7 'Athanasium et I.!arcellum - as before , Ath. Theod. and the 
Verona Codex add Asclepas. cf, p.133 l>.2. They have also the p l u r a l 
instead of the s i n g u l a r "irnperator" L . 8 . cf.p.104 L . 5 -

L . l l - p.112 L . l Arriomanitarum - t h i s form i s also found i n A I , 
p.44 L . 2 and A I I , p.47 L . 3 . 

L.8 eos etiam quos vehementissime - Feder departs from the t e x t o f 
A here and r e l y i n g on the Greek adopts Coustant's r e a d i n g 2 ^ t 

p.113 L . 5 , 6 . The Greek t e x t of Ath. and Theod. and the L a t i n of 
Verona Codex would r e q u i r e the a d d i t i o n o f "ipsorum" a f t e r "adversus 
ecclesias" ( L . 5 ) and "conscientiae" a f t e r "timore" ( L . 6 ) . 

v • 

L-7 et per eandem..nudarent - cf. p.109 L . 7 s q . e t c . 

% 5 rRi£ Micenes thwart any f uture Eusebian t r i c k e r y by making 
inq u i r y of t h e i r own accord i n t o the a f f a i r s i n question and f i n d 
the accusations w i t h o u t foundation i n f a c t . By so doing, they 
counteract the Eusebian a s s e r t i o n t h a t they were u n w i l l i n g t o have 
such an i n q u i r y . They consider a l l the accusations made f o r m e r l y 
against Athanasius, f o r example, at Tyre 2 4". 

"otes. 
22. T). 105 L.3>4> n.10^ L.5 notes. 
23. P.L. X c o l . 635 ( b ) . 
24. see previous notes i n A IV, 1 . For s i m i l a r testimony t o 

Athanasius' innocence cf. J u l i u s ' l e t t e r i n Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 
20sq . 
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«,111- L . ^ ' ,6 Arsenium - one of the e a r l i e s t accusations brought 
-^sinst. At'nanasius by the meletiens was thai, he had murdered bishop 
Arsenius of Hyps ele (.who adhered to the ;.1eletian p a r t y ) and had cut 
off his r i g h t hand f o r magical purposes. . The o r i g i n a t o r of t h i s 
uece^tion was John Archa^h, the l e a d i n g r.Ieletien bishop, and 
Arsenius was b r i b e d t o hide h i m s e l f i n order t o male a the otory seem 
true. When t h i s accusation v/as brought to the Emperor, he com­
missioned h i s nephew, the censor Dalmatius of'Antioch, to i n v e s t i ­
gate the a f f a i r and Athanasius had t o defend h i m s e l f . He d i d so by 
..i&.cing i n q u i r i e s p a r t l y by l e t t e r and p a r t l y b„- a deacon. The 
lr . t t e r discovered t h a t Arsenius was hidden i n the Egyptian monastery 
of rtemencyrcis, buL before he reached tneVc, Aisenius had escaped 
in a ship w i t h H e l i a s , a monk. This I l e l i a s and a presbyter ^innes 
were, however, a r r e s t e d and brought before^ the governor a t Alexandria 
v/here both e v e n t u a l l y confessed t h a t Arsenius had not. been murdered 
out was s t i l l a l i v e J . 

The next episode i n the a f f a i r took place a t the c o u n c i l of Tyre 
335- Again the Arsenius charge was r a i s e d , b u t, by t h i s time, so 
far as the Eusebians knew, Arsenius had completely disappeared. 
".hey themselves d i d n o t know what had happened t o him, l e a s t o f a l l 
did they suspect t h a t Athanasius had managed t o get h o l d of him. 
Tr.at had a c t u a l l y taken place was t h a t , w i t h o u t the knowledge of the 
Susebians, the bi shop o f Hypsele had come s e c r e t l y to the synod a t 
Tyre v/here he had been recognised, and been a r r e s t e d by the consul 
Archelaus/ 
l.'otes. 
25- Ath. Apol. c. Ar.6 5 - 6 7 . Socr. I , 2 7 . S o z . I I , 2 8 . 
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Archelaus. Arsenius n a t u r a l l y t r i e d t o deny h i s i d e n t i t y but was 
?.-.own up by b i shon Paul o f Tyre, who had at one time known him, and 

of. 
Athanasius was informed of t h i s f u r t h e r development by Archelaus . 

2 7 

Arsenius also wrote to Athanasius renouncing the Meletian p a r t y '. 
v/hen, t h e r e f o r e , i n answer'to Meletian charges, Athanasius produced 
Arsenius i n the c o u n c i l , confusion reigned and on t h i s p o i n t a t 
least h i s enemies were s i l e n c e d . 

p. 114 L . 6 , 7 unde e x . . f a l s i t a t i s - the Westerns judge the authen­

t i c i t y of the o t h e r accusations i n the l i g h t of t h i s Arsenius a f f a i r . 

L.ti Machario - w h i l e on a v i s i t t o Mareotis d u r i n g an e a r l y p a r t of 
his episcopate, Athanasius discovered t h a t a layman, naaied Ischyras, 

was e x e r c i s i n g p r i e s t l y f u n c t i o n s . His presbyter, Macarius, was sent, 
to summon Ischyras, b u t , on a r r i v a l , found t h a t he was i l l and so 
could only request h i s f a t h e r t o r e s t r a i n him from the offence. 
Ischyras, however, sought the p r o t e c t i o n o f the Meletians and 
accused Macarius of having, on Athanasius' orders, b u r s t i n t o h i s 

chapel, overthrown h i s a l t a r , broken h i s c h a l i c e and b u r n t the 
, 28 on sacrea books . According t o Athanasius^ 7, t h i s accusation had 

f i r s t been r a i s e d when he was w i t h the Emperor i n Psajamathia^ 0, but 

nothing had come of i t , perhaps because of the p r o d u c t i o n o f a 
-etter from Ischyras i n which he admitted the deception and asked t o 
be/ 
.'iotes. 
26. Socr. I , 29 . 
27. Ath. Apol.c.Ar . 6 9 . 
2d. Ath. Apol. c. A r . 6 3 . Socr. I , 2 7 . Soz. V I , 2 3 . B I I , 5 § 3 . 
29. Apol. c. Ar. 60. 
30. c . 3 3 1 . 

1 
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be 'received i n t o the Church a g a i n ^ 1 . At the same time, :.!acarius, 
with another p r i e s t A l y p i u s , disprovea '-tue accusation brought 
against Athanasius b;; three Me l e t i an c l e r g y , i s i o n , "udaemon, ana 
J a i l i n i c u s , v:ith reference t o the l i n e n vestments-^. •, - <-

Again accused of the breaking of the. c h a l i c e , Macariut was brought 
i n chains t o Tyre 335* I t woulu seem t h a t , despite h i s apologetic 
l e t t e r , Ischyras had s t i l l not been acinitted i n t o coiomunion w i t h 
Atiianasius, and p a r t l y because of t h i s and p a r t l y because of the 
promise of a see from the Eusebians, he had changed siues once 
;nore33. when the commission was chosen by the synod t o 
inv e s t i g a t e a f f a i r s i n Mareotis, i t c l e a r l y revealed i t s bias by 
ta-'-.ing Ischyras w i t n i t ana l e a v i n g Macarius i n cnains a t .Tyre J . 
At Constantinople 335 the Eusebians :na.de no mention of Macarius 
and the chalice^? and at, the synod of Rome 341 the caarges against 
him were found t o be f a l s e ^ . The Easterns a t Sardica brought 
j p the charge of breaking the c h a l i c e but Mac a r i us v/as not mentioned 
and indeea the accusation v/as d i r e c t e d against Athanasius-^? \ • 
Following / ' 

Notes. 
31 
32 
33 
34 

3̂ > 
37 

Apol. c. Ar. 64. 
Apol. c. Ar. 6 0 . 
Apol. c. Ar. 85 -
Apol. c. Ar. 7 2 . 
Apol. c. Ar. 8 7 . 
Apol. c. Ar. 27 sq . 
A IV, 1 ^ 6 sq. I n a l e t t e r t o Athanasius, Constantine 
onenly exposed the inconsistency w i t h which the Meletians 
had charged a t one time Athanasius and at another I.Iacarius 
w i t h the breaking of the c h a l i c e , c f . Apoi. c. Ar.60. I t 
may not be out of place t o remark t h a t , w n i i e on the whole 
our.sympathy l i e s w i t h Athanasius i n h i s c o n f l i c t w i t h the 
Arians, there were occasions when h i s conduct was rather-
high-handed and d i d not h i n g t o promote understanding between 
the Nicenes and tne Arians. c f . h i s a t t i t u d e towards 
C.onstantius p r i o r , t o h i s r e t u r n t o AiexendHa i« 
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i-'oilowin- the example of tne Ro-aan c o u n c i l , U\e V/estems 
j a i d i c a r e f u t e the accusations about i.Iacari us. 

r . i i 5 1.1 e r i s c o r i scribentes...ad I u l i u m - c f . Atn. Apol. c. Ar. 
j - i y f o r t h e i r l e t t e r . 

L.j acta - i . e . the sentence against, Athanasius d e l i v e r e d a t Tyi-e 
331> o n r e c e i p t of i n f o r m a t i o n from the commission o f i n q u i r y sent 
to iacreotis. 

L-3> 4 quae habe.nt. . . conf ecta - c f . Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 82 ana also 
the l e t t e r of J u l i u s i n Apol. c. Ar. 20sq n 

L.4sq. simul tamen i n i p s i s a c t i s etc - Athanasius38 w r i t e s i n 
tne same v e i n . The f a l s i t y of the catechumens 1 evidence was 
revealed (1) by t h e i r c o n t r a d i c t o r y testimony, w i t h regard to 
Ischyras and (2) by the f a c t t h a t the Eucharist coulu not have 
been c e l e D r a t e d w h i l e catechumens were present. 

i l o t e s . 
3o. A r o l . c. Ar. 72, 83. 



i,.1),^ anu L.10 the o r i g i n a l L a t i n t e x t has not been p r e s e r v e d and 

;- 4 ?s now t o be supplied from the Greek. 

1.3 c e l l a - US. A reads " e c c l e s i a " but Feder, r e l y i n ^ on- the Greek 

^ V K €.W» y p r e f e r s " c e l l a " . c f , also Ath. Apol. c. A r . 3 7 . 

L.V mysteriOi'a - i . e . the Eucharist. 

p. lf>'r< L . l - 3 nam et ipse. .dicebat - i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar 83 t h i s 
charge i s d i r e c t e d against iVIacarius. 

1 .3-5 ad h o c . . a n p a r e r e t - i e . t h e i r witness was f a l s e because, i f 
Ischyras was s i c ^ , lie could not have been standing o f f e r i n g the 
S f c r a n e n t , a s the catechumens had t r i e d to"' make out. 

L .5 -7 denique f a l s i t a t i s . . q u i d e m f u i t - Ischyras had been made 
"bishop" of h i s own v i l l a g e i n Marcotis (which had p r e v i o u s l y belong­
ed to the s e e of Alexandria) and because there had been no church 
there h i t h e r t o ^ , permission had been obtained from the Emperor t o 
bu i l d o n e 4 0 . 

L .7sq. venientes enim etc - t h i s i s r e l a t e d also i n l e t t e r s from 
the c l e r g y o f Alexandria and M a r e o t i s 4 1 . The meaning i s t h a t as 
...elit i u s / 
?"otes. 
39- cf. P.140 L.13. 
40. cf. Ath. Anol. c. A r . 8 5 . 
41. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 7 3 - 7 5 , 
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C ' .,;clitius had n e i t l i e r charch nor m i n i s t r y i n I.iareotis, he coaid not 
have appointed Ischyras as presbyter; •- and moreover, as Isca/ras 
had never been appointed t o any nost by the bishop of Alexandria, 
he had no c l a i m t o be a ^xesbyter, f a r less a bishop. 

L.8 U e l i t i o - I . i e l i t i a s was bishop of Lycopolis i n the Thebais. 
;:is see stood next i n ran:-: t o t h S t of Alexandria and he had been 
ordained t o i t not long before the beginning of the A r i a n conti-o-
versy. He used Peter of Alexandria's f l i g h t from persecution as an 

42 
o r p o i t u n i t y t o extend h i s own sphere of i n f l u e n c e and l a t e r was 
deposed f o r t h i s by a synod of Egyptian bishops under Peter. 
;.:eletius' answer was t o separate h i m s e l f and h i s f o l l o w e r s . 

The c o u n c i l of Nicaea recognised him as having a u t h o r i t y w i t h i n 
his own c i t y but gave him no powers of o r d i n a t i o n and r e q u i r e d those 
whom he had appointed t o be confirmed by a more l e g i t i m a t e ordina­
t i o n . M e l i t i u s accepted these decisions and r e t i r e d t o L y c o p o l i s . 
Later, however, he emerged again t o j o i n i n the o p p o s i t i o n against 
the o r d i n a t i o n o f Athanasius t o the see- of Alexandria. Contrary, 
also , t o the Nicene r e g u l a t i o n , before h i s death he nominated h i s 

of T y r e ^ . I n course of time, the Ivleletians were s a i d t o have 
merged themselves w i t h the Arians i n Egypt 4^. 

Alexandro - see note on him i n A V I I p.91 L.25-
Motes. 
42. Soz. I , 24. 
43. Soz. I I , 21. 
44. Soz. I I , 25. 
45. Soz. I I , 21. 

i n John as h i s s u c c e s s o r ^ and t h i s was recognised by the c o u n c i l 
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-.117 Jj«5 sq. l i b e r quern c q n s c r i p s i t etc - t h i s "book of i.larcellus 
is n6 l o n c e r extant except i n the quotations o f ^useoius of. 
Caesarea. I t may have been t r u e t h a t the synod a t COIE t a n t i n o p l e 
335 had taken conjectures o f Marcellus as d e f i n i t e assertions and 
^nus gone too f a r ; but the Western Sardican synoa was eq u a l l y at 
f a u l t i n not going f a r enough. I t was quiue c o r r e c t , so f a r as i t 
went, to say t h a t ivlarcellus d i d not impute a beginning t o j o d the 
Word from the \ i r g l n Mary, b u t , as p r e v i o u s l y noted , Marcellus 
did not equate the V/ord w i t h the Son, and the question as t o 

4 7 
whether he denied the e t e r n a l Sonship was thus l e f t unanswered'' . 

p . l i b L.3,4 Asclepius - apud Axithiociam - see note A IV, 1 p.55, 
L.20. 

L.5 Eusebio ex Caesarea - ^usebius of Caesarea was forerunner of 
what came t o be known as the Semiarian or- Homoiousian part./ i . e . 
though d e t e s t i n g the extreme A r i a n p o s i t i o n , he had s t i l l - g r a v e 
suspicions about the Kicene creed. I t has been s t r o n g l y asserted 
by such scholars as H o r t 4 8 , Burn 49, £ n c i , f o r a long time.Harnack . ̂ ° 
that h i s Caesarean creed formed the basis f o r the Kicene Creed, but 
U i s theory has now been l a r g e l y d i s c r e d i t e d ' t h r o u g h the work of 
Schwartz/ 

.'.0 ues. 
cf, notes on Marcellus i n A IV, 1. 

47. cf. Euscb. Caes. De Secies. Theol. I , 13. P.G.24 c o l . 862-3. 
4d. cf. h i s "Two D i s s e r t a t i o n s " , p. 54 so. 
49. c f . " I n t r o d u c t i o n t o the Creeds" p. f^sq. and "The c o u n c i l of 

Kicaea" p. 1> sq. 
50. cf. Hauck's Reale'ncyklopaedie, 3rd. ed. X I , l ? s q . 

file:///irgln
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Schwartz^ 1, Seeberg^ 2, and L i e t z m a n n ^ . I t i s now f a i r l y g e n e r a l l y 
agreed t h a t a t the c o u n c i l o f Ant i och, •• h e l d s h o r t l y before M i c a e a ^ 
and most probably i n p r e p a r a t i o n f o r t h a t c o u n c i l , three oishops, 
3usebius of Caesarea, Narcissus of Neronias and Theodotus of 
Laodicea, had refused to s i g n the synodal l e t t e r and creed and as a 
r e s u l t been p r o v i s i o n a l l y excommunicated. Thus, when the c o u n c i l 
of Nicaea met, Eusebius had Deen compelled t o put forward a creed 
which was designed, not t o serve as the basis f o r the creed of the 
council, but to c l e a r h i m s e l f from any s u s p i c i o n o f heresy. Further­
more, the reason f o r h i s h e s i t a t i o n i n s i g n i n g the Nicene creed was 
not because h i s own creed had been r e j e c t e d or changed, but because 
he thought the c o u n c i l had exceeded the d i r e c t i o n s o f the Emperor 
i n the creed which was e v e n t u a l l y produced. Instead of only g i v i n g 
a c l e a r e r d e f i n i t i o n of the t r a d i t i o n a l -teaching, a" .which h i s creed, 
was a good example, and vh i c h the Emperor had recommended, the 
council had, as i t were, by the i n c l u s i o n of the word 'homoousios' • 
forced upon the Church an a l t o g e t h e r new and unexpected l i n e of j 
t e a c h i n g " . He took p a r t i n the various synods which were h e l d 
a f t e r Nicaea> was present at the d e p o s i t i o n of Eustathius a t Antioch, 
and also a t Caesarea, Tyre, Jerusalem and Constantinople, vh ere he 
was commissioned t o r e f u t e Marcellus of Ancyra. He d i e d c.339. 

llotes. 
51. Zur Geschichte des Athanasius V I , i n Kac h r i c h t . Gott.1905, 

p.271sc. and 1908,VII, p.305'sq. 
b2. "Die Synode von A n t i o c h i e n " ( B e r l i n 1913), . 
53- Z.N.T.W. XXIV, 1925, p.203. cf. also i n t h i s respect K e l l y 

"Early C h r i s t i a n Creeds" p.205sq.(London 1950). 
54. i n the e a r l y weeks of 325. cf.H.G. Onitz Z .N .T.W. XX X I I I , 1934 

p.151. 
55- cf. h i s l e t t e r i n P.G. 20 col.l535sq. 



ri.119 1"3>4 diacones..episcopatum - cf. the case of Is c h y r a s . 

L. 6 Eusebios duos - i . e . ^usebius o f Caesarea and Eusebius of , 
i 

Kicomedia. Ath., Theod., and Codex Verona mention only one Susebius,! 
I 

but Feder's reading might f i n d support i n the Or-, Syn. Said, ad 1 

Const. 1 ^ 5 p.184 L.?>6 which names a l l the bishops mentioned here 
except George. 

L.6 Theodorus. - see note A IV, 3 ( 1 0 ) . L-7 Narcissus A IV, 3 (56). 
Stephenus A IV, 3 ( 1 ) . 

L.8 Georgius ex Laudocia - though not a c t u a l l y i n the f i r s t rank., 
George took an a c t i v e p a r t ' i n the t h e o l o g i c a l disputes o f the f o u r t h 
century. He began as a s t r o n g supporter-'of A r i u s , then oeca.ne a 
Seiiiiarian, and f i n a l l y an Anomoean. A n a t i v e of Alexandria, he had 
been ordained presbyter by Alexander of A l e x a n d r i a ^ but when he 
went from Alexandria t o Antioch and t r i e d t o act as mediator between 
the orthodox and the Arians, he was deposed by Alexander both f o r 
false d o c t r i n e and f o r i r r e g u l a r i t i e s of l i f e B e c a u s e of t h i s , 
he had to withdraw t o Arethusa where he acted as presbyter; on the 
expulsion of Eustathius, however, he re t u r n e d t o Antioch and gained 
the support of the Arians. According t o A t h a n a s i u s ^ he had him­
s e l f / 
Notes. 
56. Eus. Vita.. G. I l l , 62. P h i l o s t . V I I I , 17-
57. Ath. De Syn. 17. Apol. c. Ar. 8_,Apol. de fuga 26. Theod.II, 9, 
56. Apol. de fuga 2b. 

1 



- 291 -

self appointed bishop of Laodicea on the death o f the A r i a n 
Theodotus, a no/as such attended the various synods h e l d against 
Athanasius. 

L.8 l i c e t timens..Oriente - t h i s phrase i s not found i n Ath. Tneod. 
or the Verona Codex and seems t o be a comment i n s e r t e d by the 
col l e c t o r , cf. p. 123 L.6. 

L.9 Acacius - A IV, 3 ( 9 ) . Menofantus - A IV, 3 ( 4 ) . L.IO 
Ursacius and Valens - A I p.4-5 L.15« 

p.120 L.3sq. venientes etendia Serdicam etc - i t has sometimes 
been deduced from t h i s statement t h a t the Easterns had h e l d t h e i r 
msin synod, from which t h e i r l e t t e r ^ Woul.d be issued, before they 
a c t u a l l y a r r i v e d i n Sardica, but t h i s conjecture seems disproved • 
from t h e i r l e t t e r ^ . I t seems probable from t h i s account, however, 
that the Easterns had already composed t h e i r l e t t e r w h i l e on the way ; 

to Sardica and had i t ready f o r p u b l i c a t i o n immediately they entered 
the c i t y . 

p.121 L . l A r i o s c i l i c e t ex P a l e s t i n a - Ath., Theod. and Verona 
Codex read "Ivlacarius",. but, i n the l i s t o f s u b s c r i p t i o n s , Athanasius 
has "Arius" and i n h i s H i s t . Ar. 18 says "As t o Arius and A s t e r i u s , 
the/ 

1 
Notes. , 
59- A IV, 1. 
60. cf.note on A IV, 1 p.48 L-9 "apud Serdiciam". I 
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the one bishop o f Petrae i n P a l e s t i n e , the other bishop i n Arabia" . 

p.121 L.2 Stefano de Arabia - Ath., Theod. and the Codex Verona 
read "Asterius from Arabia". Ath. H i s t . Ar.l8 also has A s t e r i u s . 
In the l i s t of s u b s c r i p t i o n s given i n B I I , 4, there i s no Stefanus 
mentioned, but a f t e r "Arius a Palestma" comes "Asterius ab Arabia . 
So i t would seem t h a t " A s t e r i u s " i s p r e f e r a b l e to "St-efanus" here. 

According t o Athanasius^3, both these bishops were banished t o 

Upper Libya by the Eusebians but retu r n e d t o t h e i r sees under J u l i a n . 

L.^sq.* adserentes etiarn hoc etc - i t i s very probable t h a t there 
were bishops among the Easterns who d i d not share the views of the 
leaders, were not i n sympathy w i t h the r e f u s a l t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n 
the synod w i t h the Westerns and were prepared t o hear both sides 

64 
before g i v i n g t h e i r v e r d i c t 

L.lOsq Quia ergo etc - s i m i l a r charges were made by the Easterns 
i n t h e i r l e t t e r e.g. A IV, l i § 8 , 9 e t c . 

p.122 L.3 t r a n s l a t l o n e s - i n canon XV of the c o u n c i l of Nicaea a l l 
t r a n s l a t i o n s had been f o r b i d d e n , but the p r a c t i c e continued because 
"a.ubition, being the enemy of the Church, i s not subject t o i t s laws'" 
The/ 
iiotes. 
6l. Petrae i s here placed wrongly i n P a l e s t i n e , rn Tom. ad Ant. 8 

Athanasius assigns t o As.terius the see of Petra, Arabia. 
*2. T.,137 L.5 56. 
*>3« H i s t . Ar. 18. 
*A. c f . J u l i u s ' l e t t e r Ath. Apol. c. Ar.33. 
65- T i n • V I , 673-



The. 'Westerns here make i t a ground of accusation only when the 
t r a n s l a t i o n i s from a smaller to a l a r g e r church. 

p.123 L . l Gregorium - A IV, 1 p.48 L.12. L . l , 2 Ba a i l i u m - A IV, 
3 (23). L.2 Quincianum - A IV, 3 ( 1 1 ) . 

L. 6aq.. e t s i timens e t c . - t h i s statement i s also found i n the Greek 
66 • ' text and i s the basis f o r the c o l l e c t o r ' s remark " l i c e t timens non 

»\67 
adf u e r i t de Oriente . The reason f o r t h i s f e a r i s not now known, 
but i t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t George shrank from meeting c l e r g y whom he 
had known i n h i s e a r l y days at Ale x a n d r i a and who knew a l l about 
h i 3 d e p o s i t i o n by Alexander. He might also have been f r i g h t e n e d f o r 
trouble w i t h i n h i s own see. 

p. 123 1.7 - p.124 L . l quia a beatae..deiectus est - i t i s not known 
exactly when' t h i s took place but from Athanasius 1 statement i n h i s 
'De Synodis 1 17, i t may w e l l have been before the c o u n c i l of Nicaea. 

CONCLUSION. I n h i s prologue B I , the author asserted t h a t he was 
going t o b e g i n h i s work w i t h an account of the events which took 
place r e c e n t l y a t A r i e s , but the document, which now f o l l o w s i t i n 
the MSS. shows no apparent connection w i t h the preceding. I t i s 
the l e t t e r of the Westerns at Sardica, the cou n t e r p a r t of the 
Eastern/ 
Notes. 
06. except the words "ut dictum e s t " v/hich probably come from 

H i l a r y . 
57. p.119 L.8. 
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"astern Sardican one A IV, 1. Whereas the l a t t e r declares 
;.thanasius and .his associates g u i l t y , - t h e former a s s e r t s t h a t the 
-causations "brought against those bishops are f a l s e , pronounces 
them innocent and condemns the.Easterns f o r t h e i r f l i g h t . cf. now 
3 I I , 5 Conclusion and B I I Conclusion. 

There has been much controversy as t o whether t h i s l e t t e r 
represents an o f f i c i a l L a t i n o r i g i n a l issued by the synod of 
Sardica i t s e l f , or a L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n from .the Greek. Zahn, 

and Gelzer. (Z.N.T.'.V., 194-1, p . l -24) 
CchiktanZj&ftd Federy^favour the l a t t e r view and some support f o r 
t h e i r o p i n i o n might be gained from the f a c t t h a t c e r t a i n phrases 

68 
i n the L a t i n t e x t seem t o savour of Greek r a t h e r than of L a t i n 
constructions. 

But, i f i t were a t r a n s l a t i o n , i t would be d i f f i c u l t t o e x p l a i n 
the considerable divergences which e x i s t between the t e x t as found 

69 
i n MS. A and a Greek one l i k e t h a t of Athanasius , divergences 
which are smoothed out i n the L a t i n t e x t of the Verona Codex, which 
does represent a t r a n s l a t i o n from the Greek of Theodoret. The 
difference i n c h a r a c t e r between the L a t i n t e x t of B I I , 1 and t h a t 
of the Verona Codex weighs against t h i s o p i n i o n . Moreover the 
B a l l e r i n i , i n t h e i r e d i t i o n of the works of Leo the Great I I I 

i 
p.XXXI, have shown t h a t the synod of Sardica drew up two sets of 
canons, one i n Greek f o r Greek-speaking bishops, another i n L a t i n 
f o r / 
Notes. 
68. f o r example B I I , 8 p.125 L.3 "hos omnes longe f a c i t e " : 

B I I , 3 p.112 L.1,2 "necessitatem p a t i e b a n t u r i s t a t o l e r a r e " . 
69. f o r instance p.104 L . 8 ( u t ) p i e t a s s o l a , quae est i n C h r i s t o 

hominibus c u s t o d i r e t u r c f . L.20,21. p.114 L.9,10 t e s t i f i c a t i 
sunt, q u i praesentes f u e r u n t ex A l e x a n d r i a de eodem loco eo quod n i h i l t a l e esset factum.cf. L.26-28. ' 



for Latin-speaking ones. There seems no reason why.they should not 
have adopted the same p o l i c y w i t h t h e i r l e t t e r , c f . Schwartz i n 
,.N.T.W., 1931, p.5sq 

To e n t e r i n t o the controversy concerning the date of Sardica 
v/ould be out of place i n a Commentary such as t h i s where t h a t questic 

70 
is not of importance. S u f f i c e t o say t h a t E. Schwartz has done 
distinguished work on t h i s problem and put forward a con v i n c i n g 
argument f o r the date 342, though t h i s has not yet found u n i v e r s a l 
acceptance^. 

3 I I , 2 L e t t e r of Western Sardica t o J u l i u s of Home, 342. 

Sm.HvIARY. (1) The Westerns begin t h e i r l e ' t t e r i n a general way, 
accepting J u l i u s " e x p l a n a t i o n of h i s absence from t h e i r c o u n c i l 
and a s s e r t i n g t h a t , though absent i n body, he was yet present i n 
s p i r i t and favourable i n t e n t i o n . Episcopal appeals t o the see of 
the apostle Peter are t o be encouraged. (2) As t h e i r own w r i t i n g s ! 
and the legates of J u l i u s a t Sardica w i l l f a i t h f u l l y expound-all 
that has taken place, they have . thought ..-it almost superfluous t o 

i n t o 
e n t e r ^ d e t a i l s i n t h i s l e t t e r . But they p r o t e s t a t the Easterns' 
blatant r e f u s a l t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n the synods at Sardica and Rome. 
(3)/ 
Notes. 
70. Nach. Gott. 1911 p.46ysqL. 
71. I t i s , f o r i n s t a n c e , disputed by J. Z e i l l e r "Les o r i g i n e s 

• chretiennes dans l e s provinces danubiennes ( P a r i s I 9 1 o j 
P-228sa.. 
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,3)- The emperors had sanctioned d i s c u s s i o n of thr e e subjects (a) 
.11 points of dispute on the f a i t h and' i n t e g r i t y of the t r u t h had 
-,o 3 e s e t t l e d (t>) a d e c i s i o n had t o t e reached on the persons against 
v:ion charges had been brought (c) i n q u i r y had to be made i n t o the 
-orsecutians and t r i b u l a t i o n s . s u f f e r e d by bishops because they had 
jr. red to oppose the A r i a n and Eusebian heresy. (4) Then they 
announce the d e c i s i o n reached on the impious and u n s k i l l e d ' y o u n g 
r.en, Ursacius and Valens, who had spread the deadly seeds of 
adulterous d o c t r i n e everywhere and caused d e s t r u c t i o n and confusion. 
Valens i s also accused of having caiised the death, of a bishop V i a t o r . 
7rom a l l t h i s J u l i u s w i l l c l e a r l y perceive t h a t they have covered 
everything p o s s i b l e . (5) They ask him t o make known i n . w r i t i n g 
the decisions of the c o u n c i l i n S i c i l y , S a r d i n i a and I t a l y . 
?ina±ly, they make a request f o r Marcellus, Athanasius and Asclepas 
to be kept i n communion, append a l i s t of h e r e t i c s so t h a t there 
ray be no doubt about them and again e n t r e a t him. t o warn a l l the 
clergy i n w r i t i n g not t o re c e i v e l e t t e r s of communion from the 
heretics. -

COI&gNTARY. This l e t t e r has been t r a n s m i t t e d both.:in the usual 
Sroup of MSS of the C o l l e c t i o n and i n MSS c o n t a i n i n g acts of 

72 
councils . I n a d d i t i o n t o the Faber-Coustant e d i t i o n , i t has 
been e d i t e d by Baronius ad ami,347 n.XXIIIsq., 3 i n i u s I , 443, Ed. 
regia I I I , 41-43, Labbe-Cossart I I , 660-662, Harduin I , 653sq., 
Coustant/ 
iv'otes. 
72. cf.Feder i n C.S.3.L. OT Praef. I I , A, 3, p.42 and TD.126 apt) 

c n t . and Stud. I , 23sq. , I I , 12sq. and I I I , 103sq/ 
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Constant 3pp. P o n t i f . 395-398, C o l e t i I I , 690sq. , Mansi I I I , 40sq. 
I t has been preserved only i n t h i s work. 

p. 126 L.5 I u l i u m - J u l i u s became bishop of Rome i n 337 and had 
already d i s t i n g u i s h e d himself by h i s famous l e t t e r issued from a 

73 

synod neld i n Home i n the s p r i n g of 341 . I n i t , he' had 
answered a l l the Susebian arguments and formed a defence of the 
orthodox p o s i t i o n , which the Westerns at Sardica used as the basis 
for t h e i r approach t o the controversy. Ke d i d not appear i n 
person at Sardica but wqs represented by two pre s b y t e r s and a 

74 
deacon 

L.10,11 ( q u i a experimentum..Christus) - t h i s B i b l i c a l q u o t a t i o n 
i s not found i n the e x i s t i n g MSS but i s added by Baronius i n h i s 
edition 7''and i s also i n s e r t e d by Coustant 7^. 

L.15sq. et honesta f u i t etc - what h i s p a r t i c u l a r excuse was can 
now only be guessed. From the context i t would seem t h a t J u l i u s 
was a f r a i d of an Eusebian attempt a t i n t r u s i o n i n t o h i s see while 
he was absent a t the synod. 

p.127 L . l aut canes..oblatrarent - cf. the synod's l e t t e r t o the 
Alexandrine C h u r c h 7 7 and the Or. Syn. Sard.5 7 8 

Notes. 
73. c f . A t h . Apol. c. Ar. 20sq. 
74. p.126 L.14sq. p.127 L.7sq. cf. S i l v e s t e r of Rome who had been 

represented by two presbyters a t the c o u n c i l of fticaea. 
75. perhaps from the ver y o l d codex K which he f o l l o w e d here. 

cf.Fed. Praef. I I , A, 3. 
76. He changes "quia"to "an", cf. the Vulgate. 
Ik j n Ath. W-i.§: A r - 3 8 eder p 
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1.4 ad caput...sedem - several bishops of Rome had already suggest 
that t r u e u n i t y could be gained o n l y through the Churches of 

Christendom r e c o g n i s i n g as t h e i r centre the bishop who, i t was 
•;l:iimed, sat i n the c h a i r of Peter and whose see comprised the 

79 
'.anital of the c i v i l i s e d world . To j u s t i f y themselves they 
;^oted our Lord's v/ords t o Peter i n TJatt. XVI, 18, but f o r p r a c t i c a l 
purposes, the s t r e n g t h of t h e i r c l a i m l a y i n the unique p o s i t i o n of 
/.ome as the c a p i t a l of the world and the only a p o s t o l i c see i n the 
7,'e3t. Then, c.260, came an appeal t o the Roman bishop, Dionysius, 
I'ron the Alexandrians i n t h e i r q u a r r e l w i t h Dionysius of A l e x a n d r i a , 
•.nd i t s s i g n i f i c a n c e was not l o s t ur>on h i s successors; f o r example, 

80 
in his famous l e t t e r , J u l i u s , w h i l e s t a t i n g t h a t , i n the case of 
jishops of a p o s t o l i c sees, the custom was t h a t a l l questions r e l a t ­
ing to them should be r e f e r r e d t o the episcopate as a whole, 
claimed t h a t , i n the case of the bishop of Alexandria, i t was 
customary t h a t such a u t h o r i t y should be reserved t o the Roman 
see. This c l a i m was disputed by the Ded i c a t i o n c o u n c i l of A n t i o c h , 
341, which confirmed the d e c i s i o n of Tyre against Athanasius, and 
i t may have been both in'answer t o A n t i o c h 341 and t o give 
authority t o J u l i u s ' a c t i o n i n h i s c o u n c i l of Rome, t h a t the 
Vi'estera bishops a t Sardica now encouraged appeals t o the see of 
Home/ 
l.otes. 
79. f o r i n s t a n c e , V i c t o r (189-198) asserted t h i s at the time of 

the Easter controversy, and was denounced f o r making t h i s 
c laim by Irenaeus (2us. H.3. V, X X I I I , XXIV): C a l l i s t u s 
(217-222) seems t o have made s i m i l a r claims and been a t t a c k e d 

on t h a t account by T e r t u l l i a n i n h i s "De P u d i c i t i a " : Stephen 
(254-257) i n the controversy about the baptism of h e r e t i c s . 

oO. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20sq. 



Rome '"ac t o the head"... But they give no c l e a r i n d i c a t i o n of t h e i r 
i n t e n t i o n i n t n i e matter and do not attempt t o enter i n t o d e t a i l s 
ebout the appeals themselves. Probably t h e j have i n mind the type 
prescribed i n two of the 3aidics.ii canons , namely, t h a t a bishop 
condemned by h i s colleagues should have the o p p o r t u n i t y of r e ­
consideration under the d i r e c t i o n of the Roman see. I t i s note­
worthy, however, (1) t h a t Rome has no a u t h o r i t y t o i n t e r f e r e of i t s 
own accord i n any case. Appeal has to be made to i t before i t can 
act. (2) t h a t , though the bishop of Rome i s given t h i s s p e c i a l 
prerogative, the way i n which he i s addressed both i n the previous 

82 
l e t t e r and i n t h i s i n d i c a t e s t h a t he i s s t i l l regarded as an 
equal. From what i s sa i d elsewhere i n the l e t t e r 0 - ^ , the honour 
naid t o J u l i u s resembles t o a c e r t a i n extent t h a t given to 
Silves t e r of Rome by the c o u n c i l o f Aries 314-., i - e . the bishops 
recognise the importance of Rome as a l i n k between the various 
churches of the West, as"a ce n t r e , not of communion, but of 

. 84 communications" . 

Some^ have thought t h i s sentence^an i n t e r p o l a t i o n i n the 
int e r e s t s of the Roman bishop. Others, however,^ have defended 
i t s . a u t h e n t i c i t y . 
Ilotes. 
81. I l l & V I I . 
62. B I I , 1 , 
S3. e.g. P.130 L.4sq., L.14sq. 
34. Kidd "The Roman Primacy t o 4 6 l " P.44. 
6;. e.g. B l o n d e l l "De Primatu Ecclesiae(Geneva 1^41) p.106: Bower 

"The H i s t o r y of the Popes" I (D u b l i n 1749) p . l 6 l : Fuchs 
" B i b l i o t h e k der K i r c h e n v . I I p.128 n . l } 5 : Hef. Councils I I , 
p.1^3 n.7 - p.1*4). 

0 6 . L.3'- 5 hoc enim..sacerdotes. . , 
87. e.g. G e i l l i e r IV (Paris 17"j,3)P.6Q6: Mohler ' , A t h . " I I ( ^ fv f 1 2 • 

1827)P.73; Hergenrother" ikrtdbuch der aTf-emeinen Li r c n e n -
=-esclf. f t F r e i b u r g i n Breisgau 1884) p.367 n2 . 

http://3aidics.ii
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It must be admitted t h a t the'sentence does not 

seem to have very much connection v/ith the preceding, but the 
explanation may l i e i n the desire of the w r i t e r s f o r b r e v i t y ^ , 
v/hereby they have omitted p a r t of t h e i r thought, knowing t h a t the 
r e c i p i e n t would understand the reference. A f u l l e r e x p o s i t i o n o f 
t h e i r thought might be as f o l l o w s : - they have asserted t h a t J u l i u s , 
though absent, yet speaks through the c o u n c i l because h i s d e c i s i o n 
at the synod of Rome has been taken as the basis of t h e i r s . But, 
as already seen, the Dedication c o u n c i l of Antioch had questioned 
the v a l i d i t y of J u l i u s ' d e c i s i o n . I n co n t r a s t t o t h i s , the 
Westerns a t Sardica, both i n t h e i r l e t t e r s and i n t h e i r canons, 
uphold t h i s d e c i s i o n , f o r bisho-ns s h a l l r i g h t l y appeal t o the head. 

The f a c t , t o o , t h a t the 'sentence agrees v/ith the s p i r i t o f 
canons I I I and V I I o f the synod of Western Sardica seems an a d d i t ­
i o n a l argument i n favour of i t s a u t h e n t i c i t y . 

p. 127 L.7 chartae - e.g. t h e i r l e t t e r t o a l l the diurches i n B 11,1 

L.8,9 Arcydami et Fi l o x e n i . . L e o n i s - according to Athanasius, 
Arcydamus and Filoxenus signed f o r J u l i u s a t Sardica. A 
Philoxenus was one of two presbyters sent by J u l i u s t o summon the 
Eusebians t o Rome^0. 

L.12 c e r t i auctores - e.g. the leaders of the Easterns condemned 
at the synod of Y/estern Sardica.cf, t h e i r l e t t e r B I I , 1 p.l23L.4sq. 
Notes. 
88. cf, p.127 L.10 p.130 L.2,3. 
89. Apol. c. Ar.50. 
90. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.20. 



l.l^ o c t o g i n t a e^iscopis - 80 was the usual number of ui.shops a t 
91 

^ j y ^ t i a n councils, cf, T i l l e m o n t 7 and note on A V I I p.90 L.17-
Th e e n c y c l i c a l of V/estern Sardica r e f e r s i n general terras t o 

these b i s h o p s ^ . Athanasius^^ a l s o mentions these 80 bishops when 
giving the l e t t e r of the c o u n c i l o f Sardica t o the Church of 
Alexandria. 

p.127 L.17 - p.128 L . l sed e t 00 n v e n t i . .venire noluerunt - cf, Ath. 
Apol. c. Ar.20sq. T h i s - r e f e r s to the synod of Rome which met i n 
the s p r i n g o f 3 4 1 ^ 4 . 

p.128 L.4sq. T r i a f u e r u n t etc - the f i r s t two purposes f o r c a l l i n g 
the synod coincide w i t h those given i n t h e i r l e t t e r B I I , b u t 
the t h i r d . e x t e n d s the scope of the synod. Not only the cases of 
Athanasius and Marcellus, but also a l l other i n j u r i e s done to 
e c c l e s i a s t i c s are t o be i n v e s t i g a t e d . 

L-5 imperatores - cf. B I I i l l p.104 L.3,4. 

L.8 de i n i q u o i u d i c i o - u n f a i r because of t h e i r "ex p a r t e " 
proceedings. 
Notes. 
91. V I I I , TD.74. 
92. B I I , 1 T>.106 L.5,6. 
93- Apol. C Ar.37. 
94. see also A IV, 1 p. 56 L.Snote. 
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L.lOsq. quod graves etc. - s i m i l a r expressions are found i n Or. 
Sar. % ' l p . I 8 l L . l l s q . 

p-. 129 L . 2 ,3 Arrianam et Eusebianam heresim - cf. B IV, 2 p .158 

L.24 heresis Arrianae v e l Aecienae. 

L .7sq. Quid autem etc - cf. Or. Syn. Sar. §5 p.l84 L . 7 , Ath. Apol. 
c. Ar. 13 ,37,41 9^. 

L . 7 ,8 de impiis..Valente - A t h a n a s i u s ^ states t h a t Arius had from 
the f i r s t i n s t r u c t e d Valens and Ursacius as young men i . e . d u r i n g 
his e x i l e i n Pannonia a f t e r the c o u n c i l o f Nicaea. 

L .9 a d u l t e r i n a e d o c t r i n a e l e t a l i a - c f . B I I , 1 p.119 L . 4 , 5 - Or. 
Syn. Sar. S 2 p.l82 L.5 56. 

L . 10 ,11 ecclesiam aliam invadere v o l u i s s e t - t h i s must r e f e r t o 
the c i t y of A q u i l e i a , the c a p i t a l of the province of Venetia and 

97 

one of the most important c i t i e s of Northern I t a l y . Tnere i s no 
reference t o t h i s i n any other'cent emporary w r i t i n g . 

L .12 V i a t o r - nothing else i s known of t h i s person. A t h a n a s i u s ^ 

r e l a t e s / 
i^otes. 
95- Euseb. V.G. IV, 43 "the Pannonians and Moesians the f a i r e s t 

of God's y o u t h f u l f l o c k among them". 
96. En. ad Egypt. 7 . 
97. cf, L . 1 3 . 
98. Apol. c. Ar . 5 0 . • 
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relates t h a t a V i a t o r fro/A I t a l y subscribed the acts o f Western 
Sardica, but t h i s can not be the same person because the i n c i d e n t 
concerning the V i a t o r of 3 I I , ~2 seems t o have occurred before the 
council of Sardica. 

P.129 L.15 - P«130 IJ.1 ea quae. . s i g n i f icavimus - t h i s l e t t e r was 
f o r l o r g considered l o s t but i s now recognised as beir%; preserved 

QQ 100 
i n the s o - c a l l e d L i b e r .1 ad Const. 7 7 cf.Rev. Een.1907 

T̂ .130 L.4sq. '±\xa- autem excellens etc - the bishop of Rome acted as 
a s o r t of centre of communication f o r the whoJe of the West, but 
S i c i l y , S a r d i n i a and South and Central I t a l y were more immediately 
under h i s j u r i s d i c t i o n ^ " 1 " . Several times p r e v i o u s l y the bishop o f 

102 

Rome nad been asked t o act m t h i s capacity 

L.12 plena r e l a t i o f r a t r u m - cf. p.l27..JJ.3,9 

L.13-15 eorum autem.. curavimus - cf.E I I , 3 F«131« 
The Western bishops do not ask J u l i u s to confirm t h e i r decrees i n 
w r i t i n g 1 0 - ^ because h i s legates w i l l already have subscribed f o r him 
a-t the synod. They are concerned, however, t h a t he should make the 

decisions of the synod as w i d e l y known as po s s i b l e . 
Xotes. 
99. i . e . Or.Syn. Sar. i n Feder p . l B l s q . 
100. The s i m i l a r i t i e s between t h i s l e t t e r and the Or. Syn. Sar.have 

been shewn i n the <D urse of the commentary. 
101. c f . B r i g h t Notes on Canons p.l7sq and note on p.127 L* 4 B I I , 2 
102. c f . K i d d " H i s t o r y o f the Roman Primacy t o 4 6 l " p.44 on the 

importance of Rome as "a centre, not of com.iiunion, but of 
com;iiunications ". 

103. c f . E IT. K?,q. 
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CONCLUSION. Several reasons may be given f o r the Westerns 1 a c t i o n 
i n sending t h i s s p e c i a l l e t t e r t o J u l i u s . Fir* s t of a l l , there was 
the p e c u l i a r p o s i t i o n of J u l i u s . He had not been present i n 
person at the synod t u t h i s presbyters had subscribed on h i s b e h a l f . 
The e n c y c l i c a l of the W e s t e r n s 1 0 4 , t h e r e f o r e , d i d not apply t o him 
because t h a t had been issued t o secure the assent i n w r i t i n ^ : of 
bishops who were n e i t h e r present i n person nor represented. 
Then, i n order t o p u b l i c i s e t h e i r decrees, i t was imperative t h a t 
they should g a i n the a c t i v e co-operation of the bishop who occupied 
the most important see i n the West. Furthermore, t h i s s p e c i a l 
honour would be pai d J u l i u s 1 0 ^ i n r e c o g n i t i o n o f h i s services a t the 
synod of RojrE 341> which had provided a basis f o r t h e i r own a c t i o n . 

I n t h e i r l e t t e r as a whole, the Western bishops do not advance 
beyond the p o s i t i o n g e n e r a l l y accorded the Roman Church i n the f o u r t i 

h 
century i . e . an important f o c a l p o i n t f o r the Church of the West. 
But t h e i r v a g u e j i n d e f i n i t e statement on episcopal appeals t o Ilome"0^ 
gave ample o p p o r t u n i t y f o r l a t e r claims on be h a l f of the Roman see. 

Ursacius and Valens probably receive s p e c i a l mention i n the 
l e t t e r because o f t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r connection w i t h the Western 
Church, the main sphere of t h e i r p ernicious i n f l u e n c e . 

Notes. 
104. B I I , 1. 
10';. cf.-§l 
106. p.127 L.3-5. 
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?, I I , 3 Names o f the Pieretics. 

There follo.ws. the l i s t of h e r e t i c s promised at the ena of the l e t t e 
to J u l i u s . The l i s t i s t r a n s m i t t e d i n the same L-ISS as the precedi 
l e t t e r though the order i n which the names appear d i f f e r s somevh a t 
i n the various codices. Though Theodore of Heraclea i s mentioned 
i n the l i s t g iven i n B I I , 1 p.123 L.5,6 h i s name does not appear 

107 
here. I n B I I , 1 p. 119 L.7 the see of riaicissus i s given as 
Keronias. 

B I I , 4- L i s t of "bisho-ps who subscribed the decrees of Western 
Liardica. 

For the various transmission t r a d i t i o n s cf.Feder Praef. I I , A 3j 
p.131 L.10 app. c r i t . and Stud. I I , 12sq. Feder has also made 
use of conjectures of various e d i t o r s i n t h e i r c o n c i l i a r c o l l e c ­
t i o n s , such as Cochlaeus K I I I - K I I I I , Grabbe I ?1551) 333-335, 
Binius I , 439, Ed.,regis I I I , 40sq., Labbe-Cossart I I , 662-664, 
Harduin I , 651 and 6^5sq., C o l e t i I I , 687sq. and 691sq., Llansi I I I , 
33sq. and 42, and also Le Quien, Oriens- c h r i s t i a n u s ( P a r i s 1740), 
B a l l e r i n i , S Leonis Magni Opera I I I (1757) X L I I - XLIX. Turner 
also gives a c r i t i c a l e d i t i o n of these names i n h i s Ecclesiae 
Occidentalis Monumenta J u r i s Antiquissima I , I I , I I I p.545sq. 

Notes. 
107. and i n Theod. I , 7. Socr. I I , 26. 



r>.132 L . l Ossius ab Spania Cordobensi - see note on A I I , r.46 L.14. 
0. H. Turner re.narks t h a t the for.n.used by the f o u r t h century f o r 
;iosius and Sardica i s q u i t e d i f f e r e n t fro;a the one used at the 
present day. From the Greek form s ^ o t ^ ^ v X ̂  and Oo~'°s come the 
Lati n "Sardica" and "Eosius", b ut the f o u r t h century form was 
Sord.ica and Ossius. I n H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c t i o n the f o l l o w i n g forms 
are found: Serdica (the most common), Saraica, S a r d i c i a , S e r d i c i a ; 
Ossius (the most common), Osius (found only once). 

Cor dub a. ( o r Cordoba), one' of the c h i e f c i t i e s of Spain, was the seat 
of one of the f o u r "conventus i u r i d i c i " . o f the province of Baetica 
and the usual residence of the p r a e t o r . D i o c l e t i a n had d i v i d e d 
the Spanish diocese i n t o s i x Provinces: Baetica, L u s i t a n i a , 
'Jallaecia, Tarraconensis, Carthajviensis and Mauretania T i n ^ i t a n a . 
Of these, f i v e were represented a t Sardica, v i z : Baetica by 
Cox-duba, L u s i t a n i a by (Augusta) E m e r i t a 1 0 ^ , S a l l a e c i a by A s t u r i c a , 
Tarraconensis by Caesarea A u g u s t a 1 1 0 , C a r t h a j i n i e n s i s by C a s t u l o 1 1 1 . 

A f t e r Ossius, v/ho as president of the c o u n c i l subscribed f i r s t , 
the Spanish bishops az bscribe i n d e f i n i t e o r d e r 1 1 2 according t o the 
a£e of t h e i r sees, as had taken place e a r l i e r a t E l v i r a and Aries1"1"-? 
At E l v i r a Annianus' predecessor had signed i n s i x t h place, and 
Flo r e n t ! us' ^Predecessor i n t e n t h place. A s t u r i c a was not represented 
a t / 
riotes. 
108. .T.T.S. t l 2 , 1911, TO.275-7. 
109. B i t h o - F l o r e n t i u s represented Emerita as a deacon a t E l v i r a 

C.300 and Aries 314. 
110. also represented a t E l v i r a and A r i e s . 
111. also renresented a t E l v i r a . 
112. Turner, E.O.M.I.A. ^.54^sq. suggests t h a t the t r u e order i s 

p' eserved i n H i l a r y . 
113. cf, Gams, Die Kirchenresch. von Spanien V o l . I I B k . V l , f 3 p.183. 
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r-J E l v i r a o: A r i e s , bat, see.as t o have had a bishop as e a r l y as 250. 
j.rstuc' predecessor had subscribed i n eleventh place a t E l v i r a , and 
at Aries si ̂ Tied l i k e w i s e i n the penultimate p o i s i t i o n . There i s 
no mention of the see of Barcelona before Laruica. 

p.133 L.5 Ivlarcelius - see note on him i n A IV, 1 p.49 L.22. 

L-7 Asclemus - see note A IV, 1 n.55 L.20. 

-.134 L . l Vincentius - see note A V I I p.90 L.24. 

L-3 r r o t o j e n e s - see note A IV, 1 p.51 L.lB. 

L.o Lucius a Tracia de Cainonoli - according t o Athanasius» 
Lucius was the successor of ^ t r o p i u s a t Adrianople. See also 
notes A IV, 1 r>.55 -L.21 L.20. 

p.135 Li.6 Aethius - Aetius o f Thessalonica i s associated w i t h c a n j i 
l o of Western Sardica.' 

p.13^' L.3 Athanasius - see note A IV, 1 p.53 L.12. 

L.4 C'audentius - see note A IV, 1 p.64 L. 1, 9 

~.:o les. 
114. Apol. de f uga 3 . 



303 

P.137 L . l Far tunatianus - see note B V I I , o n. l M ' L.15-

L-5 Arius a P a l e s t i n a - see B I I , 1 p.121 L . I , 

L.6 A s t e r i u s ab Arabia - cf. 3 I I , 1 p.121 L.2,11. 

^.138 L . l Galepodius a Campania de Ne a r o l i - Feder^-^suggests t h a t 
Galenodius must have di e d soon a f t e r the disr>atch of the synodal 
l e t t e r of the Westerns, because, i n the address of the Easterns' 
l e t t e r already h i s successor Fortunatus i s named. But i t does not 
seem necessary t o suprcase t h i s . J u s t as the Easterns mention 
Gregory as the hi shor» of Alexandria, while the Westerns support 
the claims of Athanasius, so i t may be w i t h Galepodius, the Kicene 
r e n r e s e n t a t i v e , and Fortunatus, h i s Eusebian r i v a l . 

p.139 L.5 .Euticius ab Acaia ( T i c i u s ab Asia) de r.:otonis - Feder 1 1^ 1 

< t h i n k s i t improbable t h a t two bishops w i t h l i k e - s o u n d i n g names, 
coming from the same province, could f o l l o w immediately upon each 
other i n the s u b s c r i p t i o n l i s t , e s p e c i a l l y when no c l e a r l o c a l 
designation i s given. Moreover, Athanasius, i n h i s l i s t knows only 
one Eutychius. This o p i n i o n ' i s g e n e r a l l y accepted 1 1? 

p. 139 L.7 sexaginta et unus - there are r e a l l y only 60 names i n the 
l i s t / 
Xotes. 
l i b ' . Stud. I I , 42. 
116. Stud. I I , 47. 
117. ci\ Turner I. e . p.559. 
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L i c e Feeler a t t r i b u t e s the to a mistake o c c u r r i n g because of 
118 ' 

•Uie Roman numbering ILX. Turner t h i n k s some sc r i b e has added 
6l through a misunderstanding of p.139 L.5 (58) E u t i c i u s ab Acaia. 

This l i s t of p a r t i c i p a n t s can be augmented from other sources. 
Athanasius 1 1'?. states t h a t Vine ent o f Capua 1 2 0 and Euphrates of 
Agrippina ( i . e . Cologne) were sent by the synod t o the Emperor i n 
the East. The Greek t e x t of the 7th Ssrdican and o f the 5th 
C s r t h a v i n i a n (34-8) canons says t h a t Gratus of Carthage was also at 
S a r d i c a 1 2 1 . • Gratus i s a l s o mentioned i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar.50. 
Jreek martyrologies mention f o r 25th Feb. a bishop Rheginus o f 

122 
3copelos, a Cycladic i s l a n d , who i s said t o have been a t Sax^dica 
The'Cod. Veron. LX also gives some names not contained i n B I I , 4, 
v i z . (4) Johannes (26) P.estitutus. (3) J u l i a n u s (cf. also (29). 
Athanasius mentions only one J u l i a n u s ) . (4) Amnonius (Athanasius 
mentions. Ammonius twice) (5) Aprianus (9) Zosimus (11) Appianus 
(12) Eulogius (13) Eugenius ( I n (31) i s given Eu^ enius de Heraclea. 
Athanasius mentions only one Eugenius). (15) L l a r t y r i u s ( I n (40) i s 
i'.iartirius de Nair>actis. Athanasius has only one M a r t y r i u s ) . ( l 6 ) 
Eucarpus ( I n (54-) i s Eucarpus Opuntius Achaiae. Ath. mentions only 
one). (19) Maximinus (Ath. mentions among the bishops of Gaul one 
,;aximi anus/ 
Notes. 
i i d . I . e . P.559. 
I l v . E i s t . A r . 20. 
120. cf. P. 134 L . l . 
121. cf. Hef. I I , 135sq. 
x22. Acta S.S. Feb. XX V ( I I I ) P.500. 
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..Ifix'i.nianus who i s doubtless i d e n t i c a l w i t h .."aximinus of T r i e r s . 

4..£xi.ninus i s mentioned along' w i t h J u l i u i of Rome anc Ossius i n A IV, 
1 v. 58 L.1,2 and B I I , 5 p.14-1 L.17,13, as being the persons who 
hr.d persuaded the Emperor t o c a l l the synod of Sarcica. He was 
elso among- those condemned by the Eastern syno^ (A IV, 1) . But 
there i s no evidence t h a t Ma^iminus had a c t u a l l y been present a t 
the synod and Feder i s o f the o p i n i o n t h a t Verissimus of Lagdunum 
:aay have subscribed f o r him). (20) Arcidamus, Philoxenus, Leo. 
(28) Severus de Galcide Thessaliae (34) Hermo^enes de Sic„. one 

(44) Amantius Viminacensis r i e r presbyterum ;.;aximum. (47) A^rianus 
de Petavione Tannoniae. (48) Antigonus P e l l e n s i s i;Iacedoniae (50} 
Olympius de Eno Rodopes (He i s also mentioned i n the 17th Sardican 
canon, and i n Ath. H i s t . Ar.19 and Apol. de fuga 3 ) . (51) Zosimus 
Orreomargensis (54) Eucarpus Opuntius Achaiae (55) V i t a l i s 
3artanensis A f r i c a e (5^) Elianus de Gortyna (57) Synphorus de 
Ili e r a p t y n i s Gretae (58) Musonius Heracleae . (59) Sucissus 
Chisaaiensis (60) Cydonius Cydonensis. 

Athanasius (Ar>ol. c.Ar.50) gives a few more names:- Domitienus 
( I I ) , Petrus, Eiitychus, P h i l o l o g i u s , Spudasius, P a t r i c i u s , Adolius, 
bapricius. On the other- hand, Alexander ( I I I ) , Ammonius,Appianus, 
Aprianus ( I I ) , Cydonius, E u c a r p u s ( I I ) , Eucissus, Eu 0enius.(II) , 
Sutherius ( I I ) , Johannes, J u l i a n u s ( I I ) , I.Iartyrius ( I I ) , Olym^ius, 
Severus(II) a re missing i n the At.;anasian l i s t . Some names, too, 
are ,_;iven i n d i f f e r e n t form i n Ath. compared t o the other l i s t s , 
e.g. Lucius of Adrianor>le i s L u c i l l u s , I.Iarcellus i u a r c e l l i n u s , an~ 
Ureacius Ui'sicius. 
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. The imperfections of the various l i s t s i n d i c a t e t h a t the exact 
number of hi shops present at Sardica can not now be ascertained. 
According to Sozomen 1 2^ arid Socrates 1 2 4", the number of p a r t i c i p a n t s 
was approximately 300, "out they have based t h i s f i g u r e on a wrong-
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of a passage i n Athanasius- 1- 2^ where he says t h a t 
more than 300 bishops had agreed t o the decisions of Sarcica and-

126 
i n another ra. ssage of the same work he gives the names of over 
?80 bishops but says p l a i n l y "This i s the l e t t e r wnich the c o u n c i l 
of Sardica sent t o those WHO WERE UNABLE. TO ATTEND ana they on the 
other hand'gave t h e i r approval; and the f o l l o w i n 0 are the names 
both of those bishops who subscribed i n the c o u n c i l and OP THE 
•y±HELS ALSO". Later, a t the end of the same passage, he says t h a t 
with n e a r l y 63 bishops who signed f o r him before the c o u n c i l , the 
t o t a l amount was ^AA. So Sozomen and Socrates have gone wrong i n 
t h i n k i n g t i i i s number represented a l l who were persona l l y present 
at Sardica. I n h i s H i s t . Ar. 15, Athanasius says t h a t about 170 
bishops had come from East and west to'Sardica, and by the Easterns 
the context shows t h a t he means the Eusebians 1 2^. I f we deduct 
the 80 Eusebians, we are l e f t w i t h c.90 orthodox bishops, which 
agrees q u i t e w e l l w i t h the nami-.-er t h a t can be i n f e r r e d from the 
various/ 
Notes. 
1?3- H. E. I l l , 12. 
124. H.E. I I , 20. 
125. Apol. c. Ar. 1. 
12-.. I 50. 
127. Fuchs " B i b l i o t h e k der H i r c h e n v e r s . i l p.98-99 i s of the 

opin i o n t h a t the 170 d i d not include the Eusebians and so 
adus 80 t o i t and .gets the 2?0 o f Theod. I I , 7. 

http://Hirchenvers.il
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,. , 128 various l i s t s . 

Comparison of the various l i s t s of provinces gives the f o l l o w i n g 
r e s u l t s : - A l l the provinces given i n B I I , 4, except Asia, are 
found i n the other l i s t s , Ath.^Cod. Yeron. LX, Cod. par. 3yr.62 > 

and Theod. , end Asia i s found i n Theod. and Cod. par. syr.o2. 
I f we ado the provinces garnered from the bishops named i n other 
sources, the./ are A f r i c a , Greta, l i o e s i a , P.odope, I;or:ia, Calabria, 
1,'oricum aud S a r d i n i a . The province of Dacia. i s r e a l l y "Dacia 
mediterranea 1 1 w h i l e "Dacia r i p e n s i s " i s c a l l e d i n soae other l i s t s 
" a l t e r a Dacia". I n B I I , 4, Cod. syr. and Theod. " G a l l i a " i s 
given i n the s i n g u l a r , while- i n the other l i s t s i t i s c a l l e d 
" G a lliae". I n B I I , . 4 i t i s "Pannoniae" i n the p l u r a l ; i n Cod. 
SjT. and Theod. i t i s "Pannonia". 

i 
I n d i s t i n c t i o n to B I I , 4, most of the l i s t s f o l l o w a c e r t a i n 

geographical order i n g i v i n g the names i . e . from East t o West or 
vice versa. 

According t o A t h a n a s i u s 1 2 9 , trie f o l l o w i n g prov/inces ag reed to 
the decrees of Sardica: Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis, P a l e s t i n e , 
Arabia, I s a u r i a , Cyprus, Parrmhylia, Lycia, G a l a t i e , Dacia, rloesia, 
Thrace/ 
Notes. 
128. I n J.T.5. v o l . 24 -0.74 n . l , CH. Turner notes t h a t i n the 

c o l l e c t i o n of Theodosius the deacon, after- the canons of 
Sardica, a l a t e r hand has t r a n s c r i b e d another v e r s i o n of the 
same canons. But, he adds, t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e v e r s i o n i s w r i t t e n 

• " i n rasura" and tire o r i g i n a l m a t e r i a l apparently consisted of 
the s i g n a t o r i e s t o the-canons of Sardica. As the erasures 
extend over- f i v e f u l l pages and p a r t of a s i x t h , and there are 
normally 27 l i n e s t o a page i n the ivTS, he c a l c u l a t e s t h a t 
there may e a s i l y have been So or 100 s i g n a t o r i e s . 

129. Apol. c. Ar. 1. 
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Vr.race, Dardania, :uacedonia , Gpirus, Thessaly, Achaia, Cre^e, 
G?imatia, S i s c i a , Pannonia, Noric'j.i, I t a l y , Picer.ari, Tusceny, 
Jamptnia, Calabria, A p u l i a , B r u t t i a , S i c i l y , the whole of A f r i c a , 

i 

Sardinia, Spain, Gaul and E r i t a i n . 
I t can be seen t h a t , though predominantly Western i n character, 

the synod s t i l l had i t s supporters i n the East, even i n areas (-.^. 
Asia Minor) v/here the Eusebians were strong e s t , ana on t h i s basis 
alone could c l a i m g r e a t e r a u t h o r i t y than i t s r i v a l Easter:. Garaica. 

Ti I i i 5 N a r r a t i v e t e x t . 

SUM. 1ART. (1) A f t e r r e v e a l i n g the v a n i t y of thec&arges brought 
against Athanasius, (3) the ai t h o r of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t d i r e c t l y 
addresses the bi shops v/ho have condemned Athanasius wrongly and 
against t h e i r b e t t e r knowledge. He recounts the reasons they might 
give f o r t h e i r conduct and answers them i n convincing f a s h i o n ; i n 
a l l t h i n g s they have p r e f e r r e d the a u t h o r i t y of f a l s e bishops t o 
t h a t of t r u e . Then he considers the case of Marcellus and Photinus 
(4) The l a t t e r had been a deacon under I/Iarcellus, had been l e d 
astray by him and as a r e s u l t had been deposed by a Milan synod. 
He r e l a t e s , too, the request of Valens and Ursacius to J u l i u s of 
Rome f o r admission i n t o communion, and t h e i r p r o f e s s i o n i n - w r i t i n g 
of the innocence of Athenasius, the fc'ilse sentence passed against 
him, and the s i n o f the A r i a n heresy. 
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\X.3;fxAHY. p.140 L. 2 Has - i . e . the a f f a i r of Athanasius as seen 
i:\ the l i g h t of the synod of Sardica. .. 

L.4 testes ex Aegypto compositi - cf. A IV, 1 p. 55 L.29, A V I I , 

P.90 1.17, B I I , 1 p.115 L . l . B I I I , 2 p.156 L.6. 

1.5 falsorum iudicum - i . e . the Easterns who came to Sardica. 

L. 5-6 nocturna. . fuga - cf.Ath., Apol. c. Ar.36 " t h e i r indecent 
and suspicious f l i g h t " . 

L.7 originem causae - a t the beginning ( i . e . before 330), the 
Arians had t r i e d t o l i a i s e suspicions about the lawfulness of the 
e l e c t i o n and c o n s e c r a t i o n of Athanasius; Eusebius of Nicornedia was 
e s p e c i a l l y concerned i n t h i s . These accusations were d i s p e l l e d , 
however, by the testimony of the Egyptian bishops who had p a r t i c i p ­
ated i n the election"*""^. Then, a f t e r a p l o t t o secure Athanasius 1 

deposition f o r r e f u s i n g t o s a n c t i o n the r e t u r n of A r i u s t o the 
Church had also f a i l e d , the Eusebians u n i t e d w i t h the K e l e t i a n s t o 
b r i n g forward* charges against him concerning I s c h y r a s 1 ^ • This 
was the basis on which the Easterns b u i l t t h e i r case agai n s t 

132 
Athanasius at Sardica. 

L.8 p r e s b y t e r i - i . e . Macarius.cf. p.141 L.iysq.. Ath. Apol.c. Ar. 
133 

l l s q . 
Notes. 
130. Ath. ATJOI. c.Ar. 6. 
131. cf.A IV, 1 p.53 L.12sq. 
x32. cf, A IV 1 
133. C l . Previous notes on A IV, 1 f o r t h i s . 
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L.10 Scyras presbyter negatur - c i . Ath. Apol. c. A'r.llsq.. , 4 6 . 

L.13 apud Iviareotem e c c l e s i a n u l l a est - Ath. Apol. c. Ar.12 says 
"So t h a t t h i s man ( i . e . I s c h y r a s ) had then no church"; -46 : 

"Meletius never had e i t h e r Church or m i n i s t e r i n Mareotis ", cf. B I I 
1 p.116 L.lOsq. 
C o u s t a n t ^ ^ p o i n t s out t h a t there were many churches i n Mareotis 
but takes t h i s phrase t o mean t h a t t h e r e was no church i n IschyraS 1, 
v i l l a g e . The e x p l a n a t i o n i s probably t o t e found i n Ath. Apol.c.Ar 
11:- "Nov/ the place where they say the cup was broken, was not a 
Church; there was no Presbyter i n occupation of the place... Since 
then t h e r e was no church t h e r e ; since there was no one t o perform 
the sacred o f f i c e . . . " i . e . though Athanasius' enemies had 
claimed t h a t there was a church i n t h a t p a r t i c u l a r place i n 
K a r e o t i s , i n a c t u a l f a c t t here was found to be none. 

p.140 1.14 s o l i r e l i g i o - the r e l i g i o n of the place i . e . the 
church of the place»cf. p. 141 L. 6 l o c i r e l i g i o . . 

L.14,15 aut a l i q u o . . . . desedit? - cf.Numbers XVI, 31sq... 

L.15sq. Scyras de diacono etc - c f . B I I , 1 p. 116 L. 5sq.. Ath. Apol. 
c. Ar.12. 

Notes. 
134. P.L. X c o l . 643 (g) 
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•0.141 i.,3 VOS sacerdotes - the f o l l o w i n g passage reveals t h a t the 
author is-now addressing the bishops who have r e c e n t l y condemned 

135 
Athanasius at A r i e s . Schiktanz t h i n k s t h a t the unexpected 
mention of the bishops of Ari e s i n d i c a t e s t h a t a passage d e a l i n g 
with t h a t synod has now dropped out. But i t does not seem 
necessary t o suppose t h i s . The mention of those bishops, though 
rather s t a r t l i n g , i s not a l t o g e t h e r incongruous w i t h the preceding 
passage 1-^. 

L.14aq- ' s e c u t i 1 , i n q u i t etc - cf. the argument from t r a d i t i o n put 
137 

forward by the Easterns at Sardica 

L.17 Saturninus - see note A I p.45 L.2. 

Mention of Saturninus i n company w i t h Valens and Ursacius, 
^ s p e c i a l l y when considered i n the l i g h t of the statement made on 
p. 142 L.5sq.., i n d i c a t e s t h a t the author i s no longer concerned 
with the events a t Sardica but i s r e v i e w i n g what has taken place 
r e c e n t l y at A r i e s 353, the f i r s t synod since Eastern Sardica t o 
condemn Athanasius. The author can not be t h i n k i n g of M i l a n 355 
because, i n t h a t case, he would almost c e r t a i n l y have mentioned' 
the synod held p r e v i o u s l y at A r i e s . Moreover, i n the documents 
now a v a i l a b l e , there i s no evidence t o show t h a t Saturninus played 
a prominent p a r t i n the proceedings a t Milan;- i n c o n t r a s t , 
bishop/ 
Notes. 

as 

135. p.68. 
}*°' ^ f the Conclusion. •O / • A IV, 1. 
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•jisliop of A r i e s , he had acted as p r e s i d e n t i n the synod held i n 
;.is see i n 353. ' 

L.17,18 ab Ossio. . . communionem? - cf. A IV, 1 p. 58 1.1, p. 65 L.31sq 

L.19sq. p r e s b y t e r eius etc - see previous notes i n A IV, 1, B I I , 
also cf. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. lOsq. The f a c t t h a t the Eusebians again 
dared to r a i s e t h i s accusation a t A r i e s shows t h a t the overwhelming 
proof in favour of Athanasius 1 innocence brought forward by the 
Westerns at Sardica had had l i t t l e or no e f f e c t on t h e i r opponents. 
At Aries the Easterns, w i t h i m p e r i a l consent, brought forward a 
d r a f t decree condemning Athanasius on accusations a s s e r t e d t o have 

- i "5 Q 

been already proved against him before Sardica , and,according 
139 

to Gibbon , i t was the memory of the f i r m and e f f e c t u a l support 
which the primate of Egypt had derived from the attachment of the 
V/estern Church, which induced Constantius t o suspend the execution 
of the sentence of the East t i l l he had obtained the concurrence of 
the L a t i n bishops. 

L.22,23 ad huius r e i . . i n t e r r o g a t e s (sc. ' impers.'1 d i c i t u r ' ) 
140 

Athanasius charges h i s enemies w i t h having paraded the sacred 
mysteries before catechumens and even before heathens and thus 
i n c u r r e d the danger of the heathen,in t h e i r i g n o r a n c e } d e r i d i n g them 
and/' 
Hotes. 
133. Sulp. Sev. K . S . I I , 39. " 
139- c. XXI (11,371). 
140. Apol. c . A r . l l . 
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:\nd the catechumens, i n t h e i r o v e r - c u r i o s i t y ? being offended. His 
enemies themselves gave occasion f o r t h i s charge when they brought 
forward catechumens said heathen t o give evidence i n t h e i r accusa­
tions a g a i n s t Macarius, f o r 'they t e s t i f i e d about v a r i o u s happenings 
i n a service at which, according t o the r u l e of the Church, they 
should not have been present. 

L.23,24 Mareothae ecclesiam nullam esse - cf. p.140 L.13. 

p.142 L.lsq.. sed u t s u b i e c t i o n i huic etc - cf. Ath. Apol. ad Const. 
27, H i s t . Ar. 31. There i s more than a touch of i r o n y here because 
the author f e e l s t h a t they as bishops, leaders of the Church, ought 
to have been W i l l i n g t o endure these persecutions f o r the sake of 
the t r u t h . 

L.5, 6 o dignos successores P e t r i atque P a u l i ! - c f , I r e n . adv. 
H a e r . I I I , 1; Clement of Alex. Strom I , 1; Eus.H.S.IV, 1; Spiph. 
Haer.]OCVTI, 6. This mention of Peter and Paul t o g e t h e r i s an 
i n t e r e s t i n g r e v e l a t i o n of the "non-papal" a t t i t u d e of a f o u r t h 
century bishop. Bishops as such are the successors of the 
apostles as such. 

L.8 s a t i s f e c i m u s . . p r o p o s i t i o n ! - there i s n o t h i n g i n the t e x t to 
explain t h i s "FIRST p r o p o s i t i o n " . Some p a r t of the t e x t , t h e r e ­
f o r e , must now be m i s s i n g .cf. p.147 L.23 Nam T3RTIUS m i h i locus 

141 
praestat etc . 
Notes. 
141. 2 X I , 2 %3 mentions the 3 purooses of the synod of Sardica, 

^ D U o j t i s the SECOND one which deals w i t h the persons See.. Conclusion. 



L.1Q Marcello - see note A IV, 1 p.49 L.22. 

Kotino - Photinus was a. Gaiatian "by b i r t h and v/as t r a i n e d by 
i.iarcellus, unuer v/hom he served as deacon. Later he v/as e l e c t e d 
bishop of Sirmium, the most important see i n the I l l y r i & n provinces. 
AIL p a r t i e s seem t o "neve agreed on h i s h e r e t i c a l character, but he 
was protected, f o r some t i n e because of the Nicenes' defence 01" h i s 
master Marcellus. He v/as f i r s t attacked at the ".nacrostich" 
council o f Antioch, but despite several other synodal condemnations, 
he r e t a i n e d h i s p o p u l a r i t y i n h i s own see ahd was thus able t o 
remain i n o f f i c e u n t i l h i s d e p o s i t i o n by the synod of Sirmium, 351 • 

He appears t o have been r e c a l l e d w i t h the other* bishops under the 
Emperor J u l i a n , but he was again and f i n a l l y removed under 
V a l e n t i n i a n . 

p.142 L.14,15 t u r b a r e . . p r a e d i c a t i o n i b u s - w h i l e a l l a^reec on ^ne 
h e r e t i c a l nature of Photinus 1 doctrine,, opinions d i f i e r e d as t o the 
p a r t i c u l a r heresy o f which he v/as g u i l t y . S u l p i c i u s Severus, 
Epiphanius and Augustine accused him of being i n v o l v e d i n the e r r o r s 
of S a b e l l i u s ; a t other times he i s c r e d i t e d w i t h the e r r o r s of 
Paul of Samosata. 

There i s no doubt t h a t , w hile t o a larg e extent aaopti ng the 
142 

teaching of h i s master Marcellus , he was not co n t e n t t o r e l y 
s o l e l y on t h a t but made h i s own d i s t i n c t i v e c o n t r i b u t i o n . He 
abandoned Marcellus 1 theory o f the supernatural b i r t h , ana h i s 
c h i e f / 
Notes. 
142. e.g. i n the d o c t r i n e of the i m p e r s o n a l i t y of the Logos. 
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chief e r r o r seems t o have l a i n i n h i s i n s i s t e n c e on the s t r i c t l y 
nun&n o r i g i n of Jesus C h r i s t . According to the "uiebians, he 
asserted t h a t the Son of Zod had not e x i s t e d before a l l a 0es but 
had His beginning when He took our f l e s h f r O , T I I/iary, and the seat 

14 3 
of I'tis P e r s o n a l i t y was i n " l i s human s p i r i t . 

L.17sq. i g i t u r ad tollendum etc - i t i s not possible t o s t a t e w i t h 
a l l c e r t a i n t y the dates of the synods mentioned here nor the 

144 
meeting-place o f the second one. According t o Socrates , i t was 
only when Valens and Ursacius heard of Athanasius on h i s ho.neward 
journey from A q u i l e i a and h i s welcome a t the c o u n c i l of Jerusalem, 
t h a t they went t o Rome w i t h t h e i r r e c a n t a t i o n , and also wrote t o 
Athanasius about t h i s . This would place t h e i r repentance about 
the middle Of 346. Now A V, l 1 4 ^ , B , and Ath. De Syn.lO 
show t h a t t h i s had taken place a t a synod o f M i l a i . The question 
t o be decided i s whether t h i s synod i s t o be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the 
one mentioned on p.l 4 2 L . l 8 . Robertson 1 4? and Hefele l 4° are of t h a t 
o p i nion. The l a t t e r s t a t e s t h a t c.345, soon a f t e r the end of the 
Sardrcan synod ,the orthodox b i s i ops at a synod of Mil a n found i t 
necessary t o pronounce the anathema against Photinus.... and also 
t h a t t h i s synod d e a l t w i t h Ursacius and Vaiens who, because of a 
change/ 
Not e s. 
14 3. c f . A t h . De Syn. <^sq. 
L44.. I I , 24. 
145. p.bO L.9* 
146. p.144 L.10. 
147. Ath. P r o l . XLVII. 
148. I I , lbQ. 
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chanje i n view of Constantius i n favour of Athanasi.us had t h o u j h t 
i t necessary t o renounce Arianism. 

The d i f f i c u l t y r a i s e d by t h i s i n t e r p i ' e t a t i o n i s t o understand 
wny Ursacius and Valens had not been received i n t o co.uaunion a f t e r 
t h i s r e c a n t a t i o n , and then,'onlyafter the lapse of two years, had 
sought to secure t h i s through J u l i u s . cf.B I I , 7. I n t h e i r l e t t e r 

149 
to J u l i u s , there i s no complaint about having oeen kept w a i t i n g 
fo r two years, n o r anything t o suggest t h a t they had already made 
t h e i r r e c a n t a t i o n and now i n desperation, as i t were, make t h i s 
appeal to J u l i u s . I lor- would i t have been p o l i t i c f o r J u l i u s t o 
have granted t h e i r request, i f a Western synod had refused i t . 
Besides, i t v/as s t i l l too e a r l y a t the date s u ^ e s t e d by H e f e l e 1 ^ 0 

f o r Valens and Ursacius t o nave lcnown what the t r e n d of events was 
to oe. As a r e s u l t of Athanssius' r e j e c t i o n of n i s r i r s t two 
l e t t e r s , Constantius mi£ht s t i l l have been expected t o favour- the 
Arians. Only a f t e r Constantius' t h i r d l e t t e r and Athanasius' 
acceptance of i t , would they know d e f i n i t e l y how a f f a i r s were moving 
and decide t o f o l l o w the same course; and t h i s took place sometime 

151 

i n 346 . Moreover, E I I , 5 £ 4 makes i t p l a i n t h a t the approach 
of Valens and Ursacius t o the bishop of Rome took place, not at the • 
time o f the synod of iviilan mentioned, on p. 142 L.lb 1, but at t h a t o f 
the synod h e l d two years l a t e r . 

I t seems b e t t e r , t h e r e f o r e , to i d e n t i f y the synod, at which 
Valens/ 
Notes. 
149. 3 I I , 6. 
150. i . e . c.345 t 

cf. Robertson P r o l . XLVII. Ath. Apol. c. Ar . p 8 . 
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Vp.lens and Ursacius had made t h e i r r e c a n t a t i o n , not with, t h a t 
.mentioned on p. 14-2 L.lw, but v i t h the one held two years l a t e r i n 
y,6/7, also a t I . I i l a n 1 ^ 2 . A f t e r pronouncing a sentence of deposi­
t i o n on Photinus, t h i s synod had then d e a l t w i t h the case of 
Ursacius and Valens ana granted them f orgiveness . Thereupon, these 
two oishons had w r i t t e n to J u l i u s , the le a d i n g bishop i n the '.'/est, 
t h e i r purpose being, not to seek a communion which had already been 
refused. tnem" W J, but t o secure h i s a i d as a protec t i v e measure 

1S'4 
egamst any r e p r i s a l s which Athanasius might i n i t i a t e a 0 a m s t tne.a'. 

l ^ o 
As H i l a r y p o i n t s out i n h i s n a r r a t i v e t e x t y , J u l i u s would be 
pleased t o have t h e i r l e t t e r , not only f o r the p r e s t i g e which i t 
gave him pe r s o n a l l y , but more e s p e c i a l l y f o r the advantage thus 
gamed f o r the c a t n o l i c cause . 

F i n a l l y , the date 344/5 f o r the e a r l i e r synoc o f ^ i i l a n 
corresponds reasonably w e l l w i t h the statement of L i b e r i u s , i n his' 
l e t t e r / 
Notes. 
1^2. Some ( e . - . B.C. 3.IV, 394), r e l y i n g on B I I , 9 p.146 L-5, 

p r e f e r Sirmium as the meeting-place of t h i s synod, out A V, 1 
r . 8o L . 9 , B I I , 6 p.144 L.IO, and Ath. De Syn.IO are against 
t h i s . 

153• cf. Hefele's theory. 
1!?4. cf. t h e i r l e t t e r t o J u l i u s E I I , 6 p. 144 L.4sq. I t i s evident 

from t h i s t h a t they i n t e n d t o counter any a c t i o n on the p a r t 
of Athanasius w i t h an appeal f o r J u l i u s 1 p r o t e c t i o n and t o 
p l a y o f f these two bishops against each other. 

155- 3 I I , 5 *_4. 
l p ^ . I t may be noted t h a t H i l a r y describes the r e c a n t a t i o n i n 

stronger terms than Ursacius and Valens. I n t h e i r l e t t e r to 
J u l i u s , the l a t t e r request only pardon f o r t h e i r e r r o r and, 
as was n a t u r a l , minimise t h e i r change of mind as much as 
possible". I n c o n t r a s t t o t h i s , H i l a r y gives the f u l l i m p l i c a ­
t i o n s of t h e i r appeal t o J u l i u s i . e . not only forgiveness bat 
r e c e p t i o n i n t o the Church and acceptance i n t o communion.cf. 
p.142 L.24,25 and p.144 L.lsq. 
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1' 7 
U t t e r A V I I J , t h a t f o u r bishops, Demofilus, i.-Iaceaonius, ̂ ad oxi'us 

l ' ) 8 

£r.d ;,;artyrius ' • , had refused t o condeirji Anus a t a i . i i a r . c o u n c i l 
held e i _ h t years before. As t h i s l e t t e r was w r i t t e n c .3i?3) t h i s 
would date the i.'.'ilan synod, of which L i b e r i u s sneaks, c .3^5) near-
enough f o r i t t o be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the o n e 1 ^ at which Bhotinus 
was condemned as a h e r e t i c . 

I 

L. 21sq. quodjiam pridem. .resecari - e.g. those deprivea of coa-mumon 
by the synou of S a r d i c a 1 0 ^ . 

L. 24, 25 r e c i p i se..rogant - on the wording cf. p. 142 L.17sq.note, 
p. 1̂ -4 L.lsc. 

L .25 sq. l u l i u s ex c o n s i l i o etc - cf. Ath. Ar-ol. ad Gon~t. § 1 

p.143 L . l de i u d i c i i f a l s i t a t e - i . e . a t Tyre and Eastern Gardica. 

L.2 t a l i b u s l i t t e r i s - i . e . H I I , ^. • 

COh'CLUSIOIT. This n a r r a t i v e t e x t , w r i t t e n , l i k e B I , s h o r t l y a f t e r 
1^1 

Aries , reveals tne connection between the • preceding documents 
i n / 
I'otes . 
157. § 4 r . 9 1 L.lSsq. c f . A t h . De 3yn. 26. 
l ; - 8. i . e . the envoys dispatched by the "macrostich" c o u n c i l o f 

Antioch. 
ly ' 9 . P. 142 L . 1 8 . 
l'O. cf.B I I , 1 § 8 : B I I , 2 §5; B I I , 3. 
l 6 l . cf,notes on p.141 L . 8 , 17. 



i n 3 I I and the Preface t o the work. I n B I the author had s t a t e d 
that he vac join;;; t,o be._in h i s work wi'th the events at the s„nod of 
Aries where Paulinus of Treves had been e x i l e d because he refused 

1^2 
to condemn Athanasius. Mis H i r s t task, therefore," ' was t o review 
the cabc of the bishop of Alexandria and prove h i s innocence. He 
J.nes so by i n c o r p o r a t i n g the Sardican documents, v/hich, he feels'"'^ 
ere overwhelming proof i n favour of Athanasius. and thus provide a 

wood basis on which t o upbraid h i s feliow-bishops f o r t h e i r recent 
action at the synod of A r i e s . 

While d o i n r so, h i s a t t e n t i o n momentarily t u r n s t o the case 
of I f e r c e l l u s and Photinus b u t , a f t e r a b r i e f mention, he breaks o f f 
•o r e l a t e the repentance of Valens and Ursacius, an i n c i d e n t which 
a^'ain f u l l y i l l u s t r a t e s Athanasius' innocence. I n l i I I , 9 be 
resumes h i s account of I.-Iarcellus and Photinus. 

holes. 
1*2. cf. p. 142 L . 8 s q . 
163. cf. §. 2. 
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; ; • ! I , ^ L e t t e r of Valens ani: Ursacius t o J u l i u s , c • 

•:,\j.:JAK£. They assert t h a t they wish t o recant t h e i r former a t t i t u d e 
towards Athanasius and now desire t o have co:n .rani on w i t h hi.a and 
to seek pardon f o r t h e i r e r r o r . But, they continue, i f the 
Easterns or even Athanasius c a l l them to account w i t h e v i l i n t e n t , 
they w i l l n o t go w i t h o u t J u l i u s ' knowledge. F i n a l l y , as i n the 
" l i b e l l u s " which they had presented a t :viilan, they anathematise 
Arius, h i s supporters and h i s heresy. The l e t t e r i s w r i t t e n by 
Valens and subscribed by Ursacius. 

CO.-.i.nK'TARV. This l e t t e r , and the one f o l l o w i n g , have been 
preserved also i n Ath. Apol.c.Ar 50 and H i s t . Ar . 2 6 . They were 
w r i t t e n o r i g i n a l l y i n L a t i n , but Athanasius t r a n s l a t e d B I I , 6 i n t o 
Greek from a copy sent him by Faulinus of Treves. They are found 
also i n Soz. H.T3. I l l , 23,24 and Nicephor. H.E..IX, 27. 

I n a d d i t i o n t o Faber-Coustant, B I I , 6 has been e d i t e d by 

Labbe-Cossart I I , 723, Harduin, I , 691 , C o l e t i I I , 7o8sc. , ivlansi I I I 
l 6 7 s q . , Coustant Epp. P o n t i f .403-40^ .• 

I'M-
According to Socrates , i t was d u r i n g Athanasius' homev;ard 

journey from A q u i l e i a t h a t Valens and Ursacius had recanted. Their 
l e t t e r t o J u l i u s must t h e r e f o r e be placed l a t e i n 346 or the 
beginning of 347. ' J 

Notes. 
.1/-4. I I , 24. 
I 6 5 . c f . also B I I , 5 ? 4 and 3 I I , 7 . 
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p. 143 L.4,5 - 0 2 1 renuntiationem O r i e n t a l i u n - the "Orientales" 
are not the ̂ ueebians but the Eastern oishops supporting Athanasius» 
cf, p. 144 L.4. They would be the bishops who came from Syria and 
Palestine t o the oo u n c i l of Jerusalem a t the summons of -l.Iaximus of 

v" 

Jerusalem. • That c o u n c i l gave Atnanasius a c o r d i a l welcome on h i s 
journey home from e x i l e and, i n t h e i r synodal l e t t e r , the t i shops 
pro t e s t h i s innocence, cf. Ath. Apol. c. Ar . 5 6 s q . His-t.Ar. 24sc. 

L.8 antehac - they had been engaged i n the s t r u g g l e against 
Athanasius since Tyre 335* 

i 

L .9 l i t t e r i s n o s t r i s - t h i s would include the documents c o n t a i n i n g 
f a l s e accusations against Athanasius, which were brought back by 

166 

the d e p u t a t i o n sent t o Mareotis by the c o u n c i l o f Tyre . They 
had been sent t o J u l i u s by the ^usebians who t r i e d t o impose a 
c o n d i t i o n of secrecy; .the bishop of Rome, however, f e l t t h a t the 
person t h e r e i n attacked should be made aware of these accusations 
and showed the documents t o Athanasius " ^ 7 . 

L.9>10 l i t t e r i s s a n c t i t a t i s tuae 
i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20sq. 

L . 1 3 / 

Notes. 
1 A 6. Ath. A P O I . c. Ar. 72. 
167. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 83. . 

- i . e . the l e t t e r of J u l i u s given 



c L.13 nostras - the Greek t r a n s l a t i o n has o |J ̂ v — v e s t r a s , and t h i s 
i s the' reading -adopted .by Goustant. But, i n view 01 the f o l l o w i n g 
words '"falsa NOBIS esse i n s i n u a t a " , the L a t i n reading- seems p r e f e r ­
able. They a s s e r t , as an excuse f o r t h e i r previous conduct, t h a t 

1'8 
tney nave tnemselves been misinformed 

p.144 L . l , 2 atque ideo..Athanasii - mention has already been made 
of the d i f f e r e n c e i n tone between t h i s l e t t e r and the n a r r a t i v e 
t e x t - 3 ^ 1 . 5 , A c c o r d i n g t o H i l a r y , they had asked f o r acceptance i n t o 
the Church and r e c e p t i o n i n t o communion, but i n t h e i r l e t t e r they 
ask, not f o r readmission i n t o communion, but only f o r pardon on 
account of t h e i r e r r o r : i . e . they do not f e e l p a r t i c u l a r l y g u i l t y 
about t h e i r past conduct and s t a t e q u i t e simply, as i f i t were not 
an e s s e n t i a l c o n d i t i o n of t h e i r repentance, t h a t they are most 
w i l l i n g to embrace communion w i t h Athanasius.' As has been s a i d , 
i t was n a t u r a l both f o r them t o seek t o create t h i s impression, 
e s p e c i a l l y so i n view of the i n s i n c e r i t y of t h e i r change of mind, 
and f o r H i l a r y t o s t a t e b o l d l y and c l e a r l y what-he, and every other 
orthodox bishop, knew t o be the t r u e s t a t e o f the case, namely, t h a t 
t h i s repentance on the p a r t of Valens and Ursacius i n v o l v e d not only 
r e c e p t i o n i n t o the Church but also readmission i n t o communion. 

L.3 r r o i n s i t a sitai b e n i v o l e n t i a - cf. the c o n c i l i a t o r y s p i r i t 

eh own / 
Notes. 
IhQ. I t i s noteworthy t h a t the Greek t e x t omits the "nobis". 
I69. cf.p.142 L.17sq., L.24, 25. 
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shown by J u l i u s towards the ^usebisns p r i o r to the synod of Horae, 
cf, his l e t t e r i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20sq. 

L.4 Orients l e s - i . e . the supporters of. Athanasius ..cf. p. 143 L.4,5 

note. 

c i t r a conscientiara tuam - Valens and Ursacius could expect 
no sympathy or mercy from Athanasius and h i s Eastern supporters 
a f t e r t h e i r previous treacherous behaviour 1*^. So, r e l y i n g on the 
pardon which they hoped t o o b t a i n and remembering the c o n c i l i a t o r y 
tone of J u l i u s ' famous l e t t e r and the s p i r i t o f t o l e r a t i o n he had 
shown i n r e c e i v i n g the Eusebian deputation p r i o r t o the. c a l l i n g of 
the synod of Rome, they now sought h i s p r o t e c t i o n l e s t they should 
at any time be brought t o judgment. 

L./sq q u i d i c u n t : e r a t tempus etc - these are the well-known 
171 

A r l a n t e n e t s . c f . the anathemas at the end of the Nicene Creed ' . 
But even the Easterns a t Sardica had been able t o anathematise 
s i m i l a r s t a t e m e n t s 1 ? 2 . Their condemnation o f A r i u s and h i s system 
i s t h e r e f o r e a general one' end not of much consequence. 

p.144/ 
Notes . 
170. cf. t h e i r p a r t i n the compassion sent by the c o u n c i l of Tyre 

to i'-iareotis. 
171. cf. B I I , 10. 
172. cf. A IV, d p.y^ L.^sq. 
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r. 144 L .9 per priorern l i b e l l u r a nostrum - t h i s " l i ' o e l l u s " i s no 

L.10 quern apud Mediolanum porreximus - t h e i r " l i u e l l u c " would be 
presented a t the second of the two councils mentioned i n a I I , 5§ 4-i 

CONCLUSION. I t i s not d i f f i c u l t t o understand the motives which 
would impel Valens and Ursacius t o w r i t e t o J u l i u s . P r i m a r i l y 
because o f h i s famous l e t t e r , he was the most important of the 
Western orthodox bishops engaged i n the controversy a t t h i s time. 
So they would w r i t e t o him t o give g r e a t e r a u t h o r i t y t o t h e i r a c t i o n 
at Kiilan and as f u r t h e r pr oof of t h e i r r e c a n t a t i o n , r e l y i n g on h i s 
generous s p i r i t as shown i n h i s actions p r i o r to the Roman synod, 
and knowing t h a t i f they obtained h i s favour they would be secure 
from any attacks t h a t might be made upon them because of t h e i r 
previous conduct. 

Moreover, J u l i u s was not only a s t a l w a r t supporter, but also 
174 

a personal f r i e n d of Athanasius ; so- Valens and Ursacius would 
be hoping t h a t an approach through J u l i u s might serve both t o a l l a y 
the doubts and t o remove any b i t t e r f e e l i n g s t h a t Athanasius might 
have towards them. • 

The bishop of Rome can not be blamed f o r accepting t h e i r 
r e c a n t a t i o n a t i t s face value. At t h i s p a r t i c u l a r time, w i t h the 
r e t u r n home of Athanasius and the continued favour of Cons tans, 
orthodox/ 
Notes-. 
173. cf.p.142 L.17sq. note. 
174. c f . t h e l a t t e r - s v i s i t t o Rome on h i s way home from e x i l e . 
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oithodox hopes were h i j h and. n a t u r a l l y tae s p i r i t of oolerauce 

rervaded t h e i r a c t i o n s . 

~ I-"?,7 N a r r a t i v e t e x t . 
^iLIMARY. This l e t t e r was sent tv;o years a f t e r the heresy of P.-.otin-
us v;as condemned by the Romans. 

CO.-.i.-ZZi-iTARY. p. 145 L.2,3 Haec e p i s t u l a etc - i t i s evident t h a t 
t h i s statement i s c l o s e l y l i n k e d w i t h the one i n S I I , 5 p. 14-2 L.15, 
19^ Pot man, qui ante biemiium iara i n Mediolanensi synodo erat 
h ereticus demnatus. "Romani" i s n o t t o be taken i n a s t r i c t sense 
but i s a c o l l e c t i v e terra f o r the '.'/estern bishops gathered a t the 
synod of Mil a n , f o r whom the use of L a t i n was a common bond. That 
the word "Romanus" could be used f o r a person sreaking L a t i n i s 
i l l u s t r a t e d from the f o l l o w i n g examples (1) n i l . Ps. 2 § y-j u^es 
" i n Romanam linguam" where " i n Latinam lin^uam" woulu have oeen more 
usual. (2) Jerome En.LXXXII § 7 w r i t e s : "and as he c o n s t a n t l y 
converses and d a i l y associates w i t h L a t i n s , I t h i n k he can not be 
ignorant of the speech of the Romans". Then i n Ep. TOCCC § 1 Rufinus 
sa^s: "Laige numbers o f the brethren...begged... t o make Crimen a 
Roman", ana Jerome fledges h i m s e l f t o give t o Roman ears these 
homilies of Origen and as many of h i s other works as he can. 
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l_ II j_ 8 L e t t e r of Valeria ?• Ursacius t o Athannsius. c . 34-7 . 

Su.wiRY. They s t a t e t h a t they have taken advantage of the v i s i t 
of the Tr esbyter i.'Ioyses to him, t o send t h i s l e t t e r from A q u i l e i a , 
informing him t h a t they have peace and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l communion 
with him and r e q u e s t i n g an answer. 

CCU- .BKTAHY. The l e t t e r i s edited by Labbe-Cossart I I , 724, C o l e t i 
I I , 769, «IensL I I I , 163. ' 

p. 14^ A q u i l e i a - one of the most important towns i n Northern 
I t a l y . Athanasius stayed there f o r some time a f t e r the c o u n c i l of 
Sardica. 

L.IO iwoysetis - n o t h i n g else i s 
been an Egyptian presbyter. 

- though Valens and Ursacius asked 
there i s no evidence t h a t he ever 

L.14,15 sane s c i t o . - s c i t o - i . e . they do not request communion 
from Athanasius but o f f e r i t , as i t were, on equal terms .-^k 
Notes. 
175'• Mist. Ar . 2 6 : "though Athanasius had sent no communication t o 

ih em, even by these persons" suggests t h a t Athanasius had 
always been suspicious o f them and refused t o have any 
r e l a t i o n s w i t h the.a. 

17 A - c f . 3 I I , 5 §4 end B I I , 6 notes. 

known of him, but he see..'is t o have 

L.13,14 dederis enim...rependas 
Athanasius to' r e p l y i n w r i t i n g , 

175 
CllO so. 
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CJHCZ/JSIOK. The a u t h e n t i c i t y of these two l e t t e r s , - n , ^ end 8, 
1 77 - r, 

has never been- questioned except by Gibbon-• 1 , who douots the t a c t 
of the r e c a n t a t i o n on the ground of the d i s s i m i l a r tone of the tv/o 
l e t t e r s . This d i f f e r e n c e i n tone, however, may be accounted f o r 
by the f a c t t h a t Valens and Ursacius, having gained the favour o f 
the b i shop of Rome, f e l t mo re secure, indeed had obtained the 
p r o t e c t i o n r e q u i r e d to make them safe from- orthodox a t t a c k , and 
thus wrote i n grudging s p i r i t t o Athanasius, an unwelcome task but 
one necessary.to complete t h e i r r e n u n c i a t i o n ox Arianis.a; t h i s may 
even have been demanded by J u l i u s as a c o n d i t i o n of h i s favour. 

Athanasius ' gives t h i s l e t t e r i n the same order as i n the 
c o l l e c t i o n of H i l a r y i . e . f o l l o w i n g some time a f t e r t h e . l e t t e r to 
J u l i u s . But i n h i s H i s t . Ar. 26, though again g i v i n g the same 
order, he makes i t appear as i f t h i s l e t t e r t o himself and t h e i r 
going UP to Rome had taken place a t xne same time. Furthermore, 

179 
m a l e t t e r t o Constantius , Ossius s t a t e s : "They ( i . e . Valens 
and Ursa.cius) v o l u n t a r i l y went up to Rome, and, i n the presence o f 
the bishops and presbyters, wrote t h e i r " r e c a n t a t i o n , having 
PREVIOUSLY addressed t o Athanasius a f r i e n d l y and peaceable l e t t e r " 
Ossius, of course, was w r i t i n g several years l a t e r , and, being by 
t h i s time i n extreme o l d a g e l d o , may very e a s i l y have confused the 
ac t u a l course o f events. 
Notes. 
177- Decline and F a l l c. XXI, note 108-
178. Apol. c. Ar. .58» 
179- Ath. Mist. Ar.44. 
180. cf. H i s t . Ar. 45 . 
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The order given i n H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c t i o n i s the most l i k e l y one, 
because i t seems more -probable t h a t Valcns Ursacius would 
approach Ath anas Lus through the mediator J u l i u s than approach him 
d i r e c t and aft e i w a r d s w r i t e t o J u l i u s . 'They needed the support o f 
the bishop of Rome BRFORF they wrote to Athenasius, not AFTRR. 
Moreover, i f they had p r e v i o u s l y w r i t t e n t o the "a shop of Alexandria, 
i t i s strange t h a t there i s no mention of i t i n t h e i r l e t t e r t o 
J u l i u s ; s u r e l y t h i s would have been f u r t h e r evidence of t . i e i r 
r e c a n t a t i o n and important enough t o ce included. 

Tire p o s s i b i l i t y "that there might have' been f r i e n d l y l e t t e r s : 
fro.a Ursacius and Valens 'to Athanasius i n a d d i t i o n t o 5 I I , 6 i s so ; 
remote as t o be p r a c t i c a l l y excluded. 

I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t , too, t h a t , both i n h i s Apol. c. Ar. and 
h i s t . Ar., Athanasius places the l e t t e r ; t o h i m s e l f a f t e r t h a t t o i 

I 
Julius'. 

The l e t t e r may be dated sometime i n 347. . j 

The reason f o r t h i s change of mind on the p a r t of Ursacius and ' | 
Valens i s t o be found i n the p o l i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n at t h i s time. Their'! 
master, Constantius, was being compelled by Constant t o c.iarge h i s .:i 
a t t i t u d e towards Athenasius, and these c o u r t i e r bishops found i t j 

p o l i t i c also t o make t h e i r peace w i t h the bishop o f Alexandria. Latex-
events were t o show how shallow and f a l s e t h e i r r e c a n t a t i o n had been. 
Rotes. . 
i d l . The sane argument app l i e s t o those who support the view t h a t 

Valens ana Ursacius wrote t o J u l i u s because Athanasius had not 
given the requested answer. I f t h i s had Deeu so, they would 
c e r t a i n l y have mentioned i t i n E I I , n. 



Sl?;.;:.,ARY. (1) 'On r e c e i p t of the above L e t t e r s , Yulens and Ursacius. 
ware r e s t o r e d t o corm.vanion. Then the author continues w i t h the 
case of Photinus. Despite h i s condemnation, i ~ had been found 
impossible to depose him at Sirmium because of h i s p o p u l a r i t y w i t h 
the people. Before Photinus was accused, Athanasius had broken o f f 
r e l a t i o n s with. I\:arcellus, who, a f t e r the reading- of h i s "book, had 
been r e s t o r e d t o the episcopate by the synod of Sardica. 
Athanasius 1 reason f o r t h i s was not the p u b l i c a t i o n of h i s book, 
but the i n t r o d u c t i o n by Ij'arcellus of new d o c t r i n e s and h i s 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r t h e t e a c h i n g of Photinus. His a c t i o n i n t h i s 
matter u n f o r t u n a t e l y gave an opening to those who wished to act 
against Photinus. (2) Nov/ no synod had ever been held against 
Ivlarcellus except the one a n n u l l e d at Sardica and no mention had 
been made of him when the '.Vesterns had d e a l t w i t h Photinus and 
reported t h e i r d e c i s i o n to the Easterns. Despite t h i s , scoundrel 
had t r i e d t o i m p l i c a t e Athanasius and l i a r c e l l u s i n the condemnation 
of Photinus and thus r a i s e questions long ago dead and b u r i e d by 
the judgment of t r u t h . I t v/as evident from the l e t t e r of the 
Westerns at Sardica t h a t r.iarcellus had been condemned by the Arians 
because of the book he had w r i t t e n on the s u b j e c t i o n of C h r i s t ; 
perusal of t h i s book, however, had shown his innocence and the 
f a l s i t y of the A r i a n judgment. As custom demanded, a l e t t e r was 
w r i t t e n t o the Easterns concerning Photinus, not, as i s now being 
done, t o e x t o r t assent, but to give the customary i n f o r m a t i o n of 

what had been done. ( 3 ) Then the author of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t 
asks/ 
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asks why Athanasius i s accused of denying corrnvunion to l u a r c e l l u s , 
and asserts t h a t he had done so, not on account of the d o c t r i n e 
contained i n h i s book, but because of h i s other teachings. So 
both judgments of Athanasius on Ivlarceilus were correct.' He was 
r i g h t i n h o l d i n g commrnion w i t h him at Sardica when h i s b e l i e f 
concerning the s u b j e c t i o n and su r r e n d e r i n g of the Kingdom was 
orthodox, and l a t e r he was r i g h t i n r e f u s i n g him communion, even 
though he d i d not have synodal a u t h o r i t y f o r t h i s . But an even 
greater wickedness was p e r p e t r a t e d . (4) H i l a r y then proceeds t o 
show t h a t the f a i t h , which they produced at the beginning of t h e i r 
l e t t e r , was h e r e t i c a l . I t had begun s o f t l y w i t h a general con­
f e s s i o n of the T r i n i t y , made t o e l i c i t the s u b s c r i p t i o n and assent 
of a l l , and so t o c a r r y t h i s assent on t o what f o l l o w s , namely, a 
censure against Photinus, an accusation against Athanasius, a 
condemnation of the c a t h o l i c f a i t h . The synod of Sardica w i l l 
s u r e l y have shown t h i s . Nevertheless he f e e l s himself bound t o 
deal b r i e f l y w i t h the whole a f f a i r . (5) He ass e r t s t h a t i t has 
always been the duty of bishops to p r o t e c t the f a i t h and expound 
the c o r r e c t b e l i e f t o be held on God the Father, the Son of God, 
and the Holy S p i r i t , f o r "the p e r v e r s i t y of h e r e t i c s always a r i s e s 
from t h e i r impious f a i t h " . (6) Then he mentions the c o u n c i l of 
Nicaea and gives the A r i a n d o c t r i n e of two Gods, one, God the 
Father, the other made by Him i n t o a new substance from n o t h i n g 
by His power. (7) F i n a l l y , he r e l a t e s how the 300 or more bishops 
gathered a t Nicaea condemned the A r i a n heresy and l a i d the founda­
t i o n of c a t h o l i c u n i t y on the basis of evangelic and a p o s t o l i c 

doctrines- A s proof of t h i s , he gives the Nicene Creed. 
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ITTAHY. p. 146 L. 3-5 rnaxime cura.. c o n t i n e r e n t - by t h e i r 
r ecantation Vale'ns and Ursacius had shown t h a t the accusations 
brought against Athanasius by Tyre and Eastern Sardica were f a l s e 
and thus confirmed the decisions of Western Sardica. 

L. 5 verum i n t e r haec Syrmium convenitur - those commentators, v/ho 
have taken t h i s phrase to r e f e r t o a Sirmian synod, have found 
d i f f i c u l t y i n a s s i g n i n g a p r e c i s e date t o i t . Because of a passa, 
i n S u l p i c i u s Severus 0 , where i t i s the 3mperors who are s t i l l 

-] Q-) -1 OA 

addressed, some have placed i t i n 349 . C e i l l i e r puts i t 
185 

a f t e r 350. Zahn dates i t 347, because the phrase "verum i n t e r 
haec" p o i n t s t o a close connection of the events w i t h t h e pardon 
given t o Valens and Ursacius. 

But t h i s phrase does not n e c e s s a r i l y mean t h a t a synod was 
held at Sirmium. I t seems more probable t h a t an embassy was sent 
from the synod of M i l a n 346/7 t o Sirmium t o execute the decisions 
reached w i t h regard t o Photinus" 1" u o, but on a r r i v a l - t h e r e , they 
found i t impossible t o depose him. The "'inter haec' shows t h a t 
t h i s must have taken place about the same time as-the preceding, 
i . e . C . 347 . 

L.6 o l i m reus p r o n u n t i a t u s - t h i s probably r e f e r s to the judgment 
d e l i v e r e d against him at the f i r s t of the M i l a n synods"*"^. I t 
could/ 
Notes. 
182. 
183. 
184. 
135. 

Chron. i l , 37. 
c f k C o u s t a n t P.L. X col.649 ( c ) . 
I V , 714. 
p. 78 . 

186. 
187. cf . 3 I I cf»B I I 5 § 4 
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, 0 U l d also r e f e r to t l i e a t t a c k made upon him at the "macrostich" 

council of Antioch. 

188 
1,3... sed idem Athanasius - Zahn 0 t h i n k s t h e r e i s a gap before 
"sed idem Athanasius"etc. This i s also the o p i n i o n of Peder. 
">it i t does not seem necessary t o assume t h a t a d e s c r i p t i o n of a 
Girmian creed and i t s r e f u t a t i o n have dropped out. H i l a r y i s not 
p r i m a r i l y i n t e r e s t e d i n the S i m i a n assembly or Photinus. They 
are i n c l u d e d only because of Photinus' r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h L a r c e l l u s . 
To have given a longer d i s c u s s i o n t o t h i s subordinate and secondary 
matter would have d e t r a c t e d from th,e main purpose of the n a r r a t i v e 
4- 0 <-

cf. 13 I I , IS? 6. r.iarcellus L.Scq.. qui post r e c i t a t i o n e n l i b r i etc 
book i s not now extant"!"^ 

1.11 a l i a nova - i . e . those not discussed a t Sardica. 

L.12 i n quam Fotinus e r u p i t - cf. B I I , 5 p.142 L.14,15 note 

190 
p. 146 JJ.13 a communione sua separat - Coustant suggests t h a t 

191 
the Easterns at Sirmium had r e p l i e d i n w r i t i n g t o M i l a n , and 
n i i a r y had b e l i e v e d too r e a d i l y the calumny i n s e r t e d i n t h i s l e t t e r , 
about Athanasius breaking o f f r e l a t i o n s w i t h iVIarcellus; and so, 
when/ 
Notes. 
188. p.78 
189 • see note on L'iarcellus. i n A IV, 1 p. 49 L.22. 
190. P.L. X COl. 650-1 r.o-'-Q I \ 
191. c f . P . i 4 7 ±: 18,11. s ( e ) -
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when he says t h a t t h i s ha^renec before Photinus was. accused, he i s 
t h i n k i n g , not of the ti.::e ;r ececlin^ the e a r l i e r synod of y i l a n , but 
of the time of -..he sec one. one. 

I t i s scarcely b e l i e v a b l e , however, t h a t the Easterns, i f they 
di d indeed r e p l y i n w r i t i n g , would put a f a l s e accusation i n t h e i r 
l e t t e r f o r t h i s would have j oopa-rdised t h e i r case from the very 
beginning. I f f a l s e , Ath-snasius would alaoso c e r t a i n l y have 
denied i t i n some of h i s works dec Fuse, at t h i s ti..:e, h i s enemies 
yore using t h i s i n c i d e n t between ivl&rcelluc and hi./.self as the 
excuse f o r reopening their- a t t a c k upon hi.,; ana r a i s i n . ; again the 
questions s e t t l e d at 3e.rd.ica. 

S t i l t i n g : ' : , indeed, refuses t o b e l i e v e - t h i s accoj.no of the 
s t r f i r i e d r e l a t i o n s between Marc a l i u s and Athanasius .; Ixrlj because 
u:e l a t t e r nowhere i n h i s w r i t i n g s s t a t es t h a t he has ever broken 
o f f r e l a t i o n s w i t h him. This i s t r u e ; h'iiary i s our on_y 
a u t h o r i t y f o r t h i s * ' . But i o i s not very s u r p r i s i n g t h a t 
Athanasius does not mention t h i s f o r he speaks very r a r e l y o f 
i l a r c e l l u s , and even where he does mention him, i t i s always b r i e f l y 

I C O 
and c o l d l y . 

L. 1.3,14 a n t e r i o r e tempore ouam Fotinus a r g u i t u r - as no q u a l i f y ­
ing remark i s placed on t h i s , i t must mean t h - t Athanasius had 
broken o f f r e l a t i o n s w i t h I.Iarcellus before Fotinus was accused FOR 
J.fV 
kotes. 
^•2. 3uln. Sev. I I , 37 also gives i t , but h i s account i s dependent 

on B I I , 9. 
193• e.g. i n h i s l e t t e r t o the Egyptian and Libyan bishops § 8 , he 

does not mention Marcellus i n the l i s t he gives of orthodox 
contemporaries, c f . also Epiph. Haer. LXXII, 4. 

http://3e.rd.ica
http://accoj.no
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194 iVIE F I J K S T TJ...'.7) i . e . s h o r t l y a f t e r Sardica, w h i l e Athanasius 
v/as s t i l l i n the West. The Ar-ians znust have alleged t h a t i t was 
only a f t e r Photinus had been ccnce.aned t h a t Athanasius broke o f f 
r e l a t i o n s w i t h Marcellus because of c e r t a i n d o c t r i n e s contained i n 
his book, which had been accented at Sardica. H i l a r y denies t h i s 
and asserts t h a t Athanasius had broken v/ith Uarcellus before the 
condemnation of Photinus and f o r a d i f f e r e n t reason. The bishop' 
of Alexandria had broken v/ith him because o f other new d o c t r i n e s 
which had not been discussed at Sardica but which Photinus had 
developed and been condemned f o r . 

L.±4s'-i.ppaeventam i u d i c i o medita^ionem etc - the author of the 
n a r r a t i v e t e x t attempts' t o prove t h a t Athanasius' a c t i o n i n separat 
ing ivlarcellus from communion d i d not i n v a l i d a t e the decision- of 
Sardica concerning him but r a t h e r gave i t a u t h o r i t y f o r the bishop 
of Alexandria had taken t h i s a c t i o n not because of h i s book 
..^arcellus v/as q u i t e orthodox i n t h i s and so Sardica 1 s d e c i s i o n v/as 
the c o r r e c t one - but because of h i s l a t e r opinions. The Arians, 
however, had taken h i s a c t i o n as an o p p o r t u n i t y t o show t h a t Sardic 
had not said the l a s t word on Marcellus and t h e r e f o r e they were 
j u s t i f i e d i n proceeding against h i s p u p i l , Photinus,and e n t i t l e d 
to r a i s e a l l these questions again-, and thus lead up t o a. f u r t h e r 
p.ttack on Athenasius h i m s e l f . 

I t would seem t h a t both the orthodox and. the Arians v/ere 
c once i Tied/ 

Hotes. 
194. c o n t r a s t Coustant's o p i n i o n i n p.146 L.13 note. 



concerned at t h i s time about Photinus, but H i l a r y ' s argument i s 
that the Arians had. no r i g h t t o at t a c k him because they were doing 
-U f o r wrong .reasons. Coustant ' J r e f e r s "antea" ( L . l ? ) t o the 

action of the synod of Constantinople 33^ i n deposing I.Iarcellus, 
which d e c i s i o n was repealed at Sardica. I f t h i s i s so, then the 
phrase "quia promptum. . . e f i ' i c i " (L'.l6) «aust be taken as an 
explanatory side-remark 1*^ and the meaning would be t h a t , vh ere as 
evil-minded m e n 1 ^ r e l a t e d Athenasius* a c t i o n against :.:arcellus to 
t h a t o f Constantinople' 33^ towards the same man, the c o r r e c t i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n was t o r e l a t e i t to the question concerning Photinus. 
The d i f f i c u l t y w i t h t h i s theory i s t h a t i n §2 H i l a r y upjr-c.ids-the 
Arians f o r t r y i n g t o i m p l i c a t e Athanasius ana marcellus w i t h 
Photinus.. 

The a l t e r n a t i v e i s to r e f e r the "antea" to the a c t i o n of 
bardic a with regard t o ivlarcellus and t o take the phrase "quia 
prornptum. . - . e f f i c i " as an i n t e g r a l part o f the t e x t . The meaning-
then i s t h a t v/hereas Athanasius 1 a c t i o n ought to have ^ i v e n 
a u t h o r i t y t o the Sardican d e c i s i o n .-.because he hims e l f he.d agreed 
to the Sardican judgment concerning- the innocence of ivlarcellus and 
had broken w i t h him f o r q u i t e a d i f f e r e n t reason - the Arians had 
wrongly r e l a t e d h i s a c t i o n t o the i n q u i r y concerning Photinus and 
thereby attempted t o r a i s e doubts about both I.'arcelius and 
Athanasius. 
hotes. 
195- c o l . A51 ( a ) . 
19n. because H i l a r y could not mean t h a t Athanesius' a c t i o n , when 

r i g h t l y i n t e r p r e t e d , gave a u t h o r i t y to the a c t i o n o f the synoc 
of Constantinople. 

197. cf.L.23, 24. 
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L . 20 sq. p r a e t e r earn etc - i . e . the synod of Constantinople 33^ • 

cf. also'B I I ; 1 6 p . I I ? . 

L..22, ?3 cum de Potino. .relatu-.i - t h i s w i l l refer' t o the d e c i s i o n 
198 

ta.ccn by the Westerns at .Vlilan 7' and re p o r t e d t o the Easterns "as 
• 199 

custom demanded" . 

L. 24-26 occasionem. . i u d i c i i - l i k e i.fercellus, Athanasius had been 
accused by the c o u n c i l of Constantinople bat these accusations had 
been d i s p e l l e d at Sardica where both bishops were declared innocent. 
7/ith the a r r i v a l of the r e p o r t from the Y/e sterns at ..;ilar: w i t h r e j a r c 
to r h o t i n u s , the Easterns had c u n n i n j l y t r i e d t o r e v i v e the o r i g i n a l 
judgment by i m p l i c a t i n g ;.*arcellu£ i n the e r r o r s of Photinus. 

L . 2 7 s q.ut emortuara etc - U i l a r y here reveals the t r u e aim o f the 

Easterns. -In a d d i t i o n to' t h e i r a t t a c k on I.Iarcellus, they wanted 

io r a i s e again the accusations concerning Athanasius. Thus, through 

Photinus, they-hoped t o undo the work.of Western Sardica and once 

more d i s t u r b the peace o f the Church. H i l a r y ' s argument i s t h a t 

the cases of Athanasius and ^ar-cellus and t h a t of Photinus are not 

i n any way r e l a t e d to each o t h e r 2 0 0 , t h a t iUarcellus has no respons— 

i o i l i t y f o r Photinus, and t h a t condemnation of the l a t t e r involves 

n e i t h e r marcellus nor Athanasius. 
X * 0 ~L G 3 • 
19o . cf. 2 I I , 5$ 4. 
199 . cf, p. 14-7 L . 4 , 7 -
200. cf, L. 13,14 "Athanasius breaks w i t h I.iarcellus before Photinus 

i s accused 'i 
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.'J.29 causae novitas " - i . e . of the case of Photinus-. 

n.i-;" L .2 i n s u p e r i o r i s e p i s t u l a e corpore - i . e . the l e t t e r of 
v/estern Sardica E I I , 1 e . g . ^ . 

d/sq de Fotino autem etc - the '.Vesterns had w r i t t e n merely t o 
inform the Easterns of t h e i r acts concerning Fhotinus, but H i l a r y 
complains t h a t now the Easterns are t r y i n g t o e x t o r t assent to t h e i r 

201 

Letter. Coustant r e f e r s the "ut nunc a g i t u r " t o 1 t h e time a f t e r 
the synod of Ariminum but i t seems more n a t u r a l t o r e f e r i t t o the 
reply of the E a s t e r n s 2 0 2 . 

r>.147 L.lOsq Sea cur etc - H i l a r y again deals w i t h the embarras­
sing question of Athanasius' break w i t h .Llercellus and defends the 
a c t i o n of the bishop of Alexandria on the ground t h a t i t was not 
because of h i s book t h a t Athanasius had attacked Harcellu:- - on 
t h i s p o i n t he concurred w i t h the d e c i s i o n of Sardica - but because 
of other d o c t r i n e s and rr actice-s which, as the Easterns themselves 
admitted, had l e d t o the heresies of Photinus. 

L . l l r e s c r i b i t u r - t h i s i s probably another reference to the r e p l y 
of the Easterns i n which they had presumably - t r i e d t o connect t h i s 
break w i t h the book of I.'arcellus and thus reopen the question 
s e t t l e a by the d e c i s i o n o f Western Sardica. 

Notes. 
201. c o l . 452 (e). 
202. cf. p.146 L.26. 



1.12,13 t e s t e s i p s i . . . surnsisse - cf.p.14^ L.12,13." 

1.15 f i d em de subiectione et t r r - d i t i o n e r e gni - c f .notes on A IV, 1, 
_, J L i , 1 • 

L.17 v i r i - i . e . Atheussius. synodi - i . e . Western S a r d i c a . 

L . l ? s q . verum omnis i s t a , etc - having s a t i s f a c t o r i l y shown the 
Easterns 1 hatred o f Athanasius and how behind the facade of 
Phoi.inus and I.iarcellus was concealed t h e i r r e a l purpose of renewing 
the a t t a c k upon him, the author of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t now advances 
t o a t h i r d stage and reveals t h e i r wickedness i n attempting t o 
replace the Hicer.e creed w i t h a h e r e t i c a l one of t h e i r own making, 
cf. Phoebad. c.Arr.8. 

-.23 Nam t e r t i u s m i h i locus - c f . p.142 L.3sq. His f i r s t aim had 
been t o show Athanasius 1 innocence, h i s second to give d e t a i l s 
concerning Llarcellus and Photinus; how h i s t h i r d was t o r e v e a l t h e i 
h e r e t i c a l creed, which he regards as a t y p i c a l A r i a n creed^O^ . 

L.23, 24 fidem, quam e p i s t u l a e primordio condiderunt - the Easterns 
must have put t h i s creed at the beginning o f t h e i r r e p l y ; from the 
d e s c r i p t i o n given i n the n a r r a t i v e t e x t , i t resembles the creed 
issued by the Easterns at S a r d i c a ^ 0 ^ 

I:.'otes. 
203. c f . D I I , 1. 
204. c f . 3 I I , 11. 
205'. A IV, 2. 
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• %>r. • n 1-ofite..rjr enim i t a etc - c f . the ITicene Creed. I t i s 
-. ,vicuf from the context t h a t the "wo" i n t h i s caf-c r e f e r s t o "Che 
.•-.cterns; the author ~uts i t thus f o r the sake of g r e a t e r emphas? 

p.l4d L . .3sq- et spero quod etc - c f . 2 I I , 1 ana : , . f . t o Or. Syn. 
,-n-d. § 1 p.lS'^ L . l s q . 

g . 9 s q . cura et negotium etc - c f . I r e n . adv. Ilaer. „If> 3 j T e r t . 
de Praescr. l S - 2 1 ; Greg. TSlib. De 7ide 3» 7} A IX, 1 . 

L . I ^ e ^ i s t u l i s v a r i i s - e.g. those of Alexander, Atna.-asius, 
J u l i u s , and xhe Westerns a t Sardica. 

p.149 L . ? , 3 improbabiles - t h i s i s probably the equivalent of the 
'Jreek i ^ T o ^ y ov.cf. I I Tim. 3, 8, T i t . 1 , l o . 

§ 6 Cum i g i t u r etc - c f . Sulp. Sev. C h r o n . I I , 35; Phoeb. c.Arr. 
4 ,18 j Gregor. E l i b . De f i d e 1 . 

L . 5 , 6 A r r i o s duos - S u l p i c i u s S e v e r u s 2 0 7 taxes t h i s phrase t o mean 
two men w i t h the name 'Arius'. I i o o e r t s 2 0 3 t h i n k s t h a t iha one of 
ihese was A r i u s , the author of the heresy, and the other a presbyter 
of/. 
Totes . 
206. For a s i m i l a r d e s c r i p t i o n of the s u b t l e t y of A r i a n creeas 
207. Chron. I I , 3 5 . 
?Oo. i n h i s e d i t i o n of Suln. Sev. i n the Nicene L i b r a r y , T>.113 n . l . 
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of Alexandria, bearing the seme no'ae^. gut, on the basis of such 
• passages as M i l . De Syn. 8 3 2 i 0 , Coustant suggests" t h a t the phrase 
r e f e r s to A r i u s , the leader of the sect, and the other A r i a n leader-

211 
Pusebius of Nicomedia . Several o b j e c t i o n s , however, maybe 
rpised against Cous t e n t ' s . theory: e.g. (1) i t i s against the 
e a r l i e s t testimony. (2) H i l a r y uses the term " A r i i " f o r Arians i n 
general, and always gives the names i n the case of p a r t i c u l a r A r i a i u 
i t i s p a r t i c u l a r l y u n l i k e l y to mean "Arius and Pusebius" here 
because, i n order to avoid confusion and make c l e a r h i s meaning, 
he would have given both names, e s p e c i a l l y when A r i u s , the leader 
of the sect, was i n v o l v e d . 

So i t seems p r e f e r a b l e to f o l l o w the testimony of the ear l y 
w r i t i n g s and conclude t h a t by "Arios duos" two men of the name 
"Arius" are meant. 

L. 7 j ft ex omnibus..concurrunt - i . e . the council" of Ittcaea 325• 

L . l l s q . tradebant autem A r r i i t a l i a etc - the Arians s t a r t e d from 
the accepted b e l i e f i n the unit;/ of -God, as a being not only 
a b s o l u t e l y one but also a b s o l u t e l y simple and i s o l a t e d from a 
world of f i n i t e beings, a God Whom men can not know. So, i n the 
c r e a t i o n of the wor l d , there was need of a mediator, a demiurgic 
powe r / 

209. ' 'cf. l e t t e r of the Alexandrian Arius t o bishop Alexander i n 
E r i p h . I-Iaer. *9, 8; 7 2 , 4 ; Alexander's l e t t e r m Tneoc. -.E. 
I , 4 . Socr. I . ' . , . 

210. " k a c e a t quod ab A r i i s s i t negatum" ana "ipsa Artorum 
p e r f i d i a " . 

211. T.L. X c o l . ^ 3 - 4 (b)« 



power, whom men can know. To preserve the i s o l a t i o n and s i n g u l a r ­
i t y of God, t h i s second God, the Son, could n o t be o f the substance 
of the Father, but was generated oat of no t h i n g by the Father 1s 
w i l l , was i n f e r i o r and not s t r i c t l y e t e r n a l . 

L .13,14 p r o f a n i . . g e n e r a r i - i . e . dishonouring the Father because 
they asserted t h a t the Son was begotten f r o a n o t h i n g , r a t h e r than 
from the substance of the Father. 

L.14 ,15 blasphemi..exnoliantes - i . e . dishonouring the Son by 
denying Him the r i g h t of i n f i n i t y sack as the Father possessed. 

p.149 L . 1 9 non e x t a n t i s c r e a t i o n i s substantiae -. the t e x t i s 
co r r u p t here and various readings have been suggested. Coustant 
gives "non e x s t a n t i c r e a t i o n i s s u b s t a n t i a e " or "de non e x s t a n t i 
c r e a t i o n i s s u b s t a n t i a " or "non e x s t a n t i s c r e a t i o n i s substantiam". 
W i l m a r t 2 1 2 suggests "non e x s t a n t i s creatione substantiae". 

I f Feder's reading- i s adopted, the t r a n s l a t i o n i s : " g i v i n g 
t o a -substance of a not e x i s t i n g (beforehand) c r e a t i o n , ( t h a t i s ) . 
to the Son of God our Lord, e t c . " i . e . H i l a r y asserts t h a t the 
Arians destroy the u n i t y of the Godhead through g i v i n g t o the Son 
a d i f f e r e n t substance from t h a t of the Father and saying t h a t the 
Son i s made from nothing, c f . p . 1 5 0 L.17,13 note. 

L.20, 21 i n i t i u m de tempore - a beginning from time ( i n s t e a d of 
His e t e r n a l generation) . orturn de n i h i l o - b i r t h from n o t h i n g 
( i n s t e a d / 
Notes. 
212. Rev. Ben. XXIV (1907) 304. 
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( i n s t e a d o f , from the substance of the F a t h e r ) . nomen ex a l t e r o 

name from another ( i n s t e a d of "ex i p s o " from Himself c f . M i l . De 

T r i n . V I , 16). 

L . 2 2 s q . Itaque conprim,endi etc. - c f . Phoeoad. c. Arr.6. 

L . 22 ,23 t r e c e n t i v e l eo amplius emscopi - B I I , 10 and P l i l . De 
Syn.- 86 give the " s p i r i t u a l " number 3 l 8 2 1 3 

CONCLUSION Mention of the breach between Athanasius and H a r c e l l u 
which no other contemporary w r i t e r r e p o r t s , and of the. two 
•ners.ons c a l l e d A r i u s , are i n d i c a t i o n s t h a t the author of the 
n a r r a t i v e t e x t i s w r i t i n g close i n time t o these and i s w e l l 
acquainted w i t h events. 

This breach had e v i d e n t l y ^embarrassed the Nicenes, coming as 
i t d i d so soon a f t e r Sardica, and the Arians had not been slow t o 
take advantafe of i t . Though unconvincing i n h i s defence of 
iviarcellus, H i l a r y nevertheless has" r i g h t on h i s side i n , condemning 
the A r i a n attempt thus t o reopen the question concerning Athanasiu 
The l a t t e r had condemned Marcellus on a d i f f e r e n t charge from" t h a t 
on which he was declared innocent a t Sardica; so the a u t h o r i t y 
of Sardica remained f i r m . To j u s t i f y another a t t a c k on Athanasiu 
t h e / 
Notes. 
2x3. Ath. H i s t . Ar. 66 gives "about 300"v ad Afros 2 , 3 1 8 . 

Euseb. V . c . I I I , . 8 says "more than 2.50". Conste.ntine, i n a 
l e t t e r given i n Socr. I , 9 and Marius Y i c t o r i n u s I give "more than 300 tLshops". 



the Arians would have had t o b r i n g forward a charge d i f f e r e n t from 
those already considered at Sardica'. Possibly t..ere would, have 
been no p r o t e s t from the orthodox i f the Arians had remained 
s a t i s f i e d w i t h i n v o l v i n g only I.Iarcellus i n the accusations brought 
against Pnotinus; but t h e i r f u r t h e r attempted a t t a c k on Athanasius 
the di ampion of orthodoxy, could not pass unchallenged. 

I n t h i s n a r r a t i v e t e x t , H i l a r y makes no d i s t i n c t i v e c o n t r i ­
b u t i o n i n h i s t h i r d task of demonstrating the h e r e t i c a l creed of 
the Arieais, g i v i n g , as i t were, only an i n t r o d u c t i o n t o h i s theme, 
c f . B I I , 11. 

B I I , 10 The Nicene Creed. • 

SUuu/iARY. There f ollowsjthe creed and anathemas signed by 31S hi. shop 
at ITicaea. "We believe i n one God, the Father almighty, maker of 
th i n g s v i s i b l e and i n v i s i b l e , And i n one Lord jTesus C h r i s t , the 
Son of God, begotten from the Father, t h a t i s , from the suostance 
of the Father, God from God,, L i g h t from L i ^ h t , t r u e .God from t r u e 
God, begotten, n o t made, of one suostance vi t h the Father, which 
the Greeks call'Omousion 1, through whom a l l t h i n g s were made, 

whether i n heaven or on 'earth,- 7/ho f o r us men arid our s a l v a t i o n 
came down, became i n c a r n a t e , became man, s u f f e r e d , and rose again 

on the t h i r d day, ascended t o the heavens, about t o come t o judge 

t h e / 



the - l i v i n g arid tne dead. And i n the Holy S p i r i t . J at s£- f o r u o s e 
no c-y: 'there was, when He war r o t 1 , ana 1 before Ho wc-s born, j;e 

war- not', ana becea&e "he was made fro.a n o t h t n ^ " , wnlcn -u*e Creeks 
c i l l "ex ac onton", or saying "the changeable and a l t e r a b l e Con of 
Jod" i s o f another substance, these the c a t h o l i c arid a p o s t o l i c 

church anathematises. 

COi-l^n'TAlgAf. On comparison vi t h the same creed as foun^ i n M i l . De 
Syn . 8 4 , dreg. Elib.Be f i d e 2 1 4 , and Luc i f Cal. De non rareendo lc 2 1£ 
ihe B I I , ' 10 v e r s i o n snows s t r i k i n g s i m i l a r i t y v.ith t h a t of L u c i f e r 
I n c o n t r a s t t o the others, the tw> nave in.common (a) i n the f i r s t 
a r t i c l e they have only " v i s i b i l i u m et i n v i s i b i l i u m " w h i l e the other 
add "omnium", (b) they omit t i e "nostrum" i n "uouinum lesum 
Christum". (c) i n the generation . formula "unigenitum' 1 i s l a c k i n g 
(d) the completion of the I n c a r n a t i o n formula i s a s y n d e t i c a l (e) 
i n the l a s t anathema, .the words "mutabilem et converti'cilem" i n 
t h i s ord.er and connection are p e c u l i a r t o them. 

B I I , lO^Cregor. and L u c i f e r have a double -"siv e" i n the 
c r e a t i o n formula; and vi t h the G a l l i c . v e r s i o n 2 1 ^ , they have "de" 
three times i n the communication formula whereas the others have 
"ex" or "ex, ex, de". 

I n the s o t e r i o l o g i c a l formula, H i l . De Syn. l i n k s the phrases 
with " e t " , 3 I I , 10 a i d several others use only one " e t " , Gre 0or. 
and/ 
Xotcs. 
214. p.L. XX, 3 1 . ' 
21p. C S .H.L.. 14, 247-8. 
216 . as given i n Turner, E c c l . Occid. Lion. I u r . Ant. I , 2, 174 . 
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a.iiCi J J U C i i ' • have none. 
Unlike the others, B I I , 1 0 5 H i l . Be 3yn., Creg. ano L a c i f . 

understand -the formula "of one sulstance w i t h the rather-" as 
being "what the Greeks c a l l 1 omousion' ". 

I n c o n t r a s t t o the others, B I I , 10, h i l . De 3„~i. and Lacii". 
11 

have tne e s c n a t o l o ^ i c a l formula "venturus etc withouu • "unde". 
I n the t h i r d anathema, H i l . De. Syn. alone has "quod de"; 

the others have "quia ex". H i l . De Syn. continues "non extantibus l,' 
°17 

& I I , 10,Lucif., the C a e c i l i a n v e r s i o n ' have " n . i l i i s extent i b as"; 
• 218 

i i u f . has " n u l l i s suostantibus": Cod. Vat. reg. 1997 , I s i d . , 
Call.-Span., Prisca, Dionysius I I v e r s i o n s 2 1 ^ have " n u l l i s 

220 

s u o s i s t e n t i b u s " ; the A t t i c a v e r s i o n has " n i h i l o " . 
Fro:'n a l l t h i s i t can be seen.that H i l a r y i n 3 I I , 10 and Luc i f . 

mast have used the same L a t i n V/estern v e r s i o n vhereas, d u r i n g h i s 
sojourn i n the East, H i l a r y had used a Greek v e r s i o n of the c r e e 2 2 ! 
p.150 L . 5 Conscripta a CCCXVIII episcopis - c f . note p.149 L . 2 2 . 

L -9 hoc est,' de su b s t a n t i a p a t r i s - i t i s obvious t h a t t h i s has 
been added t o give a more precise 'explanation of the phrase 
"begotten f r o 1.1 the Father", and t o counter the p r i n c i p a l tenet of 
Arianism t h a t the Son was not of the essence of the Father but was 
created/ 
Hotes. 
2_L/« c^ • i u i T I G T 1 • c • 
2 i o . c f . Tamer I . e . 
219. a l l given .in Turner I , 2 , 174 -177 , 252sq . 
220. c f . Turner I . e . 
2 2 1 . c f . the d i f f e r e n c e s between B I I , 10 and De Syn. 84. 
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created out o f n o t h i n g . The Arians were q u i t e w i l l i n g t o confess 
the Son as begotten, fro.a the Father so ion- as they were allowed 
to i n t e r p r e t the d i v i n e generation as a d e f i n i t e end e x t e r n a l act 

222 
of the r a t n e r f s w i l l . I n h i s w r i t i n g s , Arius strenuously and 
repeatedly asserted t h a t Father ana Son were a l i e n i n substance and 
tha t the Son was' not from the Father but came i n t o existence out 
of nothingness. I n t h i s he was f o l l o w e d by hi s su p p o r t e r s ; e . w . 
i n h i s l e t t e r t o Paulinus i of Tyre223, Eusebius of Nicomedia 
expressly denies t h a t the Son i s begotten from the substance of 
the Father. 

I t was i n c o n t r a s t to t h i s 1h at the orthodox asserted t h a t the 
Son s h a r e d . f u l l y i n the d i v i n e essence and 'emphasised t h i s by t h e i r 
f u r t h e r statement t h a t the Son was .of the same substance as the 

2 54 
Father (L.11).~ 

p.150 L.IO deum verum de deo vero - according t o A t h a n a s i u s 2 2 ^ , 
Arius had asserted t h a t the Word i s not tr u e God, and t h a t , i f He 
i s c a l l e d God, Tte i s nevertheless not. t r u e God, but i s God by 
favour, l i k e a l l the others, and i s c a l l e d so i n name only. I n 
co n t r a s t to t h i s , the Nicene creed asserts t h a t both F a t t e r and • 
Son are t r u l y God. . 
Notes. 
222. e . j . i n h i s famous l e t t e r to Alexander and i n h i s "Thalia", 

c f . Ath. De Syn.15-, Or. c. A r . I , 6. 9, 
223. Theod. H.~. I , 6. 
224. The phrase i t s e l f was not e n t i r e l y new but had been already 

used towards the close of the t h i r d century by Theo^nostus 
i n h i s "Kypotyposes". c f . Ath. De Decret. Nic. syn. 25. 

225. Or. c. Ar. I , 6. 



natum, non factum - t o the Arians, '.'begotten" end "rae.de" were, 
f o r a l l p r a c t i c a l Trarpoces, synonymous terms. The,- wo ale not 
ad/ait a b i r t h of the Son i n any r e a l cense bat maintained t h a t the 
Word was a creature Tno had been brought i n t o existence out o f 
nothing by the d i v i n e decree. The orthodoxy on the other hand,, 
here give the word "begotten" i t s f u l l and proper meaning. 

L . l l 'unius substantias cum patre,quod Graeci die ant 'omousion' -
through t h i s d e c l a r a t i o n the orthodox completely reversed the 
Arien p o s i t i o n by a s s e r t i n g the f u l l d e i t y of the Son, ana i t was 
th e r e f o r e t o be expected t h a t t h i s should be the e s r e c i a l object 
of a t t a c h on the p a r t o f the Arians. They argued t h a t the word 
"homoousios" was n o t found i n S c r i p t u r e and as such, i t was a 

226 
r e v o l u t i o n a r y procedure to introduce i t i n t o a creed. Further­
more, i t had a bad h i s t o r y f o r i t s use had been conde.mned by the 
c o u n c i l of Antioch 268 against Paul of Samosata. 

I n h i s works Athanasius answers both these charges. To the 
f i r s t he r e p l i e s 2 2 ^ t h a t i f the word i t s e l f i s not found i n 
S c r i p t u r e , the d o c t r i n e i s . To the second, he argues y t h a t , 
w h ile Paul of Samosata used the word i n one sense, Arius' denied i t 
i n another. There i s no doubt t h a t the orthodox would have 
p r e f e r r e d a S c r i p t u r a l term but they disc :>vered- t h a t the Arians 
i n t e r p r e t e d every S c r i p t u r a l term suggested t o s u i t t h e i r own 
t h e o r i e s / 
Il'otes. 
226. Ath. De Syn. 36 contends t h a t the Arians themselves had set 

the example i n t h i s resnect. 
227. De Decret. Nic. syn. 21. 
228. c f . A IX, 1 p.96 1.2. 
2 2 9 • De Syn. 43sq. 

http://rae.de
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t h e o r i e s ; t h e y were also aware of the S a b e i l i a n i s i n - : tendency of 
the word bat r e a l i s e d 1h at only t h r o u g h i t s '.use could they secure 
s d i r e c t conde.nnation o f Arianism. 

L. 11,12 ^ e r quera omnia f a c t a sunt - according t o Qv/atlcin^ 0, e i t h e r 
o\» Td TTotNroi y'{v«fo,oi'- co roe equivalent clause, i s found i n every 

formula, o f the :7icene p e r i o d , except t h e Sirmisn M a n i f e s t o of 357) 
the c x O t f f " • s of A'thanacius, and t h e confessions o f Adamantius ana 
derminius. 

L.13,14 incaroatus e s t , homo f a c t u s est - not only d i e Arianism 
deny t r u e d i v i n i t y t o the Person o f t h e Lord, i t also too'-: away His 
t r u e humanity. "TTow t h a t the Lo.ros was so f a r degraded, a human 
s p i r i t was unnecessary, and only introduced the needless d i f f i c u l t y 
of the union o f two f i n i t e s p i r i t s i n one p e r s o n ^ - . s 0 the Logos 
was. a mply u n i t e d d i r e c t l y t o a human body. To c o u n t e r a c t t h i s , 

the orthodox combine "homo f actus 1 1 w i t h "incarnatus" t o show t h c t 
C h r i s t took something more than a mere human body. 

L.l6 e r a t , quando non e r a t - "there was" when the Son e x i s t e d , only 
p o t e n t i a l l y (VVJV<* j» c v ) i n the Father's counsel i . e . ' t h e Father alone 

2^ 2 
i s God, and the Son i s so c a l l e d only i n a lower sense -1 . The 
Arians/ 
Notes. 
230. Studies r>.23 n . l , 
231. Dorner I I , 24-3. 
232. Arius i n h i s "Thalia". Ath. Or. c. Ar.6. 



Avian? were sub t l e enough never to cay e x p l i c i t l y "there v:as a Tl.-.m 
when the Son v/as n o t " h i t cone tr u e ted t h e i r aryuments as thoa.jh 
they had. i n s e r t e d i t ^ - ^ . 

3 on-. :• what the same idea i s contained i n the sec one anathema 
234 

"Before He was begotten,. He was n o t " . 

L.17 > l o ax n u l l i s e x t a n t i b u s . . . a l i a substantia - the Arians 
asserted t h a t the Son was. not corn of. the substance of the Father 
but made from n o t h i n g l i k e the other creatures. They held t h a t 
generation of a Son of the seme substance as the Father uestroye'd 
tae s i n g u l a r i t y of God"-'-'. ' L a t e r t h i s "hrase bee a .ie the watchword 
of tne Amomoeans or "Hxour.ontians"""J . 

l>. 19 matabilem- et c o n v e r t i b i l e m f i l i u m dei - i n h i s T h a l i a , A r i a s 
asserted: "By nature the Y/ord Himself, l i k e a l l others, i s capable 
of cherue, out lie regains y:ood bj His own .act of w i l l , so lony as 
He w i l l s to be so. But when He w i l l s so, He can chanye, e x a c t l y 
as we can, for* He i s of a mutable nature"; and a j a i n : "He i s not 
incapable of chanye l i k e the Father, but He i s by nature ..ratable, 

2^7 
l i x e the creatures J'. 

This icea of m u t a b i l i t y may have been p a r t o f what Arius 
learned/ 
Holes. 
233. c f . Ath* c. Ar. I , 14. 
23 4- c f . Ath. De Syn.16. Hpinh. Haer. 69, 6. 
235. c f . H i I . De Syn. 44. 
236. c f . Ath. De Syn. 31. 
237. c f . Ath. Or. c. Ar. I , 5? 9 and also compare Alexander 1s 

e n c y c l i c a l l e t t e r i n Socr. H.~. I , 6. 
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learned from Lucian 'of Arxioch. But whereas the .Antiocuenes :uec 
i t of the Lord 1 hunanity, A r i u s a r p l i e d i t t o h i s created 'logos', 
v/ho can and must be changeable; p r e c i s e l y bee a .ioe he i s created. 

CO::CL'JSIO:i. I n i s s u i n g t h i s creed to bo Phi s^Ie t e s t of orthodox 
f o r a i l the. bishops of Christendom, the hicene c o u n c i l had ta.-cen 'a 
r e v o l u t i o n a r y step and i t s acceptance by oat s very few, of 
the bishops there ^ r e s e n t , gained at l e a s t . a n e x t e r n a l V i c t o r y f o r 
Cons t a n t i n e an- the orthodox'party. Arianism seeded so u t t e r l y 
defeated t h a t i t s adherents had to conceal t h e i r r e a l b e l i e f f o r 
many years, whereas* the advantage t o the or thodox cause i n securin 
t h i s d e c i s i o n i n i t s favour- was immense. Henceforth i n the '.'/est 
the hicene d e c i s i o n was regarded as the f i n a l a u t h o r i t y i n the con 
t r o v e r s / , and even i n the East t h i s wae- t r u e t o a c e r t a i n e xtent. 

A few years a f t e r the Council, however, i t became obvious 
t h a t the v i c t o r y gained at Nicaea was not so complete as i t had 
f i r s t seemed. The old m i s g i v i n g s , which the conservatives voiced 
at the Council, once more came to the f o r e , and i t was not u n t i l , 
a f t e r many a weary s t r u g g l e , those same conservatives x-eeiised tha' 
only i n the " ̂ K. TVJ s O U O - K S n R n d tne " oyoo<jcr/os" d i d tney 
have a secure defence against A r i a n n o n - s c r i p t u r a l expressions, 
t h a t Arianism was f i n a l l y vanquished at the c o u n c i l of 
Constantinople 3^1. 

The discussion as t o the exact basis of the hicene creed may 

be b r i e f l y mentioned. I t was f o r long maintained t h a t the creed 

o f / 
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I of iTicaea represented s Lnply the l o c a l creed, of Caesarea revised 
i.i the l i j h t of the Emperor 1 s i n s t r u c oions " . i i u t the numerous 
c.;o re.o.ice.1 divergences oetv/een these two creeas r a i s e d jrc-ve 
doubts about t h i s theory, and the mcr e recent opinion i s In at i t s 
b a s i s was some lo c a l b a p t i s m a l creed of S y r o - ^ a l e s t i n i a n provenance 

240 • 
into v h i c n the i.icene keywords were somewhat aw.:wardly i n t e r p o l a t e d . ; ' i 

'6 I I , 11 n a r r a t i v e Text. ! 

SJ,.:>i\ny. (1) A comparison of the creeds reveals the f a l s i t y o f 
the h e r e t i c s and commends the f u l l and p e r f e c t f a i t h of the I.'icene ' 
creed concerning Father and 3on i n the (Godhead. (2) The author of 
the n a r r a t i v e t e x t demonstrates and condemns the deceits of the 
Arians w i t h regard t o the phrases "deus ex deo" and " p r i m o j e n i t u s " 
and expounds the proper i n t e r p r e t a t i o n t o .fee j i v e n t o the phrase 
"primojenitus orsnis creeturae". (4) He asserts t h a t , whereas the' 

* • * 

h e r e t i c a l ideas of the Arians promote d i v i s i o n i n the T r i n i t y , ( 5 ) 
the Nicene e x p o s i t i o n preserves the T r i n i t y i n a l l i t s f u l l n e s s . '•' 
Then he explains some of the phrases and ans-themas i n the iTicene 
creed . (6) F i n a l l y he describes how Athanasius, a deacon at "~ 
Ficaea/ : 
notes. 
23o. c f . Hort. "Two D i s s e r t a t i o n s " p.?4sq. Bum " I n t r o d u c t i o n to j 

the Creeds" and "The Council of Nicaea". • 
239. c f . I I . Lietzmann Z.N.T.Y/ XXIV, (1925) p.l9^sq. K e l l y "Sarly ; . 

C h r i s t i a n Creeds p.217sq. '. 
240. ex. Lietzmann 1. c. 203so. ''' ' 

.Li 
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ITicaea and afterwards bishop of Alexandria, had v a l i a n t l y upheld 
the bicene creed, vanquished the Artan p e s t i l e n c e i n the whole of 
E 0ypt a no. been f a l s e l y accused f o r t h i s . F a i t h f u l judges, howeve 
had declared him innocent, and H i l a r y t h i n k s i t w i l l be of much 
advantage'if the d e c l a r a t i o n of the synod or Sarbica t o Constantiu 
i s known. 

OA ] 

CGi..t;n:r.'TAi\.Y. I n t h i s s e c t i o n H i l a r y • continues h i s t h i r d aim v i z 
c r i t i c i s m of the creed of the opponents of Athanasius. 

p. 151 IJ«2 Fides f i d e i conparata - i . e . comparison of an orthodox 
creed, such as t h a t of Nicaea, w i t h a h e r e t i c a l one l i k e t h a t of 
Eastern Saidica. H i l a r y declares t h a t through t h i s i s revealed 
the s u b t l e t y of the Arians i n concealing h e r e t i c a l ideas under the 
guise of orthodox expressions, c f . Greg. E l i b . De f i u e 1. 

L.5j 6 i n v i o l a b i l i . . c o n n e c t i t u r - c f . p.149 L . l b , - 2 I . 

L.6 haec - i . e . the h e r e t i c a l creed. 

L.9-11 f i l i u m substantia..de quo est - c f . the A r i a n " e r a t , 
quando non e r a t " . M i l . De Syn. 64; Greg. E l i b . De f i d e 4; Ath. 
De Decretis I I I , 6. 

ii'otes. 
241. c f . 3 I I , 9 p.147 L.23. • 



i j . i i non concert an 
not to ; i i s e t e r n a l 

L.12sq. At vero etc - c f . ^noeu'o. c. A r r . 1* A e^ . E l i - j . De f i d e 
3; 2. Thoeb. c. A r r . 3 " i n hac sua r > e r f i d i a , non f i d e " . 

^1.13,14 v i r u s s oan. . .obscurat - c f . such "apologetic" creeas as the 
?4 ? 4th Antioch anu. Eastern Sardican . While not A r i a n , by t h e i r c 

c u s s i o n of t n e t K T * ) * O O C - K S and the o y o o uo-io ̂  they represent­
ed a departure from the Hicene creed and a r e t u r n 'to the t r a d i ­
t i o n a l theology of the Eastern Church. The Euseoians v/ere thus 
a b l e t o avoid the scandal v/hich the issue of d i s t i n c t i v e l y A r i a n 
creeds would have aroused, ana the extremists among them achieved 
t h e i r purpose through j i v i n g A r i a n i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s to these 
ambiguous creeds. 

L..14,l5 dicens "deum de deo, lumen ex lamine" - c f . tne Xicene 
creed, a l s o 3 I I , 9 p.147 L.25sq. 

L.15-17 u t per o c c a s i o n e m . . e x t i t e r i t - c f . H i l . De Syn. 84. 
Though seeming t o acknowledge the words o f the Hicene creed, they 
yet i n f a c t deny the t r u e generation of the Son of God from the 
s uostance/ 
hotes. 
•242. A IV, 2. 

- t h i s V/Oulc r e f e r only t o h i s human o i r t h an 
yenei-ation. 
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substance of God the Father, a s s e r t i n g t h a t He was made God and 
L i g h t only by the act ana w i l l of God.' 

L.17,l8 ac s i c . f i l i u s - i t i s an i n s u l t t o the Father i n making 
the d i v i n e generation an act of the Father's w i l l an^ not from n i s 
substance, and t o the Son i n making Him i n f e r i o r t o the. Father. 
D e n i a l of e t e r n i t y t o the Son a f f e c t s the d i v i n i t y of the Father, 
cf. p. 154 L.l6,17. • 

L.lb ortus ex n i h i l o - c f . p.150 L.17,ld. H i l . De Syn. 83. 

L.lbsq. i n " p r i m o g e n i t i " etc - the Arians used Paul's phrase t o 
prove t h a t , • though h o l d i n g the unique p o s i t i o n ' of being f i r s t 00m, 
the Son was none the less a c r e a t u r e , and, though p r i o r to the. 
world, was y e t , . l i k e the world, subject to time and not. e t e r n a l . 
Consequently, when C h r i s t was born i n time from Mary, lie l e f t behind 
what lie had before, namely His d i v i n i t y . 

L.19 creandis - the t e x t i s c o r r u p t here. A has " c r e a n t i s " . 
Coustant suggests " c r e a t i s " . But •"creandis", the reading proposed 

245 
oy Marx , seems the b e s t . c f . Greg. E l i b . De f i d e 2: "nec non et 
prlmogenitus t o t i u s creaturae, quasi i n ordine factorum pri.aogenitus-
ha be at u r , ut ex eo seriem quandam CHEAITDIS .nundi rebus assignent". 
Notes. 
243. c f . Ath. De Decret. I l l , 7sq. Theod. I , 4,5. 
244. c f . Ath. De Decret. I l l , 14. 
245. T'u.oing. Theol. Quartal. UCXXVIII(ls>06) p.391. 
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•?.1?2 L. l s q . d i s s o i v a t u r etc - c f . Fhoeb. c.Arr. 9-. 

L.3sq. Quin etiam etc - i n t h i s passage H i l a r y r e f u t e s the A r i a n 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the phrase ''primogenitus omnis ci-eaturae", and 
demonstrates how i t s meaning has been corrupted through removal 
from i t s context, cf-. H i l . De T r i n . V I I I , 4Qsq. Phoeb. c.Arr. 21. 

L.14sq. "Imago" ergo etc - the Son' can not be subject t o time; 
t h i s i s an idea unworthy of Him 7/ho i s the image of the i n v i s i o l e 
God. Likewise the Son i s not a creature f o r the phrase ;'primo-
genitum omnis creaturae" i s explained by the next clause "quia i n 
inso c o n s t i t u t a sunt omnia i n c a e l i s et i n t e r r a " i . e . He i s f i r s t 
bom of every creature because He i s "the focus of the cosmic 

•\246 
system, tne c o n s t i t u t i v e "principle of u n i v e r s a l l i f e 

p.1^3 L.2sq. ubi enim etc - c f . p.149 L.12sq. F a l s e l y do the 
Arians confess t h e i r b e l i e f i n the T r i n i t y , because, by a s s e r t i n g 
t h a t the Father, Son ana S p i r i t are of d i f f e r e n t suostances, tney 
d i v i d e the T r i n i t y and destroy i t s u n i t y . Dishonour i s done n o t 
only t o the Son but also t o the S p i r i t Who i s helu t o be of a 
t h i r d substance, d i f f e r e n t from both the Father and the Son. 

L.11-13 'unum' ambo..utroque - c f . B I I , 9 p.143 L.20,21 
" c o n t i n e t u r / 

Hotes. 
246. Kennedy "The Theology of the E p i s t l e s " p.153. 
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" c o n t i n e t u r f i c e s nostra i n p a t r i s et I ' i l i i nominibus personis^ue 
be us unus". Both are one i n substance, but each i s one i n person. 
T:n,-re i s one Goc, but two Persons'-4''. 

p. 153 L.13-14 deum verum. .oterque unum - c f . the Arian i n t e r p r e t a ­
t i o n p. 1̂ )1 L.14sq; Greg. E l i b . De f i a e 7: "nos autem Patrem et 
F i l i u m i t a nominamus, ut unum Dean i n h i s personis et nominiojs 
consignemus". 

L.l? natum vero, non factum - c f . B I I , 10 p.lb'O L.10- Since the 
ft O K ,v/ 

Son i s also God, t h i s proves t h a t He i s "borni fro.a the Father, not 
.aade fro.n n o t h i n g because the for.n and v i r t u e of t h i n g s bom i s 
t i i a t of t h e i r o r i g i n . His i s a t r u e b i r t h fro.n the substance of 
tne Father, God of God, and t h e r e f o r e He i s also e t e r n a l . 
L.26sq. essentia enim etc - c f . H i l . De Syn. 12:- "Essentia est 
res quae est, v e l ex qui bus e s t , et quae i n eo quod maneat s u b s i s t ! t 
. .Proprie • aute.n essentia i d c i r c o est d i c t a , quia se.nper es t " ; Phoeu 
c. A r r . 7: "Substantia eniai d i c i t u r i d quod semper ex sese est; hoc 
est, quod p r o p r i a i n t r a se v i r t u t e s n b s i s t i t " . 

p.1̂ '4- L. 11,1'2 1 immutabilis 1- et 1 i n c o n v e r t i b i l i s ' - the Ari.ans 
declared t h a t the Son was a l t e r a b l e 2 4 ^ . Alexander, however, i n 
h i s / 
Notes. 
247. The meaning becomes clear, i f "deus" i s i n s e r t e c a f t e r "unus" 

L.13 • Fox1 purposes of e l u c i d a t i o n Coustant (col.4^6/7 note 
( f ) ) gives "unum a.Too., et uterque unaii. Et i n Patrem unu.n, 
quia unus p e r s o n a l i nomine P a t r i s . Et i n F i i i u a unu.n, quia 
unus est de uno (or "quia unus est p e r s o n a l i nomine F i i i i ) , . 
Et i n Deum unum, quia unus est de utroque". 

24b. c f . Ath. De Syn. V). Arius indeed, i n h i s l e t t e r t o Alexander 
.. (Ath. De Syn.14} professed the Son to be "unalterable and 

unchangeable" but w i t h the a 11-important q u a l i f i c a t i o n "at 
. His own w i l l / 



24 Q 
:ris l e t t e r - t o Alexander o l Byzantiu.fi -' asserted -chat the Son was 
"unchangeable, and unalterable". and the Lucianic c r e e d ^ 0 used tne 
same phrase i n a d i r e c t a t t a c k upon A r i a n i s m ^ l # 

As used here, i t i s a de n i a l of the A r i a n " Tp£TP7:oS K°t< 

lC>\X o< <^>To s 11 and r>roves t h a t the Son, i n becoming ;aan, Drought 
^ l o r y t o c o r r u p t i o n r a t h e r than dishonour t o e t e r n i t y 1 ^ ^ ' 

L.13sq. anathema autem etc - c f . 3 I I , 10 and p.151 L.17,l3. 
By denying the e t e r n i t y of the Son, the Arians v i o l a t e the d e i t y 
of the Father. 

L.20 auctor - i.e. Athanasius played the l e a d i n g r o l e , not i n the 
for : a u l a t i o n , but i n the propagation of the Nicene creed. 

L.20, 21- et Arrianaaa. . v i e e r a t - the bishops of "Sgypt haa signed, t o 
a man the decisions o f Western Sardica ana Athanasius had received 
a magnificent welcome on h i s r e t u r n from e x i l e i n 346^"* . But 
str o n g as was h i s hold on Egypt on h i s r e t u r n .fro. a e x i l e , i t 
increased w i t h every passing year, and by the time of h i s t h i r d 
e x i l e / 

Notes. 
249. Theod. I , 4 . 
250. Hii.De Syn.. 29. 
251. c f . also n i l . De Syn.33; Ath.c. Gentes 41 ,46 ,47 ; Or.I,' 26; 

I i , 33; H i , 1 1 ; Greg. " l i b . De f i d e 8; Amor. De f i d e o r t h . 
o; Leo Tome 2,3. 

252. The sentence loses some* of i t s meaning and purport i f Co us t anils 
suggestion i s adopted of i n s e r t i n g " n r a e d i c a t u r i n Hicaeno 
symbolo" a f t e r " u t " L.12. I t seems"better t o understand 
"est" before •" f i l i u s " L.12. 

253- c f . Ath. Apol. c.Ar.50; H i s t . Ar.25sq. 

http://Byzantiu.fi
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e x i l e ( i n 356) very l i t t l e i s heard of Arians except i n Alexandria 
i t s e l f ; the "Arians" of the r e s t of Egypt being the remnant of 
til e M e l e t i a n s ^ 4 " . . His powerful p o s i t i o n i s w e l l i l l u s t r a t e d fro.a 

i 
tae d i f f i c u l t i e s which Constantius encountered i n t r y i n g . t o remove ! 
aim from h i s see 2-^. I n h i s c. Const., H i l a r y praises the devo­
t i o n of a l l the, Egyptians, except the Alexandrine h e r e t i c Oeorgius, 1 

to the 1 homousion' . • • 
i 

L.22, 23 res r o s t e a . . s e n t e n t i i s - t h i s i s doubtless a reference { 
to the d e c i s i o n passed by' 'Vestem Sardica concerning Athanasius. 

1 
"Postea" - i . e . a f t e r ITicaea 325. ! 

L.24,25 ad Constantium..oratio - c f . 3 I I , 2 p.129 L.l?sq. This 
i s a reference t o the l e t t e r which has been preserved under the 
t i t l e "Lioer I-ad Constantium". ?

 ; For l o n g i t was considered 
l o s t and we owe i t s rediscovery t o the work of 7/ilmart 257 

CONCLUSC ON. This n a r r a t i v e t e x t shows remarkable s i m i l a r i t y w i t h 
passages i n other words of H i l a r y , f o r example, h i s "De Synodis" and 
"De T r i n i t a t e " , end -may thus be adduced as f u r t h e r proof of H i l a r y s 
authorship of the C o l l e c t i o n . The thoughts t o which i t gives 
expression are i n conformity vi t h f o u r t h century 'Ni eerie' theology, 
and/ 
Notes. 
254. c f . Ath. H i s t . Ar.78. E P . . L I I I . 
25^• c f . Ath. Anol. de fuga 24. Fest. Ind.XXVII. H i s t . A c e p h . I I I . 
2p-:. ex. Feder -n.lblsq. 
2b7• i n he v. Ben. XXIV, 1907. 



and are echoed i n other- orthodox writer:-: of the time.' I t s main 
^urrose i s t o r e v e a l trie i i - r e s ^ o n c i o i e use .uads oy t^e A l l a n s of 
i s o l a t e d t e x t s ana ^hrase., t o confute tne conclusions t.ius reacheu. 
by reference to the real context, a no. oy CO.:PErisen, t o enhance the 
t r u t h of the nicene creeu, and so make c l e a r t o a i i . tne innocence 
of Athanasius, the champion of orthodoxy. 

As preserved i n t h i s c o l l e c t i o n , i t i s of co arse incomplete 
( c f . -n.lp4 L.24,25 n o t e ) . 

Though not apparent a t f i r s t 2 ^ , i t now becomesciear t h a t the,, 
group of documents given i n B I I has close connection \ i t n the 
Preface 3 1 . I n 3 I , the author had s t a t e d t h a t h i s f i r s t aim was 
to show t h a t what was i n v o l v e d was not j u s t a personal issue of 
favour towards a man ( v i z Athanasius) but something of ^ r e a t e r 
consequence, namely, a confession of f a i t h ( v i z the Nicene creeu). 
I n B I I , he connects both the personal issue and the creeu. by d e a l ­
i n g w i t h the case of Athanasius i n three stages. F i r s t of alo., oy 
r e l y i n g on the Sardican decrees, he proves t h a t the charges brought 
against Athanasius a t Aries can not be defended. Secondly he shows 
t h a t the K'larcellus-Photinus question gives no occasion f o r an 
attack on Athanasius. T h i r d l y he proceeds t o a c r i t i c i s m o f the 
creed of the opponents of Athenasins because he asserts t h a t , i n 
a t t a c k i n g the cl shop of Ate xandria, they a u t o m a t i c a l l y decried the 
creed which he defended; and the author of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t has 
an easy task i n demonstrating the s u p e r i o r i t y of the Nicene creeu 
over the creeds of the h e r e t i c s , 
notes. 
258. c f . 3 I I , 1. Conclusion. 
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J; rics_B I I I , ' 1 L e t t e r of L i b e r i u s t o the Eastern bishops. 3?? • 

ATiY. A f t e r r e c e p t i o n of t h e i r l e t t e r ' c o n c e r n i n g Atha.nasius, 
•.vnich had been addressed t o J u l i u s , he had sent the presbyters 
Lucius, Paulus and He l i e n us to Alexandria to as'-: Athanasius to co;ne 
,0 7'tome f o r a personal i n q u i r y i n t o h i s case. Pie had also sent w i t h 
the.a a l e t t e r warning him t h a t , i f he d i d not come t o Rome, he would 
be placed outside the communion of the Reman church. On t h e i r 
return the presbyters announced t h a t he refused t o come. F i n a l l y , 
3n r e c e i p t o f t h e i r l e t t e r 1 sent t o him, he now w r i t e s to in f o r m them 
that he has peace w i t h them and has broken o f f a l l communion w i t h 
Athanasius. 

COHmENTARY. This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n H i l a r y ' s work. 
I n a d d i t i o n to the Faber-Coustant e d i t i o n , i t has been e d i t e d by 
Bar. Ad ann. 352 n X I I , B i n i u s I , Ed.re-la I I I , 14-Osq. , Labbe-
Cossart I I , 752, C o l e t i I I , 307, ifensi I I I , 203. 

p. 155 L.4 ad Or i e n t a l e s episcopos -. these would seem to be more-
widely r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of t h e Eastern episcopate than those mentioned 
i n B V I I , 8 who are a s p e c i a l group of important Eastern oishops 
attached to the Court, cf, L. 5>^ "u n i v e r s i s per- Orientem c o n s t i t u t i s " 
and. p.1^9 L.2, "cum omnibus vobis et cum u n i v e r s i s epi^copis 
O r i e n t a l i b u s " . 

L.A L i o e r i u s episcopus u r b i s Tiomae - even i n e x i l e anu despite the 

• i n t r u s i o n / 



i n t r u s i o n o f F e l i x , LiOerius' s t i l l regarded h i m s e l f as the r i . _ h t . f a i 
gdiop of Ro.me.cf, B V I I , 10 P. 172 L.2sq. 

L.7, ? l i t t e r a s c a r i t a t i s vestrae - t h i s i s probably tr.e l e t t e r 
.^ferred t o i n A V I I p. 90 L.11,12. I f so, some d e t a i l s of L i o e r i u s 1 

reply (p.90 L.lp) t o the Easterns at t h a t ti.se may be co n j e c t a r e d 
from 2 I I I , 1 e.g. h i s proposal t o send the three presbyters to 
sanmon Athanasius to Rome f o r a f a l l i n q u i r y . 

L.o ceterorum - e.g. Ossius and other orthodox bishops who had 
"layeo a prominent p a r t i n the controversy. 

L.8,9 ad nomen l u l i i - w i t h the renewal of the s t r a g g l e a a a i n s t 
Athanasius, h i s opponents would n a t u r a l l y be anxious to secure a l l 
possible support. Hence t h e i r reason f o r w r i t i r g t o various hi sh OPS 
at t h i s t i m e . c f . A t h . H i s t . Ar. 1, 32. Apol. c. Ar. 1, 2. Neverthe­
less t h e i r l e t t e r t o J u l i u s causes s u r p r i s e . I n view of h i s a c t i o n 
at Rome i n 341, they, could .not expect much support, unless, perhaps, 
they were hoping t h a t the change i n the p o l i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n had also 
a f f e c t e d J u l i u s ' outlook on the question o f Athanasius. 1 

L.9 l u l i i - J u l i u s d i e d on 12th A r r i l 352. 
Notes . 
I. The d e c e i t shown i n so many instances by the Arians might even 

sup-rort the_conjecture t h a t i t had been w r i t t e n on the^Easterns 
h e a r i n - of J u l i u s ' imminent death i n the hope of " s t e a l i n g a 
march" while the a f f a i r s of the Roman church were i n an 
u n s e t t l e d and u n c e r t a i n c o n d i t i o n . 

http://ri._ht.fai
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L.9 secutus t r a d i t i o n e m maiorum - c f . t h e r e l a t i o n s of Jionysius of 
2 

I:j::ic end Dionysius of Alexandria; also J u l i u s , i n h i s l e t t e r ? 

claiming a s p e c i a l r e l a t i o n of h i s see w i t h that of AJs xa n d r i a . 
I n the case of the two D i o n y s i i , there i s no p o s i t i v e evidence 

zo support the assumption of j u r i s d i c t i o n of the bishop of Rome over 
the bishop of Alexandria;, r a t h e r does i t resemble "the request o f 
one co-trustee t o another f o r an exp l a n a t i o n of the l a t t e r 1 c a c t i o n 
i n a matter concerning t h e i r common t r u s t " . 

'Having t h i s as precedent, however, J u l i u s , i n h i s l e t t e r , claims 
t h a t , w hile i n the case of bishops of a p o s t o l i c sees, the canon 
requires "that questions r e l a t i n g to them should be r e f e r r e d to the 
episcopate as a whole, i n a case concerning the bishop of A.L= xandria 
such a u t h o r i t y should be reserved to the Roman see. I f the canons 
ascribed to t he d e d i c a t i o n c o u n c i l of Antioch 3̂ -1 belong 'to t h a t 
c o u n c i l , No.15 may be regarded as an answer to t h i s . ^ 

On 1h e other hand, the c o u n c i l o f Western Sardica o f f e r e d t o a 
bishop condemned by h i s colleagues op-nortunity o f r e c o n s i d e r a t i o n 
under the d i r e c t i o n of the Roman see . 

As f o r Athanasius 1 view on the subject: i n h i s w r i t i n g s he 
sneaks of the bishops of Rome as h i s beloved brothers,end f e l l o w -
m i n i s t e r s , and welcomes t h e i r sympathy a-nd support, but there i s no 
i n d i c a t i o n / 
No te s. 
2. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 35* 
3. Canon 15 declares t h a t " i f a bishop accused of c e r t a i n offences 

has been t r i e d by the bishops o f the province and a l l have 
unanimously given sentence- ag a i n s t him, he may not be t r i e d 
again by others but the unanimous d e c i s i o n of the bishops of the 
•province must hold good. 

4. Canons I I I and V I I . 



i n d i c a t i o n t h a t he ever thought of them as having any j u r i s d i c t i o n 
• '5 over hurr .. 

I t i s obvious-that, i n asking Athanasius t o come to P.ome, 
Liberius i s r e l y i n g on t i e a u t h o r i t y of h i s predecessor J u l i u s , but 
i t i s e q u a l l y obvious t h a t t h i s could be only en i n v i t a t i o n . ' and not 
a command, ^ven the Sardican canons would not j u s t i f y a command. 

A s i m i l a r phrase i s used i n L i b e r i u s 1 l e t t e r A V I I p.91 L.IO. 

L.10 Lucium, Paulum et Helienun - n o t h i n g more i s known of these 
three presbyters. 

e l a t e r e - t h i s phrase i s used i n canon V I I of Western Saidica and 
may suggest t h a t L i b e r i u s has t h i s .in mind. 

L.12 de ecclesiae d i s c i p l i n e . - i . e . i f he i s found g u i l t y , he w i l l 
be excommunicated, but i f innocent, he w i l l be est a b l i s h e d f i r m l y 
i n h i s see. 

L.13sq l i t t e r a s etiam etc - t h i s l e t t e r i s not now extant. L i b e r i u 
does not c l a i m t h a t t h i s excommunication would be v a l i d f o r the 
whole Church but only f o r the church of Rome end he i s e v i d e n t l y 
using t h i s t h r e a t as compensation f o r h i s i n a b i l i t y to compel 
Athanasius/ 
Motes. 
5- c f ̂ r d s t . Syn. ad Afros 1. 
6. c f , J u l i u s i n v i t i n g the Eusebians t o come to Rome f o r a f u l l 

i n q u i r y i n t o the case. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20s q.. 
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Athanasius to come t o Home . Events proved t h a t t h i s t h r e a t was not 
f u l f i l l e d u n t i l - t h e t i n e when Libera us was i n e x i l e . 

I n t h i s connection, i t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t i n h i s l e t t e r t o the 
^nperor (A V I I ) , L i b e r i u s n e i t h e r condemns nor acquits Athanasius 
i . e . -nrior t o h i s e x i l e , h i s p o s i t i o n was one o: absolute n e u t r a l i t / 
and so s t r o n g l y d i d he f e e l about t h i s t h a t he was w i l l i n g to pa/ 

• . - . 7 
the p r i c e of e x i l e r a t h e r than s a c r i f i c e h i e n e u t r a l i t y . 'This 
a 0rees also w i t h B V I I , 8 where he declares t h a t , though n e i t h e r 
supporting nor condemnin-g, he had yet demanded a f a i r t r i a l f o r 
Athanasius and i t was only when he knew t h a t they had . j u s t l y con-
demned him, t h a t he toe acquiesced i n t h i s condemnation. 

This, t h r e a t of excommunication might w e l l be regarded as a 
customary phrase, o f t e n added to a suamons and not meant very 
s e r i o u s l y , cf» when summoning the Easterns, J u l i u s anpointec a day 
" t h a t they might e i t h e r come or consider themselves as a l t o g e t h e r 

o 
suspected persons" . 

p.15!?' L.15, 16 r e v e r s i i g i t u r . . venire noluisse - apart from any 
other c o n s i d e r a t i o n , Athanasius would be f r i g h t e n e d t o leave h i s see 
at t h i s time (.352/3) l e s t h i s opponents should take advantage o f 
h i s absence to i n t r u d e one of t h e i r puppets,cf.the new attacks 
being made u^on him. Ath. Apol. ad Const.19. 

::otes. 
7- Though t e c h n i c a l l y L i b e r i u s remained n e u t r a l , h i s r e f u s a l to 

condemn Athanasius would, of course, be g e n e r a l l y regarded as 
s u b s t a n t i a l evidence of support-, ' de f a c t o ' . 

8. Ath. ; I i s t . Ar. 11. 
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L . i ' denique - . i t :nc.j s a f e l y be asserted t h a t on "eh i s word hinges 
q 

the' a u t h e n t i c i t y of tlx i s l e t t e r 7 . I f "clenique" i s taken i n a 
l o g i c a l , r a t h e r then a temporal', sense, then the f i n a l p a r t of the 
l e t t e r :nust be r e f e r r e d to the same p e r i o d o f ti.mo as the events 
mentioned i n the f i r s t p a r t i . e . the beginning of Lioeri'us 1 

episcopate; which rna'̂ ec nonsense of i t , because the reason f o r 
Li be r i i i s ' e x i l e was si ra^ly h i s r e f u s a l t o conde.ru. Athanasius . To 
i n t e r p r e t the l e t t e r c o r r e c t l y , t h e r e f o r e , the "denique" :aust be 
taken i n a temporal sense, as i n d i c a t i n g the passage of a period of 
time between what precedes end what follow:,; the e x i l e l e t t e r s 
given i n B yll i n d i c a t e t h a t t h i s excommunication of Athanasius can 
have taken place only i n 357-

So, the f i r s t p a r t of the l e t t e r (L.7-L.1?) describes events 
t a k i n g place c<352, w h i l e the second (L.l^-L.22) r e f e r s to events 
happening i n the year 357? o m i t t i n g completely what has taken place 
i n the i n t e r v a l . 1 " 

L.17 l i t t e r a s c a r i t a t i s vestrae - t h i s does not r e f e r to the l e t t e r 
mentioned i n L.7, 8, but to a l a t e r one 1^ addressed not to J u l i u s , 
but to L i b e r i u s (L.17, i 8 ad nos)» 

No te s• 
9. For f u l l e r d i s c u s s i o n , see s e c t i o n on the L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s . 
10. cf. L i b e r i u s 1 e p i t a p h , vh ere the resistance of L i b e r i u s and h i s 

departure f o r e x i l e are e l o q u e n t l y portrayed, and then 
immediately and a b r u p t l y there f o l l o w s h i s en t r y i n t o heaven, 
w i t h not a word of the happenings i n the l a s t twelve years or 
so of h i s episcopate. Then, a f t e r t h i s , there f o l l o w s a veroos 
d e s c r i p t i o n of the heavenly g l o r y i n t o which he has entered and 
the miraculous powers he henceforth enjoys. 

11. cf.B V I I , 8. 

http://conde.ru
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L.19 s ci' r a e .cum omnibus etc' - cf.E V I I , 8,10,11. 

L.21 sive ecclesiae R lomanae - see note on L.6. 

2 N a r r a t i v e t e x t . 

gy.̂ aAT:Y. While they r e j o i c e to condemn the bishop of Rome,PoLamius 
and Epictetus would not l i s t e n t o t h i s , nor had F o r t u n a t i a n any more 
success when he sent, the same l e t t e r t o various bishops. But a 
l e t t e r from a l l "gypt and Alexandria gave warning t h a t , so long as 
the Serdiicar. decisions remained i n v i o l a b l e , t h i s excommunication of 
Athamsius would r a t h e r be burdensome and dangerous t o L i o e r i u s . 
Just as J u l i u s had been advised t o r e s t o r e --communion t o the e x i l e d 
Athanasius, so now L i b e r i u s was advised t o preserve t h i s communion. 

CO:,:..̂ KTARY. p. 155 L.24,25 Quid i n h i s . , eveniens est? - some 
12 

authors , taking- t h i s sentence as i t stands, have supposdd t h a t , i n 
the o r i g i n a l t e x t , there stood here another l e t t e r , perhaps of the 
Sardican synod to Constantius, perhaps of L i o e r i u s h i m s e l f , and t h a t 
the l a u d a t o r y expressions of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t r e f e r t o t h i s l e t t e r , 
which has then been suppressed and replaced by a. former who, however, 
has f o r g o t t e n to efface t h i s sentence. This/ 

o i,e 
i 9 e.g. G. Kermant, La Vie de S. Ath. B It.VI ch.25 note 3-
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This theory seems most u n l i k e l y . I t i s d i f f i c u l t to imagine 
?ny forger> no matter how s t u p i d Dr b i g o t e d , making such a mistake. 
I t seems necessary t o consider t h i s sentence as ironical.cf» the 
i r o n i c a l d e s c r i p t i o n of the bishops who condemned Athanasius a t 
Aries "o veros C h r i s t i d i s c i ^ u l o s I o dignos successores P e t r i atque. 
P a u l i l " B I I , 5 p.142 L.5/.. I n t h i s case " i n h i s l i t t e r i s " (L.24) 
would r e f e r t o B I I I , 1. 

L.25 Potamius - he i s the - f i r s t known bishop of Lisbon. According 
to the L i b . prec. 9J N E at f i r s t been a supporter of orthodoxy 
but was l a t e r induced t o j o i n the Arians by the present of an estate 
from Constantius. For t h i s he was excommunicated by Ossius but had 
his revenge i n the summons of Ossius t o Sirmium. According to 
H i l a r y ^ Potamius and Ossius drew up the "second" formula of Sirmium 
but G a m i s . t h i n k s t h i s d o u b t f u l because of the silence of 
Phoebedius and. the d i s s i m i l a r i t y i n s t y l e t o the known w r i t i n g s of 
Potamius. There seems to be no doubt, however, t h a t he was at t h a t 

I T 

synod and helped to c i r c u l a t e the formula there drawn up . A f t e r 
the c o u n c i l of Ariminam, he seems to have had some connection w i t h 
the orthodox p a r t y again because there i s extant a l e t t e r of h i s t o 
Athanasius. I n a d d i t i o n to t h i s l e t t e r , two sermons of Potamius 
are extant, on the r a i s i n g of Lazarus end on the martyrdom of the 
prophet I s a i a h " ^ , 
il o t e s . 
13. De S y n . l l . 
14. ^ircheng.von Span.II (1) 237. 
15. Phoeb. c. Ar. 
lc . P.L. V I I I . 
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L.?5 ^ i c t e t u s - see note on him i n A V± p.o7 L.6. he had already 
sheared e a r l i e r a t Milan as a vehement antagonist or oerius 
The mention of Potanius end Opiatetus gives an i n d i c a t i o n of the 
date of £ I I I , 1. I t i s known t h a t Potamius was at Sirmiurn about 

1~ 
-wIie middle of 357 i n p r e p a r a t i o n f o r the "second" sgrioa of' Girmium -
tnd i t i s probable t h a t they were both together at the court a t 
Si rmiurn about t h i s time. The l e t t e r must t h e r e f o r e have been 
w r i t t e n sometime i n the f i r s t h a l f o f 357-

Schiktanz-^ t h i n k s i t necessary, i n order to e x p l a i n the sudden 
.mention of Potamius and Ep i c t e t u s , to suppose t h a t a l e t t e r regard­
i n g them.has now dropped out of the t e x t ; but there i s no warrant 
f o r t h i s o p i n i o n . 

L. 25,26 dum demnare. .gaudent - S c h i k t a n z 2 ^ suggests the meaning i s 
t h a t "while they r e j o i c e t h a t the bishop o f Rome condemns (sc. 
Athanasius) e t c " . But i t seems more n a t u r a l to t r a n s l a t e i t thus: 
"while they r e j o i c e to condemn the bishop of Rome" i . e . the stead­
f a s t a t t i t u d e d i s p l a y e d by L i b e r i u s p r i o r to e x i l e would be a 
n a t u r a l t a r g e t of at t a c k f o r these Western A r i ^ n s . c f , the conduct of 
Epictetus a t M i l a n 2 1 . 

hotes. 
17. c f , the dialogue between L i b e r i u s and Constantius i n Thfiod.II 1-'. 
I d . H i l . De 3yn. 11. Phoeb. c. Ar. 3. 
1° . "O . r?4 , 
20. ^.23, 
21. Theod. I I , 1^. 



s i c u t i n Arivdnens:i synodo c o n t i n - t u r - 3chi.:tenz^ regards 
g-.is as a gloss. F e d e r ^ takes i t as sn i n t e r n e 1 p a r t of the t e x t 
r-no'.vir.: • t h a t the synod of A r i ninum had discussed the f a l l o f L i uerius. 
Ihe l a t t e r seems the more l i k e l y o p i n i o n . 

-.155 L.2^ - ^.15^ L . I audi re haec noluerunt - "haec" i . e . the 
information contained i n B I I I ; 1. Their u i i w i i l i n j a e s s v;oulu s p r i n g 
e i t h e r from the f e e t that, the concession which L i o e r i u s had given was 
not now s u f f i c i e n t , or from- t h e i r being too b u s i l y engaged i n pre­
paring f o r the c oming s^nod a t Sirmium to pay a t t e n t i o n t o t h i s 
belated and, as i t were, f o r c e d ( i . e . through we'ariness of e x i l e ) 
condemnation o f Athanasius. At t h i s time (sometime i n f i r s t h a l f 
o f 357) 'the main a t t e n t i o n of the Arians was withdrawn from 
Athanasius, and they were now busy p r e p a r i n g t h e i r creed f o r the 
Sir mi an synod of August 357-

p. 154 L . l Portunatianus - see 13 V I I , 8' p. 1*8 L.15 f o r note oh t h i s 
o l d c o n f i d e n t i a l f r i e n d of L i b e r i u s . 

-•2 d i v e r s i s episcopis - these would not be e x i l e d confessors nor, 
on the other hand, would, they be o r d i n a r y bishops who supported the 
condemnation of Athanasius. The l e t t e r would be sent to the bishops 
who had i n f l u e n c e w i t h Constsntius, important persons l i k e Ursacius 
?nd Valens, who could be expected to give i t a warm welcome, 
hotes. 
22. p.3:> note 1. 
23. St .id. I p. 167. 



n i h i l p r o f e c i t - here i s found the reason f o r L i b e r i .is having 
+ w r i t e the other e x i l e l e t t e r s . His f i r s t one (2111 • 1) had 
sir.ed no success. 

L.2-5 u t euten..decer^eret - the Arians had seen unable to impair 
-,.:e a u t h o r i t y of the 'Vestem sgno; of Sardica., and. t h e r e f o r e i t s 
decisions w i t h regard t o the innocence of Athanasius and g u i l t of 
- he Allans s t i l l stood; t o these decisions -Julius of Rome had given 

i 
his ascent, and so, w h i l e paying l i p - s e r v i c e to the " t r a d i t i o n of h i s 

24 
predecessors , L i b e r i u s had a c t u a l l y broken t h i s t r a d i t i o n i n 
condemning Athanasius end thus provided a source of f u t u r e embarrass-! 
ment and t r o u b l e f o r h i m s e l f . 

L.3,4 s i b i . . s i b i - i . e . L i b e r i u s . 

L. -r-- l i t t e r a e . .missae - Coustant ^ and Feder 2° i d e n t i f y t h i s l e t t e r 
w i t h the d e c i s i o n of the 80 "^ggptian bishops mentioned i n A V I I 
p.90 L . l ^ s q . I f so, the 'nunc' of L.o would r e f e r to c.352/3. 
This seems improbable. The author o f the n a r r a t i v e t e x t has been 
d e s c r i b i n g events t a k i n g place c.357> and i t seems more n a t u r a l to 
r e f e r the "nunc" to thislyear and conclude t h a t t h i s l e t t e r of the 
Egyptians had been sent to L i o e r i u s i n e x i l e when they heard t h a t 
he was on the p o i n t o f weakening and surrendering t o the Arians. 

hotes. • 
24. cf. E I I I , 1. 
25. P.L. X c o l . A8l ( c ) . 
2f. Stud. I p.l£6sq. 
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1,,7 cualas ad l u l i u m ^ridem - i . e . probably the l e t t e r s r e f e r r e d 
-v0 i n A V I I p.90 L . l ' s q . , 3 I I , 1-§ 5 p.114 L.lOsq., L' I I , 2 p.127 
L. 1^)17; i n t h a t case, the "pridem" would r e f e r as f a r bach as 34Q. 

exulanti Athenasio - a f t e r a b r i e f r e t u r n f o l l o w i n g upon-his f i r s t 
27 

e x i l e , Athanasius f l e d from Alexandria i n A ^ n l , 339 and was 
destined to remain i n e x i l e u n t i l October 3^4• 

2b 2° 
L.B, 9 u t de s u b i e c t i s i n t e l Legetur - Coustant and Feder r e f e r 
t h i s to what i s contained i n A V I I § 2 t u t t h i s o p i n i o n must be 
r e j e c t e d ^ 0 . The " s u b i e c t i s " could r e f e r e i t h e r to a l e t t e r of the 
Egyptians to L i b e r i u s or to a l e t t . e r of L i b e r i u s t o the Egyptians. • 
This p a i l , o f the t e x t i s now l o s t . 

CONCLUSION. Though d i f f i c u l t t o i n t e r p r e t and obscure i n p a r t s , 
B I I I , 1 and 2 correspond, reasonably w e l l to the 0 e n e r a l l y known 
h i s t o r i c a l f a c t s and so must be accepted as aut h e n t i c . V/hilo the 
l e t t e r must have been w r i t t e n i n the f i r s t h a l f of 3573 the 
n a r r a t i v e t e x t belongs to a l a t e r p e r i o d (cf„the mention of Lhe 
synoa 01 Arimmum) . -> 

Notes. 
27. Ath. ICrist. Fncyc.^5. Fest. I n d . X I . 
23. P.L. X c o l . ^32 ( d ) . 
29. Svud. I . 1^8, 
30. cf»p.l5^ note. 
31. For f u l l e r d i scussion see s e c t i o n on the L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s . 

While a f u r t h e r short i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of t h i s l e t t e r and 
n a r r a t i v e t e x t i s there given, the main purpose of t h i s 
a d d i t i o n a l s e c t i o n has been to discuss the question of the 
aa t h e n t i c i t y of the l e t t e r s and review the various t h e o r i e s 
propounded thereon. 
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! H^:ios 3 IV, 1 ^ L e t t e r of L i b e r i e s t o the c a t n o l i c ^j^sj^ojjg^gi? 

i r t a l y . 3^2/3 . 
\ 

? SlX̂ .'uVY. (1) I n t h i s l e t t e r on the treatment to be metec out t o f - lapses, but repentant bisnops, L i o e r t u s asserts t n a t i t i s i n 'i 
| accordance w i t h a p o s t o l i c precepts t h a t s e v e r i t y snoulu. be repud-
•>. 

§ i&ted. • Pol Lowing the example of the Egyptians anu tne dree.cs, he 
i 
| thinks moderation should be extended t o them oat tne authors of tae 

deceit a t Ariminum should oe u t t e r l y condemnea. (2) Those who 
renounce Arianism should be welcomed, but i f anyone should wish t o 
persevere i n t h a t heresy , he i s t o be strenuously r e s i s t e ^ . 

: CQ..:,-:"1CTAPY. This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n g i l a r / ' s wo i t . ; 
i t s a u t h e n t i c i t y i s not questioned. I n a d d i t i o n t o Faber-Coustant 
i t has been e d i t e d by Bar- ad e.nn.362 n.CLXXVIII, Binius I , 46'.sq. , 
Ea.regia I I I , 144sq. , Labbe-Gossart I I , 75>'4sq. , Coustant gpp. 
P o n t i f . 448-450, C o l e t i I I , 8(J9SC., enu hiansi I I I , 2i0sq.. 

p.15- L.13 ad c a t o l i c o s episcopos I t a l i a e - these bishops can not 
now be i n d i v i d u a l l y i d e n t i f i e d . L i b e r i u s was e v i d e n t l y t r y i n g t o 
organise opinion i n I t a l y w i t h regard t o tae question of the lapsea 
oishops, as had been already done i n PJgypt and Greece4". 

hotes. 
1. c f . P.157 L.4sq. 

« 
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ll.Xc i m p e r i t i a e . . .resi"iscens 
01 en offence clone u n w i t t i n g l y . 

i . e . 'resentence removes the g u i l t 

pietatem - " p i s t e s " o r i g i n a l l y meant c u t i f ^ i conuact towards 
tae gods. V/hen adontec i n t o C h r i s t i a n asage, i t was asec t o 
emphasise the human, r a t h e r than the d i v i n e , element,: a :.ian' s 
"pietas" was shown through h i s character anu a c t i o n . 

Probaoly the .meaningis t h a t i t i s what those who f e l l at 
Ariminum are doing now t h a t matters, i . e . t h e i r repentance, not 
what they have, through f o r c e of circumstances, done i n tno past,. 
Their resentence i s a sign of p i e t y ana t h e r e f o r e they ougnt t o oe 
t r e a t e d w i t h the c h a r i t y becoming C h r i s t i a n s . 

g.Ib et ipsa - i . e . c o r r o r a l i s e x e r c i t a t i o . 

L.19 quam - i . e . p i e t s s . 

L20 sq. non enim, s i a l i q u i s etc - a veig l i t e r a l t r a n s l a t i o n 
wo aid be: " f o r i f anyone by caanco (sc. o f those) who act zealously 
vi t h foreseeing purpose t o destroy (sc. the decisions of the 
Egyptians and Greeks) shamelessly w i t h more severe jua^ment, has 
also thought %o change t h i s , which i s already p r o t e c t e d concerning 
p i e t y by a p o s t o l i c a u t h o r i t y , when i t i s sa i d ( i . e . oy the ' a i i q u i s 1 

of L.20) t h a t those are not t o be spared who acted i n ignorance at 
Ariminum, t o whom not t o know' hoy; t o a t t a c k the comprehension of 
e r r o r / 
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error, was not allowed (sc. as a defence), t h e r e f o r e s e v e r i t y w i l l 
not• oe r e r a d i a t e d 11 i . e . those who advocate s t e r n treatment of the 
lapsed ..vast be pre re. red to Lo against a p o s t o l i c a u t h o r i t y . 
L i berius then continues t o o u t l i n e h i s p o s i t i o n . 

i i . ^ i saevioii'. c:.nsura - i . e . w i t h a more severe censure Laan t n a t 
of the c o u n c i l of Alexandria 36?. This c o u n c i l had uecided (1) 
t h a t those who had a c t i v e l y supported the A r i a n heresy should, i f 
r e r e n t a n t , be allowed t o r e t u r n to companion, t h o u j h excluded from 
a l l o f f i c e s i n the Church. (2) those who, through f o r c e or or: 

Orounui. of expediency, had j o i n e d the Arians, should oe r&ironed 
and allowed t o remain i n o f f i c e . 

Bat even et the c o u n c i l i t s e l f there was an o v e i - s t r i c t s e c t i o n 
who sa i d t h a t any who sought to r e - e n t e r the communion of the 
orthodox, a f t e r having been contaminated oy any s o r t of communion 
v.ith t h e ' h e r e t i c s , should be f o r ever excluded from the c l e r i c a l 
o f f i c e . 

Prominent amoiv those who refused t o accept the decisions and 
moderate p o l i c y o f t h i s c o u n c i l was Lucifer- of Ca^.iiari who 
declared t h a t anyone who had i n any way been contaminated w i t h 
Arisnism should be bar-red from, e c c l e s i a s t i c a l o f f i c e 2 . I t i s t o 
such as L u c i f e r t h a t the ' a l i c u i s ' of L.20 r e f e r s . 

'Destruere' ( L . 2 I ) i m p l i e s the attempted d e s t r u c t i o n of the 
alexandrine decrees by the L u c i f e i i s n s through t h e i r "saevior 
censure", 
hotes. 
2. c f . P.uf. K.7C. I , 23sq. Ath. 3po5 t o Rufinianus-
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g. 22 ^uOu i ? munitu..: - C'ojstarit-^ takes t h i s as no• s l i g h t i ^ d i c a -
uion thai- L i D e r i u s had already i n another l e t t e r appx oveu trie 
decrees of the Alexandrine synod. But i t see.as more c o r r e c t to 
connect the " a ^ o s t o l i c a a a c t o r i t a s " w i t h the reference t o I Tim. 
4 , o i n ±J .17 j lv''» 

p.1^7 L . l , 2 qui arud. . .egerunt - f o r example, the many Western 
bishops misled, by the deceits, of Valens'* one. induced to sign the 
creed of Nike' i n a l l £• ood f a i t h . 

L.2,3 quibus n e s c i r e . . i n c i d e r e - i . e . the advocates of s e v e r i t y 
refused t o inake allowance f o r the f a c t t h a t many had f a l l e n at 
Ariminum through ignorance and i n a b i l i t y t o counter the deceits of 
the Arians. 

The argument i s t h a t i f those, who disagree w i t h the p o l i c y 
of the Alexandrine c o u n c i l , contend t h a t the a p o s t o l i c i n j u n c t i o n s 
also are.to be overthrown, then they can advocate s e v e r i t y . But 
those, who know the reverence due t o the a p o s t o l i c a u t h o r i t y , w i l l 
f o l l o w the a p o s t o l i c advice and show leniency towards the f a l l e n 
bishops• 

•L.4sq. mexime cum et A e g y p t i i etc - c f . Ath. Dp. ad i"iufinienu.:i 

"a/ 
Notes. 
3. ?.L. X c o l . 714 (h). 
4. c f . 3 V I I I , 2 p.. 17ft L. ? note-, A V, V I , V I I I , IX. 



««£-; synod has been held ( i n Alexandria) , bishops from f o r e i g n parts-
being present;' while otriers have oeen n e i - u„ oar feJ.1 ow- ...mistvrs 
resident i n Greece, as w e l l as oy those i n Srs i n en- Gaul; anc. the 
ca...e d e c i s i o n was come t o here and everywhere". As the w. deal w i t h 
trie sa..ie question, i t i s reasonable to sur.n-s e t h a t tnese synoas 
v/oaid be held about the same time. 

h.p "parcendum" (esse) and (L.~>,7) "auctcres esse damnandos" are 
acc. and i n f i n . c o n s t r u c t i o n s e x p l a i n i n g "hac u s i . s e n t e n t i a " . 

L. A, de quibus surra tractavimus - i . e . those i n L . i , 2 "qui apud 
A i l - r i n a i i ignorante's e g e r u i i t " . 

L.0,7 auctorqs vero esse'damnandos - the Alexandrine synod had 
declared t h a t even those who had been leaders were, on repentance, 
to be pardoned, though not given the p o s i t i o n of c l e r g y . L i o e r i u s 
i s probably t h i n k i n g here of the unrepentant Valens ana Ursacius. 
c f . p.l lyd L.24, 25. 

p.157 L.7sq. qui obliqua etc - c f . Ath. Ep. ad E r i s c . Aej.iOj . 
De Syn. 14-, Or. c. Ar. I ch. 3,4. 

L . I 1 i n se r e s t i f e r u m - i . e . through making the Son. of god a. 
crea t u r e , i t s t r i k e s a t the very heart of the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h ; to 
t a a t are added a l l the other deceits of the A r i a n do -ma. 
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L.L1,15 totumuue se. . .rnancir.et - c f . the words of L i o e . ius as 
reported i n Socr. IV, 12 "But we recognise t h i s t o oe the c a t h o l i c 
and a p o s t o l i c f a i t n which remained whole ana unshauen up to the 

;.icene c o u n c i l . 

L . l ^ quibusdam - i . e . t o those l i k e L u c i f e r . 

L. 17 > " r e c t i t a t i s " i s t o oe attached t o »<..̂ od' , not t o "astutiam". 

L.iysc. veru.n s i e l i u u i s etc - a passage s i m i l a r t o t n i s i s founa 
i n u i o e r i u s 1 l e t t e r to, tne iiaceaonians. 

L.20 sq. et ratione etc - reason i s t o be met w i t h reason, 
argument w i t h argument. 

L.21 a u c t o r i p e r f i d i a e - probaoly Satan i s meant here. 

L.21,22 e c c l e s i a e . . . r i e c t e t u r - i . e . excommunication^. 

GOkGLUSIOl'j. The subject matter of t h i s l e t t e r i n d i c a t e s t h a t i t 
must stana close i n time to the synod of Alexandria, which was hela 
i n the summer of .3^2. I t must have been w r i t t e n before the middle 
of 3^3 because Athanasius i n a l e t t e r to Jovian, w r i t t e n aoout t h a t 
time/ 
Motes. 
5. Socr. IV, 12. 
6. S p i r i t u a l v i g o u r as opposed t o the p h y s i c a l v i o l e n c e and 

t h r e a t s employed by the Arians. 
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time ( i . e . middle of 363)^ s t a t e s t h a t tV:e decrees o f the Alexandrine 
synod are accented i n Gaul, Sr>ain, Greece and a i l I t a l y , wnoreas 
i n h i s l e t t e r L i b e r i u s i s s t i l l t r y i n g t c secure t h e i r acceptance. 
So.the probable date of composition i s the v/inter of 3^2/3• 
While the l e t t e r reveals o p p o s i t i o n to the Alexandrine decrees, 
there i s s t i l l no evidence of the r i s e of the L u c i f e r i a n s as a 
T- r t y . 

According to 0. Iler-mant? t h i s i s the l e t t e r .neant oy S i r i c i u s 
of I::o:ne when he says i n a l e t t e r t o Rimerius t h a t , a f t e r Arimiiium, 
L i b e r i u s sent general decrees to. the n- evinces . • 

Baionius^ , S t i l t i n g , and Reinerdirgp- 1- clai.'a t h a t L i berius w 
the o r i g i n a t o r of the r>olicv of r e c o n s i l l a t i o n . Sat there i s no 
foundation f o r t h i s o p i n i o n . F i r s t of a l l , L i b e r i u s himself 

12 
aa.nits t h a t synoas hed already been held i n Egypt ana Greece to 
deai w i t h t h i s question of the lapsed "bishops, and indeed rie uses 
t h e i r examr-le t o strengthen h i s argument and j u s t i f y h i s own p o s i ­
t i o n . Secondly, i f a Roman synoa had been h e l d or any d e c i s i o n 
taken by Rome on t h i s matter before the synod of Alexandria, 
Athanasius v/ould undoubtedly have mentioned i t i n h i s l e t t e r t o 
I. u f i n i a n u s . For him t o have mentioned Spain, Gaul and Greece and -
omitted Rome would, be unthinkable i f Rome had indeed ta.:en the 
l e a d i n g / 
Kotes. 
7- i n h i s L i f e o f Athanasius X, o. 
d. P.L. X I I I , 1133. 
9- ad ann. 3A2 tV (l8<^ed) r.92. 
10. Acta 5S. t V I (18^7) p,^.17sq.' 
I I . Beitrage zur Ilonorius und L i b e r i u s f r a g e (18^5) p.52sq. 
12. p.1$7 L.3sq. 
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lo&ciri v ^ s r t i n the roconci 1 i a t i o n of the f a l l e n oishqrs . I t YXS 
i..e c o u n c i l of Alexandria, not of ;-;ome, Athenasias , £.nc not 
viuerius , v/ho r l a j e d the r r i m a r y r o l e i n g.ovocacy of tne p o l i c y 
cf moaeration. J . 

Tnis l e t t e r (B IV, 1) i s i n c e r e s t i n 0 i n thai- i c snows t..at 
Liuerius had recovered, from the mi zf ortones of h i s exixe anu. was 
r e j a i n i n / ; f o r the see of I';ome i t s place of import a nee a.^on^ tne 
c'."iarches of the V/est. 

3 IV, 2. L e t t I T of the I t a l i a n bishops t o t h e i r ore t i n en i n 
I I l y r i c u r n . . 

S JhifAhf. The bishops s t a t e t h a t , a f t e r r ecognising tne d e c e i t o f ' 
Ariminum, I t a l y has returned t o the ITicene f a i t h . The.,- r e j o i c e 
t n a t Il i y r i c u : ' a .has begun t o do the same. They confirm t h e i r ov/n 
de c i s i o n by s u b s c r i p t i o n , a i d assert t h a t they preserve the h'icene 

—. 
decrees against A r i u s and Sa be H i us, by sharing i n whose i n h e r i t ­
ance Photinus i s condemned, and re s c i n d the decrees of Ari.ainura.. 
I n order to d i s p e l any suspicion of doubt, copies of a l l t h i s are 
enclosed, ana whoever wishes t o have f e l l o w s h i p and peace w i t h them 
must c i v e unequivocal evidence o f t h e i r complete approval. I n 
conclusion, they declare t h a t the authors of the A r i a n or Aecian, 
heresy/ 
hotes. 
13• I n a l e t t e r t o Prnctetus (En. LIX) Athanasius does mention a 

c o u n c i l at £reat Rome i n a d d i t i o n t o those i n Spain ana. Gaul, 
but the date of t h i s l e t t e r i s very u n c e i t a i n and i t miynt 
have Deen w r i t t e n as l a t e as 372. 



here-cy, Valc-ne s x Ursacias, ana t h e i r associates have user, con-
^e.mied, not j u s t a t the "resent t i . . i e , as i n l i i y r i c a m , oat i o r . j a._,o. 

wf. "~hAd./. This l e t t e r has been preservec only i n t u i s -woru. I n 
?. oh. i t i o n t o Faber-Coastant, i t has oeon edi ted oy Baronius au arm. 
3 4? n, XXVIso., Binius I , 4o7> E u . r e j i a I I I , 230sc., Labbe-Cossart 
I I , t>3>sq. , Hsrcuin I , 745scj.., C o l e t i I I , 9 8 I , :m\nsi I I I , 391sq. 

p.l'j'6 L.3 I r f l y r i c u m - I l l y r i c u m v/as one of the f o u r l a r ^ a 
prefectures i n t o which the E/nr i r e v/as d i v i d e a a t t h i s time, hue 
others oeinp O r i e n s , I t a l i a end G a l l i a . I t v/as t o I l l ^ - r i c a m x,:iat 
Arius sncl h i s supporters had been banished by Constantijae > and 
Valens and Ursacius were probably h i s d i s c i p l e s t h e r e . Arianism, 
thus i n t r o d u c e d , too- a stro n g h o i u . c f . i f a r t i n , w h i l e v i s i t i n , _ h i s 
ra r e n t s there some H .ae before the e x i l e of H i l a r y , had stood f o r t h 

1+ 
i o r tne Kicene f a i t h but was scourged ana f o r c e d t o depart 
out i t would see.d t l x t the Western h a l f was not so much a f f e c t e d 
as the Eastern and nossessed some re p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the orthodox 
f a i t h , c f . Bamasus Ep. I ; the c o u n c i l of oi shops of Western 

lb' - l^i I I l y r i c u r n 375 , c o u n c i l ofAquileia 361 . I t i s very prooaole 
t h a t i t v/as t o bishops i n Western I I l y r i c am t h a t t h i s l e t t e r 
( B IV, 2) was addressed. 

hotes. 
14. Sulr*. Sev. V i t a $sq. 
l:r hcf. I I , 289. 
1^. hef. I I , 374sq. 



rid'em p a t e r n a l - i . e . the hicene creed.cf. L.7 • 

L.7 oli.n - here used to denote a p e r i o d of less tnan a jeaz-^'l 
a^uo hichea:'a - i . e . Ilicaea 325-

L.c fraude/a - i . e . the d e c e i t concerning the creau of 17i.ce. 

L.9svj.. ' I n l y r i c a n etia.n dean etc - the fact, t h a t the I t a l i a n uich. 
xnow a bo at the beginning o f the work of r e s t o r a t i o n i n I l l y r i c a a 
r i esupposes so.ne e a r l i e r co:.v.;unication between the two c o u n t r i e s . 
I t .ur.y be t h a t the bishops i n I I l / r i c u . : i , l-:n owing t h a t the tash of 
r e s t o r a t i o n had been s u c c e s s f u l l y co.rn-leted i n I t a l y , hac. w r i t t e n 
there i n order t o g a i n support f o r the i r - undertahin^. 

p.158 L; 10 i n f i d e l i t a t i s - i . e . t l i e A r i a n heresy. 

L.I2 susaiptione - a l l the bishops would subscrioe tue l e t t e r t o 
snow t h a t i t was unanimous and done w i t h the apipovai 01' the whole 
of I t a l y . 

L.12,13 s e n t e n t i a l - i . e . t h e i r d e c i s i o n concerning Ai"i...ina-a and 
the f a l l e n oishops.cf. L . l j s q . 
liotes . 
1?• c f . Conclusion. 
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L . l j S a o e l i i unique - c f . net e p. 44 L.6 on S a b e l i i u s . Acc oruing t o 
Coci-ates^, A r t us had begun the co nt r o v e r s y by c o n t r a d i c t i n g 
Aisxanuer 1 c e x p o s i t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of dod and aceusi n w the 
uishop of Sabeliianis.u. vvhile there was no d i r e c t condemnation of 
J s o e i l i u s at f i c a e a , a few traces are evident of a c e r t a i n 
.iueasiness w i t h regald t o hi.a and of a neec f o r p r o t e c t i o n against 
the charge of Sabellianism, and there i s no couot the t , however 
a:.waris:itou, one of the c h i e f reasons f o r the u n p o p u l a r i t y of the 
word "h xnoousios" was t h a t i t seemed t o many to b r i n g near the 
danger of Sabeilianism. 

I n the f o u r t h century, most of the Jeaueis of the hicene poi t., 
were accused of SabeHian tendencies, but the two who mace them­
selves e s p e c i a l l y l i a b l e to t h i s charge were i/Iarceilus of Ancyra 
and h i s p u p i l Phctinus. I n the case of the former, i t .nay oe 
doubted whether the accusation .was j u s t ^ ^ , but Photinus i s said t o 

have worhed out i a a r c e l l u s 1 system to i t s l o g i c a l conclusion ana t o 
20 

have o o l d i y proclaimed Sabelliari d o c t r i n e s 

L.15 t e r g i v e r s a t i o n e - another reference t o the d e c e i t of Valens 

and h i s associates. c f . L.8. 

L . l ^ omnium provinciarum - i . e . a l l those i n I t a l y , 

- otes. 
i o . I . : . " . I , ?• 
i > c f . A IV, 1 P.49 L.22,23. 
20. c f . B I I , 5 p.142 L.12 note. 



L . i - quorum etiam exemplar!a - i . e . copies of t h e i r decisions 
concerning- the Aicene f a i t h ano the synou of A r i . a i n u m . c f . L.17S'_-
ut nec i n f i d e etc. 

L.20,21 quae sunt nostrae sententiae - sc. concexni-^ i.'icaea ana 
Ariminum. 

b.21 f i a e i - i . e . the r.'icene creed, c f . L.7« 

L.23 r l u r i u . a harum provinciaram - i . e . the -rovinces of I t a l i a 
« represented at the v / r i t i n : of t h i s l e t t e r , c f . L . l ^ . T.'.'hiie the 
authors of the 3e t t e r v:ould have t o acinit the s u p e i i o r i t y i n 
numbers of the provirc es represented at Ariminum, tney yet l a y cl a i m 
to a large measure of su-rrort f o r t h e i r present course of a c t i o n . 

L.24- heresis Arrianae v e l Aecianae - Aetius had s u f f e r e d a 
/ 21 

temporary ec l i p s e a t Constantinople 3^0 but J u l i a n , on h i s 
accession 3-15 soon restored, hi.a and l a v i s h e d many f a v o i r s upon him 
The e c c l e s i a s t i c a l censore -upon him was also removed by Euzoius, the 
A r i a n bishop of Antioch 2-" 5, who, w i t h other bishops, composed a 

2— 
" i i b e l i u s " i n defence of Aetius and h i s a o c t r i n e '. On the deatn 
of Jovian and. the secession of Valens, however, A e t i a s 1 a f f a i r s 
took/ 
Rotes. 
21. c f . 1 V I I I , 1. 
22. ^ . J u l i a n i l p (Loeb. rs.31;) . Soz. V, 5- Phi l o s t . IX, 4. 
23. P h i l o s t . V I I , 5-
24. P h i l o s t . V I I I , 2. 
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toolc a t u r n f o r the worse an_ he never regained the i n f l u e n t i a l 
p o s i t i o n he had held under J u l i a n . 

I n t h e i r l e t t e r ^ , the Semiarian le,,at.es a t Cons t a n t i n o p i e 
recognised t h a t w h i l e Aetius was condo..nec-, h i s system was r e t a i n e d 
i n a l l i t s e s s e n t i a l p o i n t s . This o p i n i o n i s confirmed i n t h i s 
l e t t e r of the bishops of I t a l y who here assert t h a t the Aecian 
(or Aetian) was the form which the A r i a n heresy tooh a t t n i s 
ra i t i c u l ar t i me. 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o net e t h a t , i n the f i r s t canon of the 
co u n c i l of Constantinople ^ol, the Aniens are i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the 
Pudoxians, c a l l e d thus a f t e r t h e i r leader Pudoxius who oelonged t o ' 
the sa.ae group as Aet i u s . This had probably arisen-because they 
were d i s t i n c t from the Ano.moeans on one side ana the Semiarians on 
the other and perhaps claimed t o represent most c l o s e l y the o l d end 
o r i g i n a l Arianism.cf. B 11,2 n.129 L.2,3. 

L.25sq. non mane etc - again a c o n t r a s t i s made between the 
s i t u a t i o n i n I t a l y and t h a t i n I l l y r i c u m . c f . p . I f 6 L.o-ll "et 
quant MI ad I t a l i a m . . o l i m . . . I n l y r i c u m . . p r o b a r e CGEPISSP gratuiamur". 

The "olim ; l p.159- L . l i s probably t o be connected w i t h the 
statement i n L i o e r i u s 1 l e t t e r t o the c a t . i o l i c cishops ox I t a l y , 
t h a t the authors of the heresy are t o be condemned, and t h e r e f o r e 
r e f e r s t o a q u i t e recent condemnation, 
h'otes. 
25. 3 V I I I , I . 
24. 3 IV, 1. 
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CONCLUSION. This l e t t e r i s c l o s e l y l i n k e d \ . i t h the prece^in^7

 } 

b 3 t h represent attempts to overcome the defeat which the orthoaox 
cause had s u f f e r e d at Ariminum. I t must have oeeri w r i t t e n a f t e r 
L i o e r i u s ' l e t t e r t o the bi shors of I t a l y , occause i t asserts t h a t 
a l l I t a l y has now been r e s t o r e d once more to the I-Iiceno f a i t h , but 
oofore- t h a t o f Athanasius to Jovian, where I l i y r i c u ; i i s mentioned 
as confessing the Nicene f a i t h . As Athanasius v/rote t h i s l e t t e r 
afoout the middle of 3^3, .a s u i t a b l e date f o r the composition of 
3 V I , 2 would seem t o be sometime i n the f i r s t h a l f of 3-3^° • 

The l e t t e r i t s e l f i s an i n t e r e s t i n g example of the way i n 
which the supporters of the ITicene creed soat;ht t o recover t h e i r 
for.aer r r e s t i ^ e throurrh mutual support. 

h'otes. 
27. 3 IV, 1. 
28. Fader's a s s e r t i o n (Praef.8) t h a t t h i s l e t t e r was w r i t t e n 

a f t e r an I I l y r i c a n synod i n 3^5 i s r e f u t e d by the evidence• 
of Athanasius 1 l e t t e r t o Jovian ana also by L i o e r i u s ' l e t t e r 
t o the Eastern deputies ( i n Socr. IV, 12.) 



Series B V. L e t t e r of Valeria, Ur'sacius and t h e i r associates t o 
Germinius, 366. 

Su'i.uV-ARY.(]) De s p i t e the warning of Valens and Paul, Germinius had 
h i t h e r t o f a i l e d t o give a s a t i s f a c t o r y answer concerning the rumour 
of his change of mind, though he had sent a f r i e n d l y l e t t e r . So 
now from Singidunum they w r i t e asking him t o make h i s p o s i t i o n c l e a r 
and show t h a t he has not departed from the c a t h o l i c f a i t h expounded 
and confirmed at Ariminum and accepted by a l l the Eastern bishops, 
v i z . t h a t the Son i s l i k e the Father according t o the S c r i p t u r e s , 
not "according t o substance" o r " i n e v e r y t h i n g " , but a b s o l u t e l y . 
To a l t e r t h i s i s t o r e v i v e the p e r f i d y of Basil»(2) He i s asked t o 
give i n h i s l e t t e r a c l e a r d e n i a l of the statement t h a t "the Son i s 
l i k e the Father i n e v e r y t h i n g except i n n a t i v i t y " , i n order t o d i s ­
prove the suggestion made by the deacon Jovianus and subdeacon 
L i a r t i r i u s t h a t he confesses t h a t "the Son i s l i k e the Father i n 
e v e r y t h i n g " . I n r e t u r n , they promise t h a t i f he shows himself i n 
agreement w i t h them, then the complaint brought against him by 
c e r t a i n of h i s c l e r i c s , P a l l a d i u s and Gaius, w i l l not a f f e c t h i s 
good name. They send t h e i r l e t t e r by the hana of the p r e s b y t e r 
Secundianus, the reader P u l i e n t i u s and the e x o r c i s t Gandidianus on. 
the l b t h December 366 i n the consulship of G r a t i a n and Dagalaifus, 
and r e t a i n a copy. 

COIdvlSNf AKY. This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s work. I t 
has been e d i t e d by Faber-Coustant, Bar.adann. 366 n XXVI, B i n i u s I 
4b'6sq/ ] 



466sq.. , Ed.regia H i , 235sq. , Labbe-Cossart I±, 840 sq. , n a r d u i n 1, 
747 sq.. , C o l e t i I I , 980 sq. and Ransi I I I , 399 sq. 

Yor Valens, Ursacius and Gaius c f . p.4-5 L.15 note. For C-erminius 
cf. p. 47 L.16 note. 

p.159 ^.7 Paulus - he i s mentioned only i n connection w i t h the 
Germinius l e t t e r s . Nothing else i s known about him but the 
presumption i s t h a t , l i k e Valens and Ursacius, he was a bishop i n 
I l l y r i c u m . 

L.Ssq. magis l a u d a n d i . . aliquam s u s t i n e r e - i t may be t h a t 
Germinius had a l r e a d y made i t c l e a r t h a t he resented the i n t e r ­
ference of Valens and the,others i n his, personal a f f a i r s or perhaps 
the l a t t e r were a n t i c i p a t i n g such a p r o t e s t . Or again the 
"reprehensio" may be connected w i t h the " q u e r e l l a pro i n i u r i a " 
(p.160 L . l l ) and r e f e r t o some, disput e between Germinius and h i s 
c l e r i c s , c f . p.160 1.6. 

L.10 i n f i d e c a t h o l i c a - i . e . as i n t e r p r e t e d by Valens and the 
ot h e r s , and meaning the creed of Nike'accepted at Ariminum,cf.L.18. 

L . l l s q / quamvis conventione.. respondere - the main reason f o r 
Germinius not r e p l y i n g d i r e c t l y t o t h e i r questions on the rumours 
being spread about him would be t h a t he had not yet d e f i n i t e l y 
decided what p o s i t i o n he was going t o adopt. I f , as Coiistant 

supposes/ 



^uppo-ses (see c o n c l u s i o n ) , he had already composed h i s creed, there 
would be no reason e i t h e r f o r h i s h e s i t a t i o n or f o r t h e i r q u e s t i o n ­
ings. 

1.11 conventione - t h i s probably does not r e f e r t o an assembly but 
to a p r i v a t e warning sent by l e t t e r from Valens and Paul (cf.p.160 
L.12) and answered i n a f r i e n d l y tone by Germinius (p.159 L.13,14)» 

L.12 admonitus n c l u e r i s - of. p.160 L.12,13. 

L.12,13 quod rumor i a c t i t a t de t e - from the context i t i s obvious 
t h a t the substance of the rumour, was t h a t Germinius .was t r a n s f e r r i n g 

< 

h i s a l l e g i a n c e from the A r i a n t o the Semiarian p a r t y . 

L.13, 14 l i t t e r i s t u i s - t h i s l e t t e r has not been preserved. I n h i s 
s t a t e of i n d e c i s i o n i t i s q u i t e probable t h a t Germinius would send 
to h i s former associates a l e t t e r w r i t t e n i n f r i e n d l y v e i n but 
expressed i n general terms and l e a v i n g the q u e s t i o n s t i l l open. 
I t may have been, a l s o , t h a t he was s t i l l u n c e r t a i n about the 
a t t i t u d e of Valens and the others and wanted t o know whether they 
were going t o uphold the phrase " i n e v e r y t h i n g " or not; though'..this 
seems very u n l i k e l y i n view of the events at Nike and Ariminum. 
On r e c e i p t of t h i s l e t t e r , h i s former associates must have thought 
t h e r e was s t i l l some hope of r e t a i n i n g h i s support; hence t h i s 
assembly at Singidunum ( L . l o ) . This time they ask him t o w r i t e 
again, s t a t i n g h i s p o s i t i o n c l e a r l y and v/ithout any ambiguity. 



'.16 Singidunum (the modern Belgrade) was i n the province of 
;,:oesia ( o r Mysia). 

iterum - c f . L.11 note, L.13,14 note. No r e p l y of Gerninius to 
t h i s request i s extant but i t could have been the l e t t e r , now l o 
which stood i n f r o n t of h i s Greed, c f . A I I I . 

L.'lo1 sq. a f i d e c a t h o l i c a — i . e . the creed of Nike* •cf. notes on 
A V, V I , V I I I , IX, B V I I I . 

\ 
\ 

L.19,20 c u i etiam.. consenserunt - i . e . at Seleucia 359 and 
Constantinople 360. 

L.19 u n i v e r s i - i . e . i n so f a r as the Arians had been able t o 
secure the s i g n a t u r e s of the deputies r e p r e s e n t i n g the Eastern 
synod of Seleucia at C o n s t a n t i n o p l e 1 . When the Arians, l e d by 
Acacius, had presented a r e v i s e d e d i t i o n of the Dated Creed at 
Seleucia, the Semiarians had r e f u s e d t o accept i t , but t h e i r 
deputies e v e n t u a l l y gave way and subscribed i t a t Constantinople 

L.20 s i c u t i iam professus es - t h i s could r e f e r e i t h e r t o the . 
l e t t e r of Germinius (L.13,14) or even t o h i s acceptance of the 
Dated Creed at Sirmium, 22 May 359, and at Ariminum. 

L. 21 sq. est autem hoc etc 
must/ 
Notes. 
1. c f . So 2 H.E. IV, 23. 

- i n h i 3 l e t t e r (L.13,14) Germinius 



c-.ust have asked Valens .and h i s supporters t o make c l e a r t h e i r own 
t h e o l o g i c a l . p o s i t i o n f o r they now give t h e i r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the 
Dated Creed i . e . the r e v i s e d v e r s i o n accepted f i r s t at Nike, then at 
Constantinople, and o m i t t i n g the important " i n e v e r y t h i n g " . 

L.21 i n ea - i . e . the " f i d e s c a t h o l i c a " ( L . 1 0 , 1 8 ) , the r e v i s e d 
Dated Creed. 

L.22 s i m i l e m . . s c r i p t u r a s - t h i s i s the phrasing as used i n the creed 
of Nike'. By means of t h i s phraseology, Valens and h i s f o l l o w e r s 
could s t i l l a s s e rt t h a t the Son was l i k e i n p a r t and u n l i k e i n p a r t , 
and f o r b i d any extension o f the l i k e n e s s beyond what S c r i p t u r e 
allows, thus l e a v i n g a loop-hole f o r A r i a n teaching, c f . B V I , p.163 
L.25,26. 

L.22, 23 secundum substantiam - i n t h e i r minute issued a f t e r t h e i r 
2 

signature of the Dated Creed at Sirmium , B a s i l of Ancyra. and 
George of Laodicea put forward a defence of the word ooc»-ic<. -> 
and asserted t h a t i t i s i n c l u d e d i n the OJJOIOV XCLTAIT-WTO*. i f the 
l a t t e r phrase i s h o n e s t l y accepted. Later, at the c o u n c i l of 
Lampsacus on the Hellespont i n autumn 364 ;the Semiarians r e a f f i r m e d 
theojioiov Kctt'ooo-j^v on the ground t h a t , v/hile l i k e n e s s was needed t o 
exclude the S a b e l l i a n i d e n t i t y i n v o l v e d , i n t h e i r o p i n i o n , i n the 
formula/ 
Notes. 
2. c f . Epiph. Haer. 72 c 12-22. 
3. " I t i s not found i n S c r i p t u r e but i s everywhere implied'J 



formula of Nicaea, i t s express extension t o essence was r e q u i r e d as 
a safeguard aga i n s t the Arians. 
Semiarian acceptance of the "secundum substantiam" was an important 
c o n t r i b u t i o n t o the fu r t h e r a n c e of an a l l i a n c e between the Nicene 
and Semiarian p a r t i e s . That would be...an a d d i t i o n a l reason f o r i t s 
condemnation by Valens and h i s group. 

p.159 L . 23 per omnia - i n t h e i r m i n u t e , B a s i l and George a t t a c h 
great importance t o t h i s phrase, because the omission of o o r u 

i n the Dated Creed i s compensated by the "likeness i n everything"., 
which guarantees a genuine Sonship. Valens' reluctance t o accept 
t h i s phrase was shown even at the s i g n i n g of the Dated Creed, and 
i n h i s l a t e r r e v i s i o n s at i\ Tike /and Constantinople he o m i t t e d i t 

4 
a l t o g e t h e r . 

L . 23 sed absolute - i . e . w i t h o u t q u a l i f i c a t i o n . By t h i s means 
Valens sought t o exclude any l i k e n e s s not found i n S c r i p t u r e , such 

5 
as the l i k e n e s s i n substance . 

L . 2 4 B a s i l i i p e r f i d a a d s e r t i o - the c o u n c i l of Ancyra ( A p r i l 358) 

under the presidency of B a s i l defended the oyoioy KC*T 000-/^^ ^ 

The confession of f a i t h issued by t h i s c o u n c i l was a p e r f i d y i n the 
o p i n i o n / 

notes. 
4. see l a t e r , d i s c u s s i o n on t h i s phrase. I t was on the words 

"per omnia" t h a t the whole controversy betv/een Valens and 
Germinius centred. 

5. on the ground t h a t 0 0 0 - / ^ i s not found i n S c r i p t u r e . 
6. c f . H i l . De Syn . l2»Soz IV, 13 . Epiph. Haer 7 3 ^ 2 sq. 



opinion . of Valens and h i s p a r t y because the idea of creaturehood 
waa completely removed by the a s s e r t i o n t h a t the Father i s the cause 
of a substance l i k e Himself (Tot re j><< O^OKXS < O T O U oocr/o<.s) , 

Also i n c l u d e d i n B a s i l ' s " p e r f i d i o u s a s s e r t i o n " was the minute issuec 
by .him', a f t e r the s i g n i n g of the Dated Creed, defending the word 
ou cr i ot. and g i v i n g a f u l l e r e x p l a n a t i o n of the meaning of the 
phrase K^Tc*. T r ° W T o t . 

p.159 L.24 - p.160 L . l p r o p t e r quam.. damnata est - a f t e r the 
Homoean v i c t o r y at Constantinople 360, v a r i o u s charges were brought 
against the l e a d i n g Semiarians, among them B a s i l , and they were 
deposed and exiled''. 

p.160 L.3 l i t t e r i s t u i s - o f . p.159'L.lb r e s c r i b e r e . 

L.4, 5 similem esse.. i m ( a t i v i t a t e - from the tlm of the c o u n c i l o f 
Sirmium 359 t h i s had been the accepted Semiarian d o c t r i n e . 

L.5 excepta i n n a t i v i t a t e - c f . p.161 L.6 note. 

L.5,6 l i t t e r a r u m - t h i s would be the same l e t t e r as i s mentioned 
on p.159 L.13,14. I t would seem t h a t Jovianus and m a r t i r i u s ( o f 
whom n o t h i n g else i s known except t h a t they were under Germinius' 
j u r i s d i c t i o n ) had given a d i f f e r e n t account of Germinius 1 p o s i t i o n 
than he had done i n h i s l e t t e r „cf. p. 159 L. 13-15, p. 160 L.bsq,. I t 
i s / 
notes. 
7. Socr. H.2. I I , 42, 43>Soz.H.S.IV, 24, 25. 



is quite probable t h a t Germinius had gone f u r t h e r i n personal state, 

merits than" i n w r i t i n g . 

I . 6 verbo d e p r e c a t i o n i s - t o understand the order of events, t h i s 
phrase must be taken i n c o n j u n c t i o n w i t h t h e . " q u e r e l l a pro i n i u r i a " 
(p.160 L . l l ) . Some of Germinius 1 c l e r g y had apparently disagreed 
with, the new standpoint adopted by him, rumours had been spread^ 5, 

q 
and Germinius had taken vigorous steps t o check t h i s d i s c o n t e n t . 
The r e b e l l i o u s c l e r g y had then appealed t o P a l l a d i u s and Gaius, : : 
members of the p a r t y of Valens, and a warning had been sent t o 
Germinius from Valens and Paul"^. Matters were complicated when / 11 Germinius r e p l i e d w i t h a f r i e n d l y l e t t e r , but the bearers of t h i s 
l e t t e r , Jovianus and I v l a r t i r i u s , j u s t i f i e d the rumours and complaint 
by a s s e r t i n g t h a t Germinius had indeed t r a n s f e r r e d h i s a l l e g i a n c e 
and professed t h a t "the Son i s l i k e the f a t h e r i n e v e r y t h i n g " . So 
Germinius i s now requested t o w r i t e another l e t t e r and remove a l l 
ambiguity. 

L.'7,6. meos. . nostros - t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n means t h a t the w r i t e r of 
the l e t t e r must stand i n a more i n t i m a t e r e l a t i o n s h i p t o Valens and 
Paul than some other members of the group. Because he i s not 
mentioned by name i n the l e t t e r i t s e l f and also because of h i s very 
c l o s e / 
notes. 
6. c f . p.159 L.12, 13. p.160 L.12,13. 
9. c f . p. 159 L. 9 reprehensionem p. 160 L . l l q u e r e l l a nro i n i u r i a . 
10. p.159 L . l i . p.160 L.12 ,13 . 
I I . p.159 L.13 sq. p.160 L.5 sq. 



close a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h Valens, Ursacius seems the most l i k e l y person 
to have done the a c t u a l w r i t i n g of the l e t t e r . This impression i s 
strengthened by the f a c t t h a t the c o u n c i l , from which the l e t t e r 

12 
(3 V) was issued, was held at Singidunum, the see of Ursacius 

L.9 "per omnia., p a t r i - i . e . the Semiarian watchword, c f . p.159, 
1.23, 24. p.160 Ij.4,5. 

L. 10 sq.. s i enim s i c t e etc - the Arians promise t h a t i f Germinius 
shows h i m s e l f t o "be of the same f a i t h as themselves, then they i n 
t h e i r t u r n v a i l overlook the complaint of h i s c l e r i c s . . Schiktanz"^ 
t h i n k s t h i s remark i s proof of the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the l e t t e r . 

quere11a pro i n i u r i a . . f a c t a y l i c e t n o l u e r i s . . i n q u i r e r e - c f . p.159 
L.12. Germinius wq.s j u s t i f i e d i n thus r e f u s i n g an i n q u i r y i n t o the 
complaint, because h i s c l e r i c s had exceeded t h e i r power i n d i s ­
r e g a r d i n g him and appealing t o other bishops w i t h whom they knew 
they would f i n d a ready and sympathetic h e a r i n g , c f . L.6 note. : 

L . l l P a l l a d i u s - see 3 VI p. 160 L. 22 sq,. note. 
L.12 l i c e t n o l u e r i s . . i n q u i r e r e - c f . p.159 L.12,13-
L.12,13 prima conventione - c f . p.159 L . l l . 1 

L . l f i l l i s . . r ationem - when c a l l e d t o account f o r accusing Germin-. 
•ius/ 

Notes. 
12. t).159 L.16. 
13. p.90. 



-ius, the reason they would give would be t h e i r concern t o safeguard 

z'ne " c a t h o l i c f a i t h " . 
1.14 t e m e r i t a t e - i . e . i n d i s r e g a r d i n g Germinius and appealing t o 
Palladius and Gaius, bishops who had no a u t h o r i t y to' hear t h e i r 
complaint. 

p.160 L.15 Secundianum - an A r i a n "bishop, Secundianus, from "Koesia 
s u p e r i o r " was condemned at the synod of A q u i l e i a , 3 8 1 . F a r l a t i " ^ 
and Feder"^ suggest t h a t he .is t o b e i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the 
Secundianus mentioned i n t h i s l e t t e r B V. The conjecture seems 
f e a s i b l e because i t i s reasonable t o suppose t h a t the p r e s b y t e r 
Secundianus, l i k e the reader P u l l e n t i u s and the e x o r c i s t Candidianus 
(of both of whom no t h i n g else i s known), would be at t h i s time a 
c l e r i c under the j u r i s d i c t i o n of Ursacius. 

L.16 XV Kalendas Januarias - i . e . 18th December. 
L.17 Gratiano - i . e . G r a t i a n , the f u t u r e Emperor, who was at t h i s 
time not yet seven years o l d . 

1 6 
According t o C l i n t o n , G r a t i a n and Dagalaifus were 0consuls i n 366. 

notes. 
14. I l l y r i c u m Sacrum V I I : 607 (1817 ed). 
15. S t u d . I I , 123. 
16. F a s t i Romani p.464 (1845 ed). 



CONCLUSION. I t i s evident from t h i s l e t t e r t h a t Valens and h i s 
associates had not y e t seen or heard of the p r o f e s s i o n of f a i t h 
published by Germinius 1^; i t would not "be p o s s i b l e f o r them s t i l l 
to be i n doubt i f , as Coustant would have i t , Jovianus and 
i'.lartirius had brought news of t h i s creed w i t h them t o an e a r l i e r 
conference, f o r Germinius d e f i n i t e l y and u n e q u i v o c a l l y shows there 
that he b e l i e v e s i n the " s i m i l i s per omnia". Nor could Germiniua 

19 
have remained s i l e n t i f t h e i r conference had been he l d as a r e s u l t 
of the p u b l i c a t i o n of h i s creed; indeed i f the creed had a c t u a l l y 
been published, there would have been no need f o r any conference 
because a l l doubts and questionings would have been thus automatic­
a l l y s e t t l e d . I t i s more probable, t h e r e f o r e , t h a t A I I I , i n i t s 
l e t t e r (now l o s t ) and creed, contains the answer of Germinius t o 
t h i s l e t t e r B V. 
From such a l e t t e r as t h i s , i t can be seen t h a t the a l l i a n c e w i t h 
the Homoeans at Sirmiuni 359 had been a t a c t i c a l e r r o r on the p a r t 
of the Semiarians. They had gained no advantage whatever from i t . 
On the c o n t r a r y , the f e a r s of B a s i l and CGe.orge20 had been r e a l i s e d ; 
Valens and h i s associates had l a t e r r e v i s e d the creed i n t h e i r own 
i n t e r e s t , used i t f o r t h e i r own purposes, and thus put the 
Semiarians, who had subscribed i t , i n a f a l s e p o s i t i o n . By t h i s 
a l l i a n c e the Semiarians had r u i n e d t h e i r own p o s i t i o n and thrown 
away any chance they had of v i c t o r y a t the co u n c i l s of Seleucia 
and Constantinople. 
Notes. 
17. A I I I , 
16. P.L. X col.718 ( e ) . 
19. c f . p.159 L.12,13. p.160 L.12,13. 
20. c f . t h e i r minute i n Epiph. Haer. 73 c,12sq. 
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Series B V I L e t t e r of Germinius t o Rufianus, P a l l a d i u s and 
others v36S.' 

SUrurlkRY. (1) Because of i n f o r m a t i o n r e c e i v e d from V i t a l i s , a c i v i l 
o f f i c e r i n h i s d i s t r i c t , Germinius now w r i t e s t o several 'bishops 
informing them of the d i f f e r e n c e s i n f a i t h which e x i s t between 
himself ana Valens, 'ursacius, Gaius and Paulus. He asserts t h a t 
he teaches what has been handed down from the Fatiiers and Divine 
S c r i p t u r e s , namely, t u a t C h r i s t i s s i m i l a r t o the Father i n every­
t h i n g except i n n a t i v i t y , and he supports h i s statement w i t h v a r i o u s 
passages f r o m Scripture. (3) I t i s s u r p r i s i n g , he continues, t h a t 
Valens has f o r g o t t e n or c r a f t i l y dissembles what has been done i n 
the past. For a f t e r l o n g d i s c u s s i o n on the f a i t h , under the aegis 
of Constantius and i n the presence of Gregory of Alexandria., 
Pancratius, B a s i l , Valens, Ursacius and Germinius h i m s e l f , Mark, 
w i t h the consent of a l l ^ d r e w up a creed i n which was w r i t t e n "the 
Son i s l i k e the Father i n e v e r y t h i n g as the Holy S c r i p t u r e s say and 
teach", and t o which a l l subscribed. He confesses t h a t he does not 
know what has l e d Valens and the others t o adopt t h e i r new p o s i t i o n 
but he challenges them t h a t , as he h i m s e l f has shown from the 
S c r i p t u r e s , t h a t the Son i s l i k e the Father i n e v e r y t h i n g except 
i n n a t i v i t y , so now they should expound from the S c r i p t u r e s how He 
i s l i k e i n p a r t and u n l i k e i n p a r t . (i-) I t i s w i t h o u t f e a r , t h e r e 
f o r e , and with, a l l speed t h a t he now sends an o f f i c i a l , Gyriacus, 
t o them w i t h t h i s p r o f e s s i o n , t h a t a l l might know i t . He asks 
them i n t u r n t o w r i t e back t o him and give t h e i r o p i n i o n . He 
excuses/ 



'''<• 0 \ 

excuses hi m s e l f f o r being unable to s i g n the l e t t e r because of sore 
hands, but orders h i s presbyters I n n o c e n t i u s , Octavius, and Catulus 
to do so. 

CO^.iENTARY. This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s work. I t 
has been e d i t e d by Fab er-Co'-is tarn;, Earonius, ad ann. 357 n • XXVIIsq. , . 
ad-ann.366n XXVII, B i n i u s I , 489, Ed.regia I I I , 236-8, Labbe-Cossart, 
I I , 841 sq. , Harduin I , 747-750, C o l e t i 11,989-992, and I.'Iansi I I I 
400-402. 

p.160 1.20 Rescriptum - the f a c t t h a t Rufianus and the others had 
made t h i s request t o V i t a l i s i s perhaps an i n d i c a t i o n t h a t they v/ere 
held i n favour by him, and t h i s i s probably another instance .of the 
c i v i l power being used by a group of bishops t o exert pressure on 
another bishop, over whom they themselves have no j u r i s d i c t i o n or 
a u t h o r i t y . I f t h i s . r e a s o n i n g i s c o r r e c t , the " r e l a t i o " of V i t a l i s 
t o Germinius would be more i n the form of a command than of a 
request. Of course, V i t a l i s would be i n t e r e s t e d on h i s own account 
because of the t r o u b l e t h a t might a r i s e i n h i s d i s t r i c t through the 
dispute. 

L.22sq. Dominis f r a t r i b u s e t c . - n o t h i n g c e r t a i n i s known of the i 

bishops t o whom t h i s l e t t e r i s addressed. From t h e i r appeal t o 

V i t a l i s , i t may be assumed t h a t , l i k e Valens, Ursacius and Germinius 

they are Balkan bishops. Moreover, because of t h e i r i n t e r e s t i n 

Germinius, they must e i t h e r belong t o the Semiarian p a r t y or be a 

moderate/ 



moderate s e c t i o n i n the A r i a n p a r t y . I f P a i i a d i u s (p.loO L.20,22) 
\; i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the bishop mentioned i n B V p.160 L . l l , then the 
l a t t e r seems the more probable assumption. 
Burn^ has attempted t o i d e n t i f y the i n d i v i d u a l bishops, but admits 
that a good deal of h i s work i s c o n j e c t u r a l . . He t h i n k s t h a t 
Rufianus might be the Rufinianus t o whom Athanasius wrote, i n f o r m i n g 

^ 2 
him about the synod h e l d i n A l e x a n d r i a 362 . 3ut t h i s c o n j ecture 
seems improbable because Athanasius 1 l e t t e r suggests an orthodox 
r a t h e r than an A r i a n bishop, and the i n t r o d u c t o r y words seem t o 
po i n t to an Egyptian bishop s t a n d i n g i n close r e l a t i o n t o Athanasius 
and not t o an I l l y r i a n bishop l i v i n g f a r away from Alexandria. 
V/ith r egard t o P a l l a d i u s : - Burn a t t r i b u t e s t o him the see of 
R a t i a r i a on the Donau and t h i n k s he i s the bishop condemned at the 
synod of A q u i l e i a 3SI. At t h i s synod two A r i a n bishops, P a l l a d i u s 
and Secundianus, were deposed^. I n a l e t t e r addressed by the 
bishops of the synod t o the Emperor comes an account of A r i a n 
unrest i n the I l l y r i a n p rovince: "per o c c i d e n t a l e s partes duobus 
i n a n g u l i s tantum, hoc est i n l a t e r e Daciae r i p e n s i s ac Moesiae 
f i d e i o b s t r e p i v i d e b a t u r " ^ . Now, because P a l l a d i u s i s always 
mentioned i n .old documents before Secundianus, Feder^ i s of the 
o p i n i o n t h a t the see of P a l l a d i u s was t h e r e f o r e placed " i n l a t e r e 
Daciae r i p e n s i s " , and t h a t of Secundianus i n Moesia. As the c i t y 
of R a t i a r i a l a y on the border of "Dacia r i p e n s i s " t h i s gives weight 
t o Burn's a s s e r t i o n t h a t t h i s i s the see of P a i i a d i u s . 
Notes. 
1. "Niceta of Remesiana" (1905 ) I n t r o d . p.XXXVIIsq,. p.l3Ssq. 
2. Ep. LV. c f . Post Nicene V o l IV p.566 n I . 
3. P.L. L X I I , 433 sq. 
4. P.L. XVI, 945 A. 
5. Studien I I , l o b , 



3urn suggests t h a t Sevei-inus might be the i l l y r i a n bishop addressed 
among others from the same pro v i n c e , i n a l e t t e r of Ambrose of 

6 ~ 7 ;,.iian , and, w i t h Kattenbusch , i d e n t i f i e s Nichas w i t h Niceta of 
Q 

F.emesiana. For the former bishop, Feder p r e f e r s the Surinus who 
was present at the c o u n c i l of Sirmium 351, and obje c t s t o both 
bishops suggested by Burn on the ground t h a t t h e i r t h e o l o g i c a l o ut­
look i s incompatible w i t h t h a t of the bishops addressed by.Germinius, 
In r e p l y t o t h i s o b j e c t i o n , i t may be admitted t h a t i n Ambrose's 
time n e i t h e r Severinus nor. Niceta had any connection v / i t h the Ar i a n 
p a r t y but t h a t does not exclude the p o s s i b i l i t y of an e a r l i e r 
v a r i a t i o n ; i n a time of f l u x such as t h i s was, Feder's o b j e c t i o n 
c a r r i e s no great weight. 
According t o Burn, Heliodorus i s probably the bishop t r a n s l a t e d 

9 
from Moesia to N i c o p o l i s i n Thrace. . But i t sterns u n l i i c e l y t h a t 
t h i s can be the same bishop who was present at Sardica over 20 
years e a r l i e r . For the same reason, i t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t S t e r c o r i u s 

he 
i s A o f Canusium who was also a t Sardica. About Romulus, n o t h i n g 
i s known. 
Burn wonders i f Mucianus i s a mistake f o r Marcianus, bishop of 
Naissus i n 409. But i n t h a t case Bonosus could not have been 
bishop of Naissus i n 391"^. 

1 
Few of the bishops mentioned here, then, can be i d e n t i f i e d v/ith any 
c e r t a i n t y / 
Notes. 
6. 3p.l5 P.L. XVI, 955 sq.. 
7. Theolog. L i t e r a t u r z e i t u n g XXI (1396) 303-
8. Stud. I I , 106, 
9. c f . 3. I l { 4 p.137 L.3 B l i o d o r u s e Nicopole Socr.H.2.VII,31, 
10. Burn p. L I t h i n k s Bonosus belongs to Sardica. 



c e r t a i n t y , "but t h e r e i s some evidence t o support the theory t h a t 
they were a l l l o c a l Balkan bishops. 

L.25 V i t a l i s - Germinius was bishop of Sirmium i n the diocese of 
Pannonia i n the p r e f e c t u r e of I t a l i a , and V i t a l i s seems t o have 
been a c i v i l o f f i c e r i n t h i s d i s t r i c t . 

D.161 L.1,2. V a l e n t i , U r s a t i o , Gaio et Paulo - though the bishops 
addressed have r e l a t i o n s w i t h Valens and the others > tney are 
e v i d e n t l y not members of t h a t group of extreme Arians. This 
impression i s confirmed i n p.161 1.3 " i d , quod..confido", which 
suggests t h a t Germinius expects a sympathetic hearing from them. 

L.4,5, hoc, quod... docemus - t h i s i s an answer t o such a c r i t i c i s m 
as Athanasius made i n h i s De Synodis 3, where he asserts t h a t by 
p r e f i x i n g t o t h e i r creed the consulate, the month and the day of 
the current year^^, H;hose.,who drew up the creed, showed a l l sensible 
men-that t h e i r f a i t h dates, not from of o l d , but now, from the 
r e i g n of Constantius. 

L.5,6 C h r i s t u m . . i n n a t i v i t a t e - i . e . the formula of the Dated Creed. 
The phrase "excepta i n n a t i v i t a t e " i s not a c t u a l l y found i n the 
creed i t s e l f , but i s i m p l i e d i n the phrases denoting the. Son as 
begotten of the Father. 
No t e s. 
11. c f . P a l l a d i u s i n B V and B V I . 
12. c f . H i l . ad Const. 4,5-
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As has beeYisaid"^, the Dated Creed was the product of a temporary 
a l l i a n c e between the supporters of Valens and the Semiarians, l i k e 
Basil of Ancyra and Mark of Aretausa f t Valens had secured t h i s 

a l l i a n c e and i t s creed i n p r e p a r a t i o n f o r the more important c o u n c i l 
of Ariminum - Seleucia. The basis of the a l l i a n c e was the word 
o|»o/os . On the one hand, t h i s word o p / o s was one w i t h a good 
orthodox h i s t o r y . Athanasius, i n h i s e a r l i e r a n t i - A r i a n w r i t i n g s , 
used i t o f t e n , and i t is- found f r e q u e n t l y i n the w r i t i n g s of the 
conservative t h e o l o g i a n s , • such as C y r i l , v/ho i n h i s Cathecheses 
h 0s both oyo/ov <*.Td.rw=> yfoL<^<u.^ and oyo»ov ><<*-TOL •n-pw-n*. 

On the other hand, i t s u i t e d Valens and h i s associates because, by 
keeping t o the simpleoyoi©vand e x c l u d i n g any n o n - s c r i p t u r a l d e f i n i ­
t i o n , they were able t o use i t i n a r e l a t i v e sense. Thus i t could 
admit of degrees o f l i k e n e s s - what i s l i k e i s also a t the same time 
i n some way u n l i k e . That the Semiarians to some extent foresaw 
t h i s evasion i s shown by t h e i r a d d i t i o n of the words KO*.T<* -rroCVToi, 

a phrase which Valens was persuaded t o accept at the time only w i t h 
.cul 
,15 

14 
d i f f i c u l t y ; l a t e r he t r i e d t o deny i t s presence i n the o r i g i n a l 
creed 

p.161 L.6 per omnia..excepta i n n a t i v i t a t e - c f . p.160 L.4,5 similem.. 
-1 c 

excepta i n n a t i v i t a t e . According t o Souter , the word " i n n a t i v i t a s " 
i s f i r s t used among L a t i n C h r i s t i a n w r i t e r s i n the l e t t e r s 3 V and 
B V I / 
Notes. 
13. c f . 3 V. 
14. iJpiph. haer.73, 22. , 
1£. c f . h i s conduct at Niks and also§3of t h i s l e t t e r , 
l o . Glossary o f Lat e r L a t i n . 



s p e c i f i c a l l y i n the Dated Creau., nor i s i t founu i n any of t.ie 
other creeds ur LO t h i s t i : a e . Ger.-.iinius o..iix,s i t i n h i s creec. 

(A I I I ) . I t s occurrence i n both 2 V anu 3 V I , i s , "Lneref--re, 
s i g n i f i c a n t /enc i n d i c a t e s the close r e l a t i o n s h i p e x i s t i n g oezween 

t h e s e tw o l e t t e r s . 

g.7s^.. cieu.ni de deo etc - a co m p i l a t i o n of the various phrases •• • 
found i n most orthodox and Se.aiarien creeds of t h i s ti:ne, anu ^'iven 
here to show t h a t the l i k e n e s s covers' e v e r y t h i n g c f the kicene 
creed (which has "ex" i n s t e a d of "de"): the creec i n trie "Lioei^us 
F i d e i " ( w h i c h has "de")" 1" 7; and A I §2 p.44 L . l l s q . 

L.IO sq. There f o l l o w the customary S c r i p t u r a l quotations co.nmonly 
adduced by both sides i n the controversy. 

L.29,3C ne alicusin. . . de.nonstraret - Valens and h i s supporters "cried 
t o maintain t h a t the Son v/as l i k e i n p a r t and u n l i k e i n p a r t ( c f . 
L.p,6 note) and thought they could do t h i s so Ion-' as the likeness-
was l i r n i t e a t o t h a t a u t horised by S c r i p t u r e . 5at Ger..iinij£ here 
u s e s S c r i p t u r e t o prove t h a t the lik e n e s s covers e v e r y t h i n g i n c l u d ­
i n g t h e d i v i n i t y . 

p.. 1^2 L . l ' sc. cuts non i n t e l l e g a t . . . i n f i l i o ? - i n o p p o s i t i o n t o tne 
Aria n s , Germinius asserts the t r u t h of the two natures, d i v i n e ana 
hu...an/ 
notes. 
17. i n Hahn p.258sq. and P.L.XX c o l s . 49-50. 
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human, i n C h r i s t . 

L.2c. . qui p r o p t e r etc - Germinius throv/s the blame aron Valens 
and the others f o r the breach i n t h e i r r e l a t i o n s . He mair.tair.s-
t h a t he s t i l l holes t o the o r i g i n a l p r o f e s s i o n of the Dated Creed 
but t h a t Valens ana the others have c a p r i c i o u s l y t .urr.ee away fro.a i t 

£ 2 L . 2 t i s C i . na.n quod etc - I n t h i s s e c t i o n , Germinius answers the 
Ariens who t r i e d t o prove, from the t i t l e s given to the Son 01 Goa 
i n S c r i p t u r e , t h a t He i s a cre a t u r e . He asserts t h a t tae Son i s 
given these t i t l e s , not because he resembles tnem i n being created, 
made out of not h i n g , but because they show the various facets of 
the Son's work. The analogy l i e s , not i n the createaness, but i n 
t h e i r purpose and one r a t i o n . 
Eurn 1^ suggests a connection between t h i s passage 01 Germinius on 
the Lord's s c r i p t u r a l t i t l e s and the t r e a t i s e of Hie eta-of 
Hemesiana "De d i v e r s i s a p p e l l a t i o n ! b u s " . . p . X L I I "The tone of tne 
t r e a t i s e 1 ? i s d e v o t i o n a l , not c o n t r o v e r s i a l , and f o l l o w s tne l i n e 
of argument taken by Germinius. Niceta quotes some t e n out of 
f i f t e e n of the t i t l e s quoted by Germinius". 
S i m i l a r l i s t s are found i n the L i b e l l u s E i a e i (P.L. XX cois .4-9-jO) 
and also i n the "Gelasian decree". Burn i s of tne op i n i o n t n a t 
t h e i r general s i m i l a r i t y i n s t y l e need not be a t t r i b u t e d t o l i t e r a r y 
depencier.ee of one w r i t i n g upon another but to t h e i r being w r i t t e n 
i n the same p & r i o ^ ana t o meet the same l i n e of A r i a n argument. 
l.'otes. 
l a . l o c . c i t . p. XLI sq. 
i s . Ee div.- a p p e l l . 
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Four T i t l e s , 'Verbum*, 'Agnus 1, 'Via 1 and "Lapis 1, are found i n a l l ' 
4 l i s t s . ''Ivlanus' and 'dies' are found only i n Germinius. 

L. 28 de s c r i p t u r i s d i v i n i s - . l i k e every.other new t h e o r y , Arianism 
v/as subjected t o the t e s t of S c r i p t u r e ; the Arians, i n t h e i r t u r n , 
searched the S c r i p t u r e s to overcome t h e i r opponents' o b j e c t i o n s and 
were wont t o use i s o l a t e d t e x t s t o c o n f i r m conclusions' reached 
without the help of S c r i p t u r e . I n the present i n s t a n c e , Germinius 
reveals how they have taken the v a r i o u s t i t l e s a scribed to C h r i s t i n 
S c r i p t u r e out of t h e i r context, and p e r v e r t e d the use of such t i t l e s 
to prove t h e i r own c o n t e n t i o n t h a t C h r i s t i s a c r e a t u r e . 

p. 163 L . l l quid i n . , s i t - i . e . a t Sirmium, May 22nd ? 359 "the 
Dated Creed. 

2 0 
L.12 sub bonae.. imperatore - Constantius died on 3rd. Novr.' 361 4 

Pi 
L.12 quando -Socrates t e s t i f i e s t h a t t h i s assembly met at Sirmium. 

Sirmium 351 i s excluded f o r s e v e r a l reasons :- George was not 
22 

i n t r u d e d i n t o the see of Alexandria u n t i l Lent 356 . moreover 
the aim of Sirmium 351 was t o a t t a c k Photinus, but Mark's creed i s 
not d i r e c t e d against the teaching of Photinus. Sirioium 357 i s also 
excluded/ 
Notes. 
20. Socr. H.S.II, 47,Soz.H.S. V, l v Amm.Marc.XXI, 15 §2,3. 
21. H.E. 11,30. 
22. Ath. De Fuga 6. 



excluded because i t was composed e n t i r e l y of Y^esterns. v*he 
issue l i e s , t h e r e f o r e , betv/een the synod of Sirmium held i n the 
Spring or e a r l y Summer of 356, and t h a t of Ivlay 359. Both these 
synods were s i m i l a r i n c h a r a c t e r : both were held i n the presence 
of the Emperor Constantius, at both Semiarians and Arians j o i n e d 
f orces, both adopted a middle p o s i t i o n b e t w e e n the two extremes, 
and at b o t h the number of bishops present was r e l a t i v e l y s m a l l . 
V/hat l i t t l e evidence t h e r e i s seems t o favour Sirmium May 359: 

23 
(a) Epiphanius s t a t e s t h a t Valens v/ished t o have a copy of the 
creed published at Sirmium i n order t h a t he might take i t w i t h him 
to the c o u n c i l of Ariminum. This s i g n i f i e s t h a t the synod of 
Ariminum f o l l o w e d v e r y c l o s e l y upon t h a t of Sirmium, and was indeed 
imminent when the bishops assembled at Sirmium. (b) the creed put 
forward by Valens at Ariminum was very s i m i l a r t o the Dated Creed 
of Iviay 359. 

p.163 1.12,13. i n t e r quosdaia - i . e . those bishops, both A r i a n and 
"Semiarian, who were p r e p a r i n g f o r the general c o u n c i l of the whole 
Church t o be held a t Ariminum and Seleucia; p a r t i c u l a r l y anxious 
v/ere Valens and h i s f o l l o w e r s v/ho feared t h a t the c o u n c i l , at which 
the Arians would be i n a m i n o r i t y , might issue a creed i n j u r i o u s t o 
themselves. 

Notes. 
23. Haer. 73, 22. 
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1.14 Georgio..ecclesiae - George of Alexandria, who i s also 
24 25 associated w i t h Cappadocia , was of l o w l y b i r t h but, through h i s 

i n t e r e s t i n philosophy, r h e t o r i c , and h i s t o r y , had gained the 
26 • 27 favour of the f u t u r e emperor, J u l i a n . According t o Socrates. 

he was not at Sirmium 351, but, i n l e n t 356 he was i n t r u d e d i n t o the 
see of Alexandria . P h i l o s t o r g i u s asserts t h a t he was a 
supporter of the Acacian p a r t y , and as such, he was "deposed" by 
the Semiarians at Seleucia. The Semiarians u n f o r t u n a t e l y d i d not 
2:ossess the power t o make these d e p o s i t i o n s e f f e c t i v e , and George 
probably r e t u r n e d t o Alexandria soon a f t e r the c o u n c i l of Seleucia. 
Though he had the support of Constantius ^° and l a t e r of J u l i a n , 
George was never popular i n Alexandria. A f t e r a r i o t on 29th 
August 358, George was f o r c e d t o leave the c i t y on October 2nd. 
and f i n a l l y , s h o r t l y a f t e r the accession of J u l i a n , he was seized 

' 32 
by the mob and lynched on Christmas Eve 361 . 

Notes. 
24. Ath. Ep. ad Episc. 7. 
25. Ath. H i s t . Ar~ 51, 76,Greg. Naz. Orat XXI,16. 
26. J u l i a n , Ep. 23 i n loeb s e r i e s , 1923, p.75. 
27. H.E. I I , 29. 
28. Ath. de fuga 6„ 
2y. I l l , 2 . 
30. Ath. Apol. ad Const. 30, 31.. 
31. H i s t . Aceph. 6. 
32. H i s t . Aceph. 8. Epiph. Haer. 76, 1. J u l i a n Ep.IO. 



- -13 -
1.15 (Paneratio episcopo) Pelusinorum - on the basis oi' Socrates , 
jcustant suggests "Pancratio" should be added-*4. According t o 
3piphanius-^, Pancratius was present at the synod of Seleucia. 
Nothing more i s known about him. 

1.17 usque i n noctem - c f . also Epiph. Haer. 7 3 , 2 2 . 

L . 1 7 , 16 ad certam regulam perductam - the assembly must have given 
I.iark s p e c i f i c i n s t r u c t i o n s on how t o draw up the creed. Some idea 
of these i n s t r u c t i o n s can be gained from the Creed i t s e l f . I t i s 
conservative i n c h a r a c t e r , able to s a t i s f y even the most cautious 
of the Semiarians w i t h o u t at the same time doing harm t o the A r i a n 
cause; i t omits a l l mention of the "homoousios" but f o l l o w s i n 
the t r a d i t i o n of Ancyra and Sirmium 358 . 

L . 1 6 Marcum - c f . A IV, 3 p.74 L . 1 8 note. Socrates^ 6knows t h a t 
Mark of Arethusa was concerned i n the f o r m u l a t i o n of a Sirmian 
creed, but gets somewhat confused i n the d e t a i l s . 
The choice of Mark would be acceptable t o Valens and h i s group 
because h i s sympathies l a y more w i t h the Arians than w i t h the 
Kicenes-'^. 

Notes. 
33- I T , 2 9 . 
34 . P . L . X . 721 ( a ) . 
35. Haer. 73 , 26 . 
36. h.E. I I , 30 , 3 7 . 
37 . c f . h i s presence at Eastern Sardica. 



In a d d i t i o n t o the bishops mentioned here,Sozomen gives 
39 

Auxentius, Gaius, and Demophilus, and Epiphamus gives Hypatianus, 

as having been present at t h i s assembly. 

L.19,20 " f i l i u n i s i m i l e n .. s c r i p t u r a e " - were the words "per omnia" 
part of the o r i g i n a l creed? They are not found i n the creed which 
Valens put forward at Nike''and Constantinople, and are omitted i n 

40 j 
3 V. On the other hand, Germinius gives them i n h i s Creed and 
r e i t e r a t e s the phrase "per omnia s i m i l i s " i n t h i s l e t t e r . 'The 
manner i n which Germinius q u i t e simply puts forward t h i s phrase as 
the one o r i g i n a l l y composed by Mark a t Sirmium, w i t h o u t s t r e s s i n g 
unduly a d e l i b e r a t e omission by Valens, but r a t h e r emphasising only 
t h e i r wrong i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , i n c l i n e s one t o accept the a u t h e n t i c i t y 
of h i s evidence. This o p i n i o n i s strengthened by the account g i v e n 

41 
in.Epiphanius . According t o t h i s , when Valens was g i v i n g h i s 
signature t o the Dated Creed, he t r i e d t o omit the important words 
"per omnia", and added them only when commanded by the Emperor. 
This a c t i o n l e d 3 a s i l of Ancyra t o make, an a d d i t i o n t o h i s s i g n a t u r t 
a f f i r m i n g t h a t the Son i s l i k e i n a l l t h i n g s , not only i n w i l l , but 
also i n His being, and condemning those who s a i d t h a t He i s l i k e 
only i n p a r t . 
I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t , t o o , t h a t i n 3 V, wh i l e mention i s made of the 
acceptance of the creed at Ariminum and Constantinople, no mention 
i s made of i t s o r i g i n a l f o r m u l a t i o n and acceptance at Sirmium 359* 
The/ 
Notes. 
38. H.S. IV,17. 
39. Haer. 73, 22, 
40. A I I I . 
41. Haer, 73,' 22. 



evidence, t h e r e f o r e , seems t o f a v o u r the view t h a t the words 
"per omnia" d i d form p a r t of the o r i g i n a l Dated creed. 

1.21 omnes consensimus - c f . also Epiph. Haer. 73 5 22. 

42 
1.22,23 s i autem.. non possumus - as Valens and the others i n 3 V 
profess themselves vague about Germinius and ask him t o make h i s 
p o s i t i o n clear,, so now Germinius acts i n l i k e manner towards them. 

p.163 L.23-26 nam u t nos..parte d i s s i m i l i s - now t h a t he has s t a t e d 
his p o s i t i o n and e s t a b l i s h e d i t "by proofs from S c r i p t u r e , he 
challenges Valens and h i s f o l l o w e r s t o do the same and defend from 
S c r i p t u r e the p o s i t i o n they have adopted i n S V whereby they are 
w i l l i n g t o acknowledge a l i k e n e s s according t o S c r i p t u r e , but not 
one "secundum substantiam" or "per omnia"^^ i . e . making the Son l i k e 
i n p a r t and u n l i k e i n p a r t . 

p.164 L.1,2 i n t r e p i d a n t e r et sine mora - B V had contained a 
44 

v e i l e d t h r e a t and also accusations of v a c i l l a t i o n and delay 
The i n t e r v e n t i o n of V i t a l i s i n the dispute i s perhaps an i n d i c a t i o n 
t h a t Germinius had been us i n g d e l a y i n g t a c t i c s . I n B VI,however, 
Germinius has d e f i n i t e l y taken up h i s p o s i t i o n and i s anxious t o 
remove those s u s p i c i o n s . 

i\ rotes. 
42. c f . p.159 L.12sa. L.l6sq. p.160 L.3sq.. 
43- c f . p.159 1.22,23. 
44. cf. p.160 L.lOsq.. , p.159 L.12,17. 



1.2 Cyriacum o f f i c i a l e m - Cyriacus i s presumably an o f f i c i a l on the 
s t a f f of V i t a l i s . He might be the person who brought the message 
from V i t a l i s ^ ; t h i s would give p o i n t t o the "sine mora" ( 1 . 1 , 2 ) . 

L.3>4 Carinium...misi - n o t h i n g else i s known about C a r i h i u s . I f 
the assumption was c o r r e c t t h a t the bishops addressed i n t h i s l e t t e r 
have some connection w i t h the w r i t e r s of B V., then Carinius could 
have been sent t o them w i t h the l e t t e r mentioned i n 3 V p. 159 L.13i^. 
I t must have been something of t h a t k i n d , f r i e n d l y but vague and 
u n s a t i s f y i n g , .otherwise the i n t e r v e n t i o n of V i t a l i s v/ould not have 
been necessary. 

1.4 professionem - i n h i s l e t t e r S V I , Germinius has thus g i v e n a 
cl e a r and d e f i n i t e answer t o B V. iio longer could Valens and the 
others pretend t h a t they d i d not know Gefminius' st a n d p o i n t . I t 
would seem, however, t h a t he has not yet publi s h e d h i s creed because 
i t i s s t i l l unknown to Hufianus and the other bishops, and no 
mention i s made of i t i n t h i s l e t t e r B V I . 

L.5 f r a t e r n l t a t i - t h i s v/ord was commonly used from the second 
century onwards t o denote the r e l a t i o n s h i p between C h r i s t i a n s and 
towards the end of the f o u r t h century began t o be used i n forms of 
address. 

Notes. 
45. cf. p. 160 L. 25, 26. 



I.J r e s c r i b e r e mi h i - Germinius has e v i d e n t l y some hopes of 
re c e i v i n g a favourable hearing from the bishops t o whom he addresses 
his l e t t e r B V I . I f Rufianus and the others d i d r e p l y , t h e i r 
l e t t e r has not been preserved. 

46 
1.0,9 propterea quod..potuisse - Schiktanz suggests t h a t these 
words are a good argument i n f a v o u r of the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the 
l e t t e r ; a f o r g e r would r a t h e r have allowed G-erminius t o subscribe 
himself and w i t h h i s f u l l name. 

L.10 f r a t r i b u s . . Catulo - n o t h i n g more i s known of these three 
c l e r i c s . 

CONCLUSION, i h i s l e t t e r bears no date, but as lz d e p i c t s a s i m i l a r 
s i t u a t i o n t o t h a t i n 33 V and reveals the same u n c e r t a i n t y as t o 
Germinius 1 p r o f e s s i o n , i t must have been w r i t t e n a bout uhe same time, 
3 V I , however, does take a step forward because i n i t Germinius 
s t a t e s h i s p o s i t i o n q u i t e c l e a r l y and gives a more s a t i s f a c t o r y 
answer than t h a t a p p a r e n t l y given t o the authors of 3 V. 
So i t could not have been v / r i t t e n b e f o r e 3 V, otherwise Valens and 
his associates could have had no excuse f o r t h e i r u n c e r t a i n t y as 
to h i s s t a n d p o i n t . As there i s s t i l l no mention of the creed 
A I I I , the order of composition of the thr e e documents, now ex t a n t , 
must/ 

Notes. 
46. p.92. 
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must' be:- f i r s t of a l l , 13 V, t h e n 3 V I , and l a s t l y A I n . 
Al 

Germinius must have made a d e f i n i t e d e c i s i o n a f t e r lc'th Dec. 366 , 
43 

although, as a V i n d i c a t e s , the break from h i s former standpoint 
had not been a sudden one, but had been rumoured f o r some time. 
ihe l a s t occasion recorded, on which Germinius d e f i n i t e l y appears 

49 
as a member of the Valens group, i s on 13th Jan. 366 . So the 
change must have begun i n the course of t h a t year. I t i s q u i t e 
probable t h a t he d i d not-adopt a d e f i n i t e p o s i t i o n u n t i l f o r c e d t o 
do so by the a r r i v a l of the request from V i t a l i s , and t h a t , having 
committed h i m s e l f i n h i s l e t t e r B V I , he then issued h i s creed and 

50 
answering l e t t e r t o u V 
I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o discover the exact reason f o r Germinius' change 
of mind. One t h i n g i s c e r t a i n - though brought t o a head by 
i m p e r i a l pressure, i t d i d not take place f o r any p o l i t i c a l motive. 
At t h i s t ime, the Emperor Valens was i n c o n t r o l of the East, had 

51 
begun, i n the s p r i n g of 365, the "second A r i a n p e r s e c u t i o n " , and 
by h i s support kept A r i a n i s i n a l i v e u n t i l h i s death at the b a t t l e 
of Adrianople 378. Meanwhile, i n the-West, V a l e n t i n i a n I pursued 

52 

a p o l i c y of t o l e r a t i o n and n e u t r a l i t y 

Notes. 
47. the date of composition of B V. 
46. c f . p.159 L.12,13. p.160 L. 5sq.. 
49. c f . the " A l t e r c a t i o H e r a c l i a n i l a i c i cum Germinio episcopo 

S i r m i e n s i de f i d e synodi Nicaenae et Ariminensis Arianorum; 
quod gestum est i n c i v i t a t e Sirmlana coram omni populo Idus 
Ian. VI f e r i a , Gratiano et Dagalaifo consuliibus" i n CP. 
Gaspari " K i r c h e n h i s t o r i s c h e An;eitdota I , Christianiaj,1883,133sq.. 

50. c f . A I I I . 
51. K i s t . Aceph 15. 52. cf , n i s rep&y t o the Semiarians, when asking permission t o hold a synod "My place i s among the l a i t y . I have no r i g h t t o i n t e r f e r e i n such matters. Let the bishops assemble where they please" Soz.H.E.VI,. 7. Also h i s a t t i t u d e i n the dispute between H i l a r y and Auxentius. p c 



Burn suggests t h a t i t was the r e v e l a t i o n of the d u p l i c i t y of 
Valens w i t h regard t o the KotroC T T ^ V T O*- at an A r i a n conference 
held at. Singidunum, which roused Germinius to r e v o l t . But i n h i s 
l e t t e r , Germinius expressly says t h a t he i s w r i t i n g not i n p r o t e s t 
to a Singidunum c o u n c i l , but at the request, of Y i t a l i s , and i t i s 
evident from the rumours i n B V t h a t Germinius had been i n r e v o l t 

54 

before t h i s conference at Singidunum "T. I f Germinius ' change of 
mind had been caused only by t h i s d u p l i c i t y , i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o 
understand why the r e v o l t had not come e a r l i e r , f o r example, at 
Nike when Valens f i r s t p e r p e t r a t e d the d e c e i t ^ . There must, 
t h e r e f o r e , have been some o t h e r c o n t r i b u t o r y f a c t o r . Nov/, i n May 
366, a f t e r the death of the usurper Procopius, Valens resumed h i s 
pe r s e c u t i o n of the Semiarians. They, i n t u r n , a f t e r h o l d i n g 

56 
se v e r a l synods , decided t o send deputies to V a l e n t i n i a n and t o 
L i b e r i u s of Rome w i t h i n s t r u c t i o n s t o accept the Nicene f a i t h and 

57 
seek t h e i r assistance . I t seems probable t h a t Germinius had 
come i n contact w i t h these deputies and been i n f l u e n c e d by them 
i n a Semiarian d i r e c t i o n . Whether Germinius e v e n t u a l l y went so 
f a r as t o accept the Nicene creed i s not known. 

Notes. 
53* L.c. p.XL. 
54. p.159 L.losq.. 
55. cf. A V % 2. 
56. ' Socr. H.S. IV, 12. 
57. Socr. L.c.Soz.-H.E. V I , 1C. 



- ~L 20 -

Valeria' i n t e r e s t i n Germinius 1 change of mind i s understandable, 
he would be p a r t i c u l a r l y anxious l e s t Germinius 1 example should 
influence some of h i s more moderate supporters, and t h i s a n x i e t y 
would not be a l l a y e d by the i n t e r e s t shown by Hufianus and the 
other bishops mentioned i n B V I . 

One question remains t o be answered, namely, why H i l a r y should 
have c o l l e c t e d these documents. One reason would be H i l a r y ' s 

53 

i n t e r e s t i n the Fjemiarians_ , an i n t e r e s t which would be quickened 
by t h e i r o v e r t u r e s t o the Westerns d u r i n g the second A r i a n 
persecution. Then again, from B V I i t appears t h a t Germinius 
was hopeful of, g a i n i n g support, i n h i s p r o t e s t against the d e c e i t 
of Valens ; c f ,j>. 161 1.3 p.164 L.6,7. I t i s not known i f he had 
any success; but these documents foreshadow the change .that was 
to come i n A r i a n f o r t u n e s a f t e r the death of Valens and show t h a t 
i n s p i t e of i m p e r i a l favour, a s p l i t was alread y o c c u r r i n g w i t h i n 
the ranks of the Arians. Another reason would be t h a t Valens and 
Ursacius were H i l a r y ' s p a r t i c u l a r "betes n o i r e s " and he might have 
inclu d e d these documents to i l l u s t r a t e the unscrupulous methods 
which they were prepared at a l l times t o adopt. 

Notes. 
56. c f . h i s De Synodis. 
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5 e r i e s _ B _ V I I x 1 N a r r a t i v e Text. 

Before he went i n t o e x i l e , L i b e r i u s wrote to Eusebius 

Dionisius and L u c i f e r , who were i n e x i l e f o r the f a i t h . 

Cu:̂ .5HTAKY. p.164 L.14 antequam acl e x i l i a n i r e t - i t i s not known 
exactly when L i b e r i u s was sent i n t o e x i l e , but the f o l l o w i n g letter"*" 
proves t h a t i t was sometime a f t e r the synod of Mi l a n 355' I t must 
have taken'place very soon a f t e r t h a t c o u n c i l because, while s p e c i a l 
mention i s made here of Eusebius, Dionysius and L u c i f e r , the three 
bishops who remained s t e a d f a s t a t Milan and thus suffered, e x i l e , 

there i s no mention of Ossius, who was also e x i l e d later- i n 35? y 

nor of H i l a r y , who s u f f e r e d the same f a t e a f t e r the synod o f Beziers 

L.14,15 hanc uniformem epistulam - i t would not have been p o l i t i c 
f o r the Emperor to have banished the three bishops, condemned at 
Milan, t o t h e same p2a ce of e x i l e . So Busebius was banished to 
Scythonolis i n P a l e s t i n e , Dionysius to Cappadocia i n Syria, and 
L u c i f e r t o Germanicia i n S y r i a . Because of t h a t , L i b e r i u s wrote 
t h i s c i r c u l a r l e t t e r . 

L.i'5,1^ "^usebio, D i o n i s i o et L u c i f e r o - f o r ^usebius see A I I p.46 
L . l l note. For L u c i f e r , A V I I , p.89 L.3. 

2 

Notes 
1 Li B V I I , 2 p.165 L.7,8. 

Ath. H i s t . Ar. 42, 45. 
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Dion/si us became bi shop of milan i n 3^6 and was president of 
the c o u n c i l i n '355* According t o the n a r r a t i v e t e x t f 3 t o ths Orat 
Syn. Sard, ad Const.3, when Eusebius of V e r c e l i i producer the lilcene 
creed at the c o u n c i l , Dionysius stepped forward f i r s t , , as p r e s i d e n t , 
to sign i t , but was prevented from doing so by Valens. I t was as 
a r e s u l t of t h i s i n c i d e n t t h a t the Arians had the c o u n c i l t r a n s ­
f e r r e d to the Emperor's palace. Dionysius was destined t o spend the 
r e s t o f h i s l i f e i n e x i l e and died i n Cappadocia i n 374. 

Athanasius 4" r e l a t e s t h a t , i n a d d i t i o n t o these three bishops, two 
legates of L i o e r i u s , .a presbyter, S u t r o p i u s , and a deacon, H i l a r y , 
were also e x i l e d at Milan, the l a t t e r having f i r s t been scoar 0ec. 
Rufinus^ places bishop Rhodanius of Toulouse among the e x i l e s , but 
h i s banishment seems t o belong to another time. 

B V I I , 2 L e t t e r of L i b e r i u s t o Eusebius, Dionysius and Luc i f er, 35"> • 

SUivklARY. (1) L i b e r i u s comforts the e x i l e s i n t h e i r present t r o u o l e s 
v/ith the hope of f u t u r e reward. He grieves t h a t "hard n e c e s s i t y 
deprives him'of t h e i r f e l l o w s h i p and wishes t h a t he had been the 
f i r s t to s u f f e r t h a t he rni• h t have given them an example to follows . 
(2) Because they have been brought nearer-to God through t h e i r 
s u f f e r i n g s , he asks them to remember him i n t h e i r prayers, t h a t he 
might/ 
notes. 
3- r.187 L.12sq.Feder. 
4. M i s t . Ar. 4 1 , 
5. H.S. I , 20. 
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.night be enabled t o endure the blows which f a l l heavier ever/ day, 
and 30 De, made equal t o the::i through having preserved the f a i t h ana 
-one c a t h o l i c church. He also requests then t o w r i t e ana give him 
exact d e t a i l s of what took place at the c o u n c i l . 

COi/li-rSTTARY. The a u t h e n t i c i t y o f t h i s l e t t e r - i s unquestioned. I t 
has been preserved only i n t h i s work. I n a d d i t i o n t o Faber-r-
Coustant, t h i s and the f o l l o w i n g l e t t e r s have been e d i t e d oy 
Baronius ad arm .355 n.XXXV, ad arm.353 n.XIX, ad ann„357 n . X L I I I -XLV 

p. 1̂ 4- L.13 sub iinagine pacis - the professed desire of both Nicenes 
and Arians i n appealing f o r another c o u n c i l had been to secure the 
peace of the Church. I n order t o a t t a i n t h i s aim, the orthodox 
bishops had wished a f u l l d i s c u s s i o n of a l l the disputed p o i n t s 
both i n d o c t r i n e and i n the question concerning Athanasius, but the 
Arians had demanded simply and solely the conde.nnation of Athanasins, 
and i t was obvious t h a t , under the guise of peace, they had aimed 
to overthrow u t t e r l y and completely the decisions of the c o u n c i l o f 
Nicaea. 

L.lb' hnmani generis inimicus - i . e . Satan (working through the 
Arians). 

p.io5 L . l s i n g u l a r i s - i n c o n t r a s t t o the f l u c t u a t i o n s of Valens 

and h i s companions. 

L . l / 



'L.L, 2 et hie p r o b s b i l e s . .designavit - because of the whims of a 
tyrant, those bishops, who r e s i s t e d his v / i i i , knew t h a t death on 
behalf of t h e i r f a i t h awaited them a t any time.cf. T e r t . ad mari.yras' 
" s u f f e r i n g s . .are but t r i f l e s compared t o o b t a i n i n g a c e l e s t i a l g l o r y 

7a t>; • 7 o and d i v i n e reward", also Tert de Anima 55 > de Fuga XIV 93 1,9 . 

L.3 merita v i r t u t i s vestr'ae - i n a d d i t i o n t o any reward i n a f u t u r e 
l i f e , the courage they had shown i n r e g a i n i n g s t e a d f a s t t o t h e i r 
f a i t h , would e x a l t the iacene f a i t h i n the eyes of other oi shops ana 
strengthen the weaker b r e t h r e n . 

L.6,7 s i c r e d a t i s . .detrusuin - so close i s he i n s p i r i t t o theia t h a t 
he f e e l s h i m s e l f t h r u s t i n t o e x i l e w i t h them,cf. L . l j s q . 

L.7jS denique. .pendent ern - a f t e r the orthodox f a i l u r e a t m'ilan, 
L i b e r i u s must have known t h a t i t was only a /natter of time before 
the Emperor would confront, him w i t h the same demands as he had made 
to the e x i l e d bishops and t h a t he, too, would have t o make h i s 
choice between acceptance or e x i l e . This seems t o have taken place 
very soon a f t e r M i l a n . c f e Ath. H i s t . Ar. 35sq« Theod. H.E. I I , l o . 

L.c d u r i o r necessitas - i . e . he has the desire t o be w i t h the.n but 
necessity i s more powerful than t h i s d e s i r e ; v h i c h could mean 
e i t h e r / 
,. o t e G . 

ante-Nicene L i b r a r y XT T e r t . v o l . I , 4 p.6. 
7a. ante-Nicene XV p.531-2 
7b.ante i ; i c . L i b . XI p.357sc. 



e i t h e r t h a t he has perforce t o stay at home because the Emperor has 
not y e t ordered him i n t o e x i l e , or t h a t he f e e l s i t more necessary 
to stay and support the Kicene cause i n Rome than to go i n t o e x i l e 
w i t h the other bishops. 

L.11-13 sea f u e r i t . . v e n i r e t i s - cf. p.l6p L . l s q . 

p.l65 L . l 6 s q . quantam denique g l o r i a m etc - the p r i v i l e ^ e u p o s i t i o n 
and s p e c i a l honour accorded t o martyrs i s evident even i n the New 

Q 

Testament . Another t r a c e i s found i n the l e t t e r of the Smyrnaeans 
XVII so. g i v i n g the account o f the martyrdom of Pol/carp i n the 
middle of the 2nd. century. Perhaps the strorg est evidence i s 

9 
found m the l e t t e r s of Cyprian; f o r example, Ep. XIX, 2 : " t h a t 
they who had received l e t t e r s from the martyrs, and may, by t h e i r 
a i d , be holpen w i t h the Lord amid t h e i r s i n s , i f they oegin t o be 
sore pressed by any sickness or p e r i l may be r e m i t t e d unto the Lord 
w i t h the peace promised them by the martyrs. But f o r the r e s t who, 
not having obtained l e t t e r s from the martyrs, complain i n v i d i o u s l y . . . 
l e t them await, from the p r o t e c t i o n of the Lord, the p u b l i c peace of 
the Church i t s e l f " . 

L i b e r i u s encourages the e x i l e d bishops by comparing 1 the g l o r y they 
have gained w i t h t h a t of those who nave died i n persecution. The 
enemies/ 
Notes. 
b. cf. Rev. V I , 9,11; X V I I , 6; XX, 4. 
9. C.S.E.L.III; i i 525sq. 



one-iies of the f a i t h are mere i n s i d i o u s i n t h e i r choice of weapons, 
ana the moral courage r e q u i r e d t o r e s i s t them i s g r e a t e r than the 
physical courage i n v o l v e d i n f a c i n g the sword of a persecutor. 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to neb e the use of "denique" i n L.7 L.i6 and 
i n each case not i n a temporal sense „ cf, B I I I p.155 L . l 6 . 

L.20 sq. quorum, quantumque etc - the grammatical c o n s t r u c t i o n of 
t h i s sentence i s r a t h e r complicated. "Quorum" q u a l i f i e s " v i o i e n t i a " 
and " i n v e n i u n t u r " i s a sense c o n s t r u c t i o n from " p e r f i d i s " , the 

1 

antecedent of "quorum". 
\ 

p . l 6 f L.3sq. Et quia proximiores etc - as e a r l y as Origen and 
Kippolytus traces are found of a b e l i e f in-.the power of the holy 
dead t o intercede f o r those on earth"'" 0 and by the l a t t e r h a l f of 
the f o u r t h century i n v o c a t i o n of the h o l y dead v/as common among 

C h r i s t i a n s " ^ . L i b e r i u s 1 thought (L«3sq.) i s an adaptation of t h i s 
idea combined w i t h t h a t of the s p e c i a l graces a t t r i b u t e d t o con-

12 
fessors and martyrs . Because of t n e i r good confession, tne e x i l e d 
bishops w i l l be e s p e c i a l l y favoured of God and He w i l l be a l l the 
more w i l l i n g t o hear t h e i r prayers. 
Notes. 
10. cf.Crigen "De Oratione" XIV, 6. Hir-rolytus "Coma, i n Banielem" 

I I , 30. 
1 1 . c f . H i l . De T r i n . X I , 3; B a s i l "Horn, i n mart/res" I d ; Greg. I'.az. 

Crat.XXIV, 1 1 ; Ambrose "De V i d u i s " IX, 55; J e r . Sp. C V I I I ad 
Pustochiu.a 13; Aug. Sermo CCLXXXV, 5- Delehaye "Les Origines 
du c u l t e des martyrs" (Brussels 1912)» 

12. cf»r..1^5 L . l 6 s q . note. 



1.5 -sq. a t supervenientes etc - t h i s i s probably an i n c i c a t i o n 
t h a t the Arians have already begun their- a t t a c k on L i b e r i u s hi.nse'if. 

L.7 pare.n v a b i s . .me. - i . e . made equal, not n e c e s s a r i l y through 
s u f f e r i n g the same f a t e of e x i l e , but i n having s a f e l y preserves, the 
f a i t h and the c a t h o l i c church. 

L.o,9 i n ipsa congressione - i . e . i n the synod at ;.Iilan where 
Easebius, Dionysius and L u c i f e r were e x i l e d . The f a c t t h a t L i b e r i u s 
the bishop who had requested the c o u n c i l , had sent r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s tc 
i t and was d i r e c t l y concerned i n i t , has y e t no c e r t a i n i n f o r m a t i o n 
as to what a c t u a l l y happened at the synod, i n d i c a t e s how e a s i l y the 
mass of bishops could be deceived by unscrupulous men. 

L.IO l i t t e r i s i n t i m a r e dignemini - no r e p l y i s extant and there i s 
no evidence as t o whether i t was ever w r i t t e n . I n so f a r as he • 
makes t h i s request, L i b e r i u s can h a r d l y have expected h i s own e x i l e 
t o be imminent. 

L . l l d i v e r s i s rumoribus - the Arians had probably been p u b i i s h i r i g 
v arious r e p o r t s of vh at had happened at the synod. 

L.I2 a l i a manu - probably t h a t of h i s secret a r y , when d i s p a t c h i n g 
the three corles of the c i r c u l a r l e t t e r . 



CONCLUSION. The contents of the l e t t e r show t h a t i t must have been 
13 -w r i t t e n very soon a f t e r L i l i a n , between the enu of tne synod 

(Spring 355) andth e e x i l e of L i b e r i u s ^. The constant r e i t e r a t i o n 
of encouragement through the hope of f u t u r e g l o r y , the exaggerated 
tone of g r i e f at sep a r a t i o n from them, and the defence of pr e s e r v i n g 
the f a i t h a t home give r i s e to the suspicion t h a t L i - e r i u s f e e l s 
himself embarrassed about bishops, who v/ere h i s r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s at 
,.:ilan, being- i n e x i l e , w hile he hi m s e l f s t i l l occupies h i s own see. 
I t i s a l e t t e r w r i t t e n indeed as much f o r h i s own benefit"'"' as f o r 
the c o n s o l a t i o n of the e x i l e d bishops. 

B V I I , 3 N a r r a t i v e t e x t . 
SummTiRY. Before he went i n t o e x i l e , L i b e r i u s l i k e w i s e wrote to 
Caecilianus of Spoletium i n Urnbria concerning Vincent of Capua. 

CO.;-u.̂ NTAHY. p. l 6 6 L.15 antequam i r e t i n e x i l i a n - cf. p.lo4 L.14 
note. 

de V i n c e n t i o Capuensi - cf.A V I I p.90 L.24 note. 

13. cf, p.l'-5 L.7sq. r-.lf^? L.Ssq. 
14. c.summer 355 cf.Feder Stud. I t>.105sq. 
15- cf.-§2. 



L.I-' Caecilianum - nothing more i s known about t h i s bishop. 

TCxcerrt from L i b e r i u s ' l e t t e r t o Caecilianas .3?3/^ • 

L i b e r i u s urges him not to be dismayed by the a c t i o n o f 

COA .XYTAKY p.l66 L.I8 factum V i n c e n t i i - Vincent of Capua had 
gone at the head of the embassy from L i b e r i u s t o Constantias, 
requesting a c o u n c i l a t A q u i l e i a . This request was granted 
though the c o u n c i l was h e l d , not a t A q u i l e i s , but at Ax-les i n 353-
I t ended w i t h the defeat of the orthodox, i n c l u d i n g the representa­
t i v e s of L i b e r i u s . The "factum V i n c e n t i i " w i l l r e f e r t o the f a l l 
o f Vincent at A r i e s , cf.B V I I , 5 p.167 L.2 "Vincenti rui-na", L.14 
"post cuius factum". Athanasius^^ excuses Vincent by a s s e r t i n g 
t h a t i t was only a f t e r severe treatment t h a t he renounced communion 
w i t h h i m s e l f . 

- V T T A 

SX-IARY. 

Vincent. 

ab i n t e n t u boni operis - i t i s not known t o what t h i s r e f e r s , but 
i t may be presumed t h a t i t would be some proposed a c t i o n i n defence 
of the Nicene f a i t h . Mention of the former legate Vincent i n c l i n e s 
one t o the o n i n i o n t h a t Caecilianus was t h i n k i n g of supporting 
L i c e r i u s i n h i s plea t o Constantius f o r another c o u n c i l . c f . B V I I , 6 
A V I I . 

I n . cf.3 V I I , o P.167 L.6sq. 
17. Apol.ad danst. 27. 



prom the merit i o n of Vincent 1 s f a i l and absence of any reference t o 
,.;ilan 355> i t would seem t h a t t h i s l e t t e r must have been composed 
sometime a f t e r the c o u n c i l of Ari e s 353 > but before t h a t of g i l a r : 355 

S V I I i 5 N a r r a t i v e t e x t . 
SlhL!AI:i. Pie also wrote t o Ossius concerning the f a l l of Vincent 
as f o l l o w s : 

CO^-ENTAliY. p.I67 L.2 Ossium - see A I I p.46 L.14 note, 
de V i n c e n t i r u i n a - cf. p.1^6 L.l8 note. His f a l l i s mentioned also 
i n L i b e r i u s ' l e t t e r t o TSusebius- , as i s also the subservience o f 
the other I t a l i a n bishops, and then L u c i f e r ' s offer- to t r y again. 

B V I I , 4- ^ x c e r r t from L i b e r i u s ' l e t t e r t o Ossius 353/4 • 

Sbv^jAEY. L i b e r i u s s t a t e s t h a t , i n h i s request t o Constantius f o r 
a c o u n c i l a t A q u i l e i a , he had the support of many I t a l i a n oishops. 
Vincent of Capua and Marcellus, another bishop of Campania, had 
undertaken t o go as h i s le g a t e s , and he had expected much of 
Vincent because of h i s past experience. Kis f a l l had, t h e r e f o r e , 
been a source of grievous sorrow t o him. 

CO:,L.7T1":TAH.Y. p. 1A7 L.4 I n t e r haec - L i b e r i u s seems t o have been 
g i v i n g / 
Notes. 

r ad arm. 353 n.20. 



rivi'nx Ossius an account of recent happenings i n the- s t r u g g l e w i t h 
the A r i a i i s . I n t h i s passage, which can be only an e x t r a c t from the 
l e t t e r , he r e l a t e s some of the p r e l i m i n a r i e s t o the c o u n c i l of A r l e 
353 ana seeks t o excuse h i s choice of Vincent as l e g a t e . , 
This l e t t e r must have been w r i t t e n not long a f t e r the c o u n c i l of 
Aries and before t h a t of Mil a n . Like the other l e t t e r s i n t h i s 
document, i t has been preserved only i n t h i s work. I t s a u t h e n t i c ! t 
has never been doubted. 

L.4,p m u l t i ex I t a l i a coepiscopi - such as, perhaps, the 

Gaecilianus of B V I I , 3 a n <^ 4 • 

L.6,7 s i c u t i p s i p l a c u e r a t dudum - t h i s i s doubtless a reference 
t o the c o u n c i l of Sirmium h e l d i n 351 under the auspices of 
Constantius. 

A f t e r the completion of the c i v i l war, both sides, orthodox and 
Ar i a n , were anxious f o r a c o u n c i l t o s e t t l e the a f f a i r s of the 
Church, the orthodox p a r t i c u l a r l y so, i n view of the f r e s h charges 
already being brought against Athanasius 1^. xn making h i s request 
L i b e r i u s i s c a r e f u l to go, not i n h i s own s t r e n g t h , but w i t h the 
support of many I t a l i a n bishops. 

L.7 ad Aquileiam - L i b e r i u s 1 aim i n choosing t h i s place would be 
t o / 
Notes. 
19. cf. Ath. Apol. ad Const. 2, 6, 14, 19 sq. 
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to t r y ana secure a great measure of c o n t r o l over the c o u n c i l . 
Constantius, however, wished t o have the c o u n c i l under his ovm 
power, and so assembled i t a t Aries,' where h i s .headquarters were 
at t h a t time. 

L.8 l/iarcello - -'nothing else i s known of t h i s bishop. 

L i . 3 , 9 legationem nostram - i . e . the embassy t o the Pmperoi- at 
Aries.cf. A V I I p.90 L.24,25. 

L-9 quo - i . e . Vincent. 

L.10 causam - i . e . of the orthodox f a i t h which was inex'cricably 
bound up w i t h the Nicene creed and Athanasius. 

L . 1 0 , l i iudex..resedisset - Vincent i s b e l i e v e d to be the presbyter 
o f t h a t name v/ho represented S i l v e s t e r of Rome a t Nicaea 325. He 
had also been present at Western Sardica and was one o f the legates 
who had brought t o Constantius a t Antioch a l e t t e r from the c o u n c i l 
and another, t o support i t , from Constans. So f a r as could be 
judged from h i s past record and a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h Ossius, L i o e r i u s 
d i d seem j u s t i f i e d i n s e l e c t i n g him as leader of* the embassy to 
Constantius. 

20. D I I , 4 p.134 L . l . 



L.12 intqgrum i u s . . s e r v a r i - i . e . the lav; of the Gospels i s 
preserved i n i t s i n t e g r i t y by the oi-thodox oi shops ejic t h e r e f o r e by 
t h i s l e g a t i o n . I n t h i s sense the lav; of the Gospels can be 
i d e n t i f i e d w i t h t h a t of the l e g a t i o n . 

L.13 simulationem - the orthodox at A r i e s condemned Athanasius on 
the promise of Valens and h i s follower's t h a t Arianism wouxa l a t e r 
be condemned, a promise never f u l f i l l e d . L i b e r i u s here censures 
his legate f o r a l l o w i n g h i m s e l f t o be thus deceived. Ko matter 
how sincere t h e i r proposal may have seemed, from h i s past experience 
Vincent ought to have known to beware of d e c e i t . Because of t h i s , 
h i s i s the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the f a i l u r e of the orthodox cause at 
A r i e s . 

L.14 cuius factum - cf, p.l66 L.l8 factum V i n e e n t i i . 

d u p l i c i raerore - double g r i e f because (1) of Vincent having 
betrayed h i s t r u s t (2) of the outcome of the c o u n c i l . 

L.l5>l6 ne viderer..consensum - i . e . he i s a f r a i d l e s t he too i s 
thought to be i m p l i c a t e d i n the a c t i o n of h i s embassy at Aries i n 
condeifining Athanasius. By such l e t t e r s as t h i s , however, he shows 
t h a t he d i s s o c i a t e s h i m s e l f from t h e i r d e c i s i o n . 

B V I I , 2, 4, and 6 are g e n e r a l l y accented as genuine l e t t e r s of 
Li'oerius. I n the Appendix, vh ere f u l l d iscussion i s made on the 
question o f the disputed l e t t e r s , the conclusion i s reached t h a t a l l 



the l e t t e r s of L i b e r i e s contained 

and t i i i s assumpxior. u n d e r l i e s the 

3 V I I 7 -11. 

i n H i l a r y ' s work' are authentic 

Commentary on the f o i y b w i n 0 

':}, V I I , 7 N a r r a t i v e t e x t . 

SUX-IAnY • '.Then sent i n t o e x i l e , L i b e r i u s brought a l l these f i n e 
sentiments t o nothing by w r i t i n g : t o the A r i a n h e r e t i c s who u n j u s t l y 
condemned the orthodox bishop Athanasius. 

CO-:-'rTCTARY. p.l68 L . l missus i n e x i l i u m - soon a f t e r the end of 
the c o u n c i l of I/iilan , the Emperor sent the zealous A r i a n , Euseoius, 
to t r y and secure Lib e r i u s ' acceptance, of the ivlilan d e c i s i o n s . 
Vfnen he f a i l e d , L i b e r i u s was summoned to appear at Ivlilan before the 
Emperor. This would occur on the r e t u r n of Constantius to milan 
at the end of June or beginning of J u l y , a f t e r h i s Aiamanni 

21 
campaign . But not even Constantius w i t h a l l h i s t n r e a t s and 
remonstrances could cause L i b e r i u s t o waver i n h i s a l l e g i a n c e t o 
Athanasius and the Nicene f a i t h . So he was sent i n t o e x i l e t o 

22 
beroea i n Thrace i n the summer o f 355 

L. 1, 2 s c r i b e n s . . . h a e r e t i c i s - c f . t h e f o l l o w i n g l e t t e r s . 

Notes. 
21. A;'ivn. i.'Iarc. 15> 4. 
22. c f . S u l r . Sev. Chron I I , 39-

prec. 3 C.S.E.L. 353 2. 
Theod. I i , I5sq. Pref. t o L i b . 



According t o Chapman , these are the v;ords w i t h which the f o r 0 e r 
24 2 ̂  introduces h i s work . Viehhauser y i s also of ine o p i n i o n t h a t 

t h i s n a r r a t i v e t e x t can not have o r i g i n a t e d from H i l a r y because, he 
asserts, the use of the words "sanctus" and "ortho^oxus'" i n t h i s 

connection i s f o r e i g n to him. But he i s at l e a s t mistsken w i t h the 
of 

v/ord "si.nctus" 4" , and indeed there i s no r e a l reason why these words 
should not have come from the pen of H i l a r y . The sentiments 
expressed i n t h i s n a r r a t i v e t e x t are those which one would n a t u r a l l y 
expect from an orthodox bishop who hi m s e l f had s u f f e r e d e x i l e f o r 
the f a i t h ana who was disgusted at the way i n which L i b e r i u s had 
f a l l e n a f t e r a l l h i s previous actions and p r o t e s t a t i o n s , cf. 5 V I I , 
2 and 6. 

B V I I , 8 L e t t e r of L i b e r i u s to Eastern_"pJ^sJaoT&j_l27. 

SU.'SvlARY. (1) L i b e r i u s begins h i s l e t t e r by saying t h a t t h e i r h o l y 
f a i t h i s known to God and t o men. He excuses h i s former a t t i t u d e 
towards Athanasius, declares t h a t he now agrees w i t h t h e i r j u s t 
condemnation of him, a i d has sent a l e t t e r concerning t h i s to 
Constantius b2/ the hand of F o r t u n a t i a n , and announces t h a t he has 
peace w i t h them and a l l the Eastern bishops. (2) As f u r t h e r proof 
of h i s a t t i t u d e , he asserts t h a t , a f t e r Demofilus 1 e x p o s i t i o n , he 

i ^ c i G / 

Notes. 
23. Kev. Ben. 1910 P.190. 
24. cf<the s e c t i o n on these L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s . 
25. p.46. 
26. cf. H i l . De 3yn. 77,90. 



has accepted the Sirmian creed. Consequently, he asks them t o 
procure h i s r e t u r n from e x i l e t o his own see. 

27 Ca.l>gINTARY. p.l63 L-5 D i l e c t i s s i m i s . • . O r i e n t a l i b u s - • P. Sinthern 
declares t h a t the p l a c i n g of " p r e s b i t e r i s " before "coepiscopis" 
indicates the suspicious character of tne l e t t e r . But t h i s see.as 
an u n l i k e l y o p i n i o n because a f o r g e r would be most c a r e f u l t o avoid 
sucn an elementary mistake. Feaer suggests onat i t i s a a e i e c t 
i n form not s u r p r i s i n g i n the l e t t e r of an o l d man handled by e x i l e , 

29 
a l e t t e r probably w r i t t e n down by a strange hand . Moreover, as 
the t i t l e i s n o t given i n the c o n c i l i a r c o l l e c t i o n s , he t h i n k s i t 
;night be a l a t e r a d d i t i o n . 

But there seems no reason why " p r e s b i t e r " should.not be used 
here i n the sense of " o l d " , "aged", " e l d e r " ^ . ''Brethren, e l d e r s ^ 
and f e l l o w - a i shops . 

O r i e n t a l i b u s - probably l i k e those mentioned i n 3 V I I , 9? «• group 
of bishops of diverse views, i n c l u d i n g e x t r e m i s t s , such as Acacius 
and T?udoxius, and conservatives, such as B a s i l . 

L.9 ego Athanasium-non defendi - • L i b e r i u s could say t h i s i n the 
sense t h a t he had always demanded a f a i r t r i a l a t which the r i g h t s 
o 1/ 
Notes. 
27. De causa oanae L i b e r i i p.144. 
2o. Stud. I p".l69. 
29. cf, Stud.' I *o.llO. 
30. cf, T e r t . de'Cor. M i l . 1 1 , 
31. i . e . the aged, men of the Church, i n c l u d i n g bishops j u s t as 

"brethren" includes them. 



j : ooth -sides" could be f u l l y discussed and a j u s t judgment given; 
in t h i s sense he could be s a i d t o have taken neither- sice and t h e r e ­
fore had not defended Athanasius. Moreover, i f i t v/as objected t h a t 
i,:-iG cause of h i s e x i l e had been h i s r e f u s a l t o conde.on Atnanasius, 
ho- could r e p l y t h a t t h i s r e f u s a l had not been based on any defence 
of t h a t person, but had simply a r i s e n from a desire t o see j u s t i c e 
done-, i . e . he couL- not condemn Athanasius u n t i l the l a t t e r had had 
a f a i r t r i a l , not a f a r c i c a l a f f a i r i i k e A r i e s 353 or Milan 355, 
cf. L.12 "when I knew t h a t you had JUSTLY co:ide;anea hi.a". 

L.10 11 sed q u i a . . i u d i c a r e r - t h i s i s evidence again of the power 
of t r a d i t i o n J . The a c t i o n of every bishop i s to a c e r t a i n extent 
l i m i t e d by the acts of h i s predecessor, ana the bishop o f Ivome was 
e a r l y recognised as being i n a special" p o s i t i o n as f a r as t h i s was 
concerned-^. The reference i s t o the a c t i v e p a r t playec cy 
J u l i u s i n the defence of Athanasius. cf. h i s l e t t e r ^ 4 " and h i s synod 
at Home i n 341. 

-% 

L.12 i u s t e vos i l i u m condemnasse - t h i s can not have ta.^en "lace a t 
6 

the Sirmian synoc mentioned on L.7> i - Sirmium 351 i s meant, 
because t h a t synod was concerned only v.ith ivlarcellus and Photinus. 
Nor can i t r e f e r to Sirmium 357 because t h a t was a p u r e l y Western 
s y n o d ^ . Perhaps i t r e f e r s t o a statement i n a communication sent 
by/ 
•2. cf. A IV, 1. B I I , 1. T e r t . ad Praescr. 1^-21. 
33- c f . I r e n . adv. K a e r . I I I , 3-
34. Ath. A r o l . c. Ar. 20sc. 
35. Soz. IV, 12. 
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by these Westerns t o L i b e r i u s , or- i t may even refer- r i g h t bach t o 
the d e c i s i o n of Tyre and mean t h a t L i b e r i u s has now oeen pers.uac.ee. 
to accent t h a t as a b i n d i n g d e c i s i o n of the " a s t e r n 

L.13 mox. . v e s t r i s - he i s eager t o show h i s readiness i n g i v i n g 
consent t o t h e i r d e c i s i o n s . 

l i t teres - t h i s could be' "Studens" (B I I I , 1). cf, p. 171 L.osq, 
p.lp'6 L . l s q . ^ also p. 1^8 L.15 note. 

L.1-+ i d est de c ondempnati one i p s i u s - Faber i s of the o r a n i on t h a t 
these words were not p a r t of the o r i g i n a l t e x t , but there seems to 
be no reason why they should not be taken as such. 

L.15 Fortunatianum - F o r t u n a t i a n of A q u i l e i a ..seems to have been i n 
close connection w i t h L i o e r i u s d u r i n g h i s e x i l e . Jerome-1" declares 
t h a t "Fortunatian i s t o be blamed because he f i r s t s o l i c i t e d 
L i b e r i u s going: i n t o e x i l e , broke him and compelled him t o sign' a 

37 
heresy". Hilary-' says thai- For-ounatian c i r c u l a t e d the l e t t e r 
"Studens" t o t r y and ga i n some advantage f o r L i b e r i u s , but wi t h o u t 
success. The l e t t e r r e f e r r e d t o i n t h i s l e t t e r ^ 0 i s probably to 
be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h "Studens" f o r , although the l a t t e r i s addressed 
t,o/ 
Hotes. 

Gat. S c r i p t . 97 
37. i n B I I I , 2. 
3o. r.l-'S L.13. 

http://pers.uac.ee
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to "astern bishops , ana not t o Constarvtius, mention i s made i n B VII-, 
10 p.171 L.3sq. of a l e t t e r , w r i t t e n indeed t o Eastern bishops, but 
ta^en by F o r t u n a t i a n to Constantius-^ . 

p.1'8 L.l6 so. amoto Athanasio etc - t h i s had been the sole demand 
of the Arians a t Aries and :.Cilan. At t h a t stage, "chey had not 
dared, t o a t t a c k the Nicene creed, openly, and so t h e i r plan of 
campaign had been to take an i n d i r e c t step tov/ards t h e i r u l t i m a t e 
o b j e c t i v e by overthrowing i t s most v a l i a n t upholder, Athanasias. 
But now, by the time t h i s l e t t e r was w r i t t e n , as L i b e r i u s himself 
must have r e a l i s e d , emboldened by t h e i r successes at A r i e s , i . i i l a n 
and Beziers, the Arians had cast aside t h i s f e a r and were i s s u i n g 
creeds which were openly h e r e t i c a l and designed t o replace the 
Nicene creed. 

p.1^9 L . l e p i s t u l i a - i . e . c i r c u l a r l e t t e r s issued by Athanasius 
to defend h i m s e l f against the l i e s of the Arians and t o secure 

40 
support . 

L.5 Demofilus - i . e . the bishop of Beroea (where L i b e r i u s spent 
h i s e x i l e ) , cf, A IV, 3 L.2 note. 

liotes . 
3V. The other p o s s i b i l i t y , of course, can not be r u l e d out v i z . 

•chat i n a d d i t i o n to the Easterns' l e t t e r , F o r t u n a t i a n had 
also taken one adores sea by L i b e r i u s to the Emperor hi/as e l f . 

4-0. cf.Ep. L I t o L u c i f e r . 



,40 

L.7 Syrmio - i t i s d i f f i c u l t to dot ermine which synod of Girmium 
is r e f e r r e d t o here. Four opinions are possible (1) i t i s the 
"Long" Sir.iiian 35'1 (2) the Sirmian synod of August 357? v/hich 
produced the "Blasphemy" 4 1 (3) one of which .no trace survives"" 
(4) the Sirmian synod of 353. 

Hefele 43 a C c e r t s on the whole the account of Soz.'H.E. IV, 15 
t h a t L i b e r i e s signed the s o - c a l l e d t h i r d Sirmian formula of 353. 
But- t o do so, he discounts, on unconvincing grounds, the testimony 
of 3 V I I , r e j e c t i n g as spurious the L i b e r i a n l e t t e r s and comments 
of the Fragment!st. I f , however, the l e t t e r s and comments i n 3 V I I 

44 . . . . are taken as authentic , i t oecomes very improoaole t n a t Sirmium 
356 i s meant because (a) 3 V I I , 8 represents L i b e r i u s as consenting 
to the Sirmian decrees w h i l e s t i l l i n e x i l e i n Beroea i . e . before 
the synod of Sirmium 358 was h e l d . (b) according t o L i o e r i u s ' own 
testimony i n h i s i n t e r v i e w w i t h Constant ius 4-^ Theodore of Heraclea 4^ 
was already dead even before the time of the synod of Sirmium held 
i n August 357* (c) so f a r from p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the synod of Sirmium 
3585 Eudoxius was a c t u a l l y the centre of a t t a c k by t h a t synod.. 

B l o n d e l l , P e t a v i u s 4 ^ and others have favoured the synod of 
48 

Sirmium h e l d m August 357 > ana H i l a r y aoes indeed describe i t s 
creed as a " p e r f i d i a " . But again the o b j e c t i o n a r i s e s t h a t Theodore 
o f / 
Potes. 
41. p i l . De Syn. 11. 
42. cf. R. Hussey i n h i s notes t o Soz. H.P. I l l , 12. 
43. I I , 231sq. 
44. cf, a d d i t i o n a l s e c t i o n on L i b e r i a n L e t t e r s . 
45. Theod. I I , 16. 
46. 3 V I I , 9 p. 170 L.5. 
47. i n h i s notes on Epiph. 
48. De Syn. 11. 
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of Heracles was already dead before i t was h e l d . Seconal/, accord­
ing' to Sozo,nen49 j only Westerns were present a t t h i s synod. 

50 
T h i r d l y , so f a r fro::i a i d i n g i n i t s composition/ , ^ a s i l of Ancyra 
v/as v i o l e n t l y opr-osed to t h i s creed. So t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y - ^ i - t also 
be excluded. There remain (1) and ( 3 ) . As an a l t e r n a t i v e t o (3) 
i s i t possible t h a t the Sirmian synod o f 3 V I I , 8 could be the one 
held i n 351? Schiktanz^"^" and Coustant?^ t h i n k so. I n favour 
of t h i s view i s the f a c t t h a t a l a r g e number of the bishops, 
mentioned i n 3 V I I , 9 as having p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the composition, 
of the creed signed by L i b e r i u s , had been present at Sir-arum 351; 
f o r example, Narcissus of Neronias, Theodore of Heraclea, B a s i l , 
Eudoxius, Ivlacedonius o f ivlopsuestia, i'/Iark of Are thus a, Valens and 
U r s a c i u s ^ . I t has been objected t h a t , i n h i s De Synodis 33sc., 
H i l a r y t r e a t s the creed of Sirmium 351 so favourably t h a t i t i s 
d i f f i c u l t t o b e l i e v e t i l a t i n another p a r t of h i s works he woulc c a l l 
i t a " p e r f i d i a " and anathenatise L i b e r i u s f o r s i g n i n g i t . But i n 
considering t h i s d i f f e r e n c e i n judgment, one has also t o remember 
the d i f f e r e n t aims and circumstances of the two works. I n the De 
Synodis, H i l a r y was t r y i n g t o e f f e c t an union, or a t l e a s t promote 
f r i e n d l y f e e l i n g s , between the Nicenes and Semiarians, between 
Westerns and Easterns, and so r e a d i l y welcomed from the Eastern side 
any thin;- / 
Hotes. 
49. IV, 12. 
50. cf. 3 V I I , 9-
51. r.102. 
52. P.L. X c o l . 489 ( i ) s q . 
53- cf. Socr. I I , 29. Soz. IV, 6. 



anything which approximated, or was not i n j u r i o u s , t o the Kieerie 
creed. I n so f a r as the "Lon £" S i m i a n creed excludec u l t r a -
Arianis.il, i t was u s e f u l f o r h i s purpose and so could be i n t e r p r e t e d 
i n a favourable l i g h t . On the other hand, i n the present work h i s 
purpose^ was to re v e a l t h a t the c h i e f and u l t i m a t e aim behind the 
deceit and cunning of the Arians was the complete overthrow of ihe 
Kicene creed. From t h i s p o i n t of view, any creed composed a f t e r 
hicaea 325 c o n s t i t u t e d a t h r e a t t o the a u t h o r i t y of the gicene 
creed. I n su b s c r i b i n g the Sirmian creed, L i b e r i u s was, t h e r e f o r e , 
d e r a r t i n ; from the t r u e f a i t h and h e l p i n g the Arians to achieve 
t h e i r aim. He had subscribed something which was "praeter fidem 

55 
unam", which was t h e r e f o r e a " p e r f i d i a , non f i d e s " . l.eprenensidie 
i n any bishop, i t was a grievous s i n and worthy of the strongest 
condeionation ( i . e . of being anathematised) i n the case of the bishop 
of Rome whom a l l had regarded as a p i l l a r of Western orthodoxy and 
to whom the whole West had looked f o r example and guidance. When 
L i b e r i u s succumbed, i t must have seemed as i f the A r i a n heresy would 
sweep unhindered across the whole of the West. I n face of t h a t 
danger, the strong language used here by H i l a r y i s understandable^ 

I t may be wondered why L i b e r i u s was as.-:ed t o subscribe a creed 
composed as e a r l y as 351' The only reasonable explanation i s t h a t 
i t / 
Notes. 
54. cf.B I . 
55- cf. c . Const. 24. 
56. As events turned out, i n the hour of c r i s i s the great mass of 

Western bishops remained staunch t o the Nicene creed.cf. M i l . 
fie Syn. l s q . 
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i t was the- only creec which the Arians had £i t h a t time i n t h e i r 
possession capable o f r i v a l l i n g the Kicene: u n t i l they produced a 
more up to date one, the creed of Sirmium 351 would lose none of i t s 
power or e f f i c a c y i n t h i s respect. 

So i t would seem t h a t the s:nod of Sir-mi'um 351 o f f e r s -the best 
s o l u t i o n t o the problem, and the creed i n question w i l l - b e the "Lon^ 
creed issued t h e r e ^ . 

p.169 L . 7 a p l u r i b u s . . n o s t r i s - cf. B V I I , 9 f o r t h e i r names. The 
synod of Sirmium 351 was composed p r i n c i p a l l y of Eastern ICusebians; 
i t i s q u i t e probable t h a t Valens and Ursacius were the only Western 
re p r e s e n t a t i v e s . 

L . 8 , 9 haec e s t . , sequentia - Earonius-^ omits t h i s note but admits 
i n the appendix t h a t he had found i t i n the c o l l e c t i o n of 
Gresconius. F e d e r ^ grants the a n t i q u i t y of the three anathemas 
given here together w i t h the one given a t the end of B V I I , 10, and 
declares t h a t they must have come from the o r i g i n a l c o l l e c t o r of the 
fragments or from one o f the f i r s t c o p y i s t s . Nevertheless, he i s 
u n w i l l i n g t o accept H i l a r y -as t h e i r author because (1) not a l l the 
anathemas have been inc l u d e d i n the c o n c i l i a r c o l l e c t i o n s which have 
t r a n s m i t t e d / 
Notes. 

f o r Lhe t e x t of t h i s creed, cf, H i l . De Syn. 38. Ath. De Syn .27 
5o. ad arm.357 n.34. 
59- Stud. I p.l24sq. 



t r a n s m i t t e d these l e t t e r s (2) the creed of Sirmium 351 i s -treated 
d i f f e r e n t l y i n H i l a r y ' s De Synodis, and (3) L i b e r i u s would aireauy 
be i n possession of h i s see.again a f t e r h i s r e t u r n from e x i i e a t 
the time when H i l a r y was composing h i s work, ana so i t would be 
unthinkable t h a t H i l a r y should h u r l such anathemas at him at t h a t 
time. 

To the l a s t two o b j e c t i o n s of Feder, answer has already been 
given i n p.lo9 L . 7 note. I t may here be adced t h a t even though 
Lioerrus was once again i n possession of h i s see when these words 
were w r i t t e n , the p r i c e he had paid f o r t h i s r e t u r n would not soon 
be f o r g o t t e n by the orthodox. Peace had by no means retu r n e d t o 
the Church as a whole, indeed the orthodox cause was s h o r t l y t o 
s u f f e r another enormous set-back a t Ariminum. I n such circum­
stances, L i b e r i u s ' lapse merited even then t h e strongest condemna­
t i o n . 

As t o t h e / f i r s t o b j e c t i o n , i t i s q u i t e possible t h a t these 
•.marginal notes could have been overlooked or purposely omitted by 
the c o p y i s t of the c o n c i l i a r c o l l e c t i o n s . 

. I n view of vh a t has been said on p. 1^9 L . 7 note, there seems 
reason why these anathemas should not be regarded as having come . 
o r i g i n a l l y from H i l a r y . The 'ego' t h e r e f o r e r e f e r s t o him. 

The phrase "sanctus H i i a r i u s i l l i anathema d i c i t " ( L . 1 0 , i i ) i 
obviously not from H i l a r y but, must have been i n s e r t e d by a c o p y i s t 
w i t h an explanatory aim i n order t o obviate the danger of these 
marginal notes being regarded as having come not from H i l a r y but 
only/ 



evidence f o r the H i l a r i a n authorship. 

p.169 L . l l , 12 et s o c i i s t u i s - i . e . the Easterns w i t h whom 
Li b e r i u s has now associated himself. 

L .12,13 i n n u l l o . . t e n e t u r - he again shows h i s eagerness t o agree 

w i t h t h e i r decisions• cf. p-.l68 L .13* 

L.13»14 p r a e v a r i c a t o r - cf. p . l 6 8 L . l l . 

L.14sc- sane petendum etc - he now reveals h i s r e a l reason f o r 
w r i t i n g t o the Easterns, namely, t h a t they might secure h i s r e t u r n 
from exi l e . 

CONCLUSION. Because the bishops addressed i n t h i s l e t t e r s t i l l r e l y 
on the creed of Sirmium 351 > there i s good reason t o suppose t h a t 
the l e t t e r i t s e l f must have been w r i t t e n before the s^nod of 
Sir mium met i n August 357 and issued the second Sirmian creed. 

I t i s not d i f f i c u l t t o guess L i b e r i u s ' reason f o r w r i t i n g t o 
those Easterns. They were the l i shops w i t h most- i n f l u e n c e over 
Cois t a n t i u s a t t h i s p a r t i c u l a r time, arid so the most hopeful way 
of securing a r e t u r n from e x i l e was to o b t a i n i t through t h e i r i n t e r ­
cession. U n f o r t u n a t e l y f o r L i b e r i u s , those Eastern bishops were 
too preoccupied w i t h t h e i r own a f f a i r s at t h i s time to pay much 
a t t e n t i o n t o h i s plea. U n t i l 356 the Arians had been u n i t e d i n a 
common bond of re s i s t a n c e t o . t h e Nicenes, but they were by no means 



•c homogeneous mass, and, w i t h t h e i r v i c t o r y i n t h a t year, they soon 
be 0an to d i v i d e i n t o s p l i n t e r - g r o u p s , of v n i c h the three most 
important were (a) the Semiarians (b) the Acacians ( o r Homocans) 
an a (c) the Anomoeans, w i t h each ,^roup engaged i n a desperate 
struggle f o r supremacy. I t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t , i n such a 
s i t u a t i o n as t h i s , L i b e r i u s met w i t h l i t t l e success an- was com­
p e l l e d to look elsewhere f o r s u p p o r t 0 ^ . 

This l e t t e r (B V I I , 8) provides an i n t e r e s t i n g l i n k w i t h 
L i b e r i u s 1 a t t i t u d e before h i s e x i l e . From A V I I i t i s evident 
t h a t L i b e r i u s , when f i r s t r a i s e d t o 'the episcopate, proceeded ver/ 
c a u t i o u s l y w i t h regard t o Athanasius i n t h i s l e t t e r - t o the Emperor 
he adopts a non-committal p o s i t i o n , n e i t h e r j u s t i f y i n g nor concemn-
ing the bishop of Alexandria; but a t the same time he does show 
him s e l f anxious t o secure a f a i r judgment. He appears, not as a 
zealous or extreme supporter of Athanasius, but r a t h e r as an inde­
pendent judge whose sole concern i s t o secure a f a i r - t r i a l f o r the 
accused. I n B V I I , 8 t h i s a t t i t u d e i s brought t o i t s l o g i c a l 
conclusion because he asserts t h a t i t i s only when he knows t h a t 
they have JUSTLY condemned Athanasius, t h a t he has given h i s consent 
to t h e i r d e c i s i o n . 

Poles . 
'.G. cf, h i s l e t t e r t o Vincent B V I I , I I . 



V I I , 9 i:arre.tive t e x t . 
,_}J_._R 1.7.V I t gives a l i s t o f the bishops v/ho re. r t i c i p a c e ^ i n i,he 
f o r m u l a t i o n o f the pe r f i d t o t f s Sirmian creed mentioned i n 13 V I I , 6. 

00.. rM :.v. p.170, L .3 apud Sirmium - i . e . the s/r.ou of Sirmium 

351.cf,p.169 L . 7 r o t e . 

1 

L.psq. For Narcissus , Iheodorus, B a s i l i u s , "udoxius, Demoi'iJLJs, 
Marcus end Acacias cf, A IV, 3 notes. For ursacius and Valens cf. 
A I p.45 L . 1 5 . For Macedonius A IV, 1 p.66 L.24 ,25. 

L .6 Cecrorius - Cecropius was t r a n s l a t e d from the see of Laodicea 
61 

i n Phrygia t o t h a t of Nicomedia i n B i t h y n i a by Constantius i n 351 . 

Athanasius s t r o n g l y condemns him end asserts t h a t , l i k e Auxentius 
of M i l a n and Epictetus of Centumcellae, he has secured h i s e l e c t i o n 

62 

through calumnies against the orthodox" . lie was one of those 
i n v i t e d by George of Laodicea to attend the consecraLion of ohe 
church erected by B a s i l a t Ancyra 3 5 ° ^ • He p e r i si ed i n -che. ea r t h -

- £4 
quake a t I^icomedia i n August 35b" . 
Silvanus - he v/as present as '& shop of larsu s a t Ancyra 353, and 
l a t e r took a prominent p a r t i n the d i s c i s s i o n s a t S e i e u c i a 0 ^ . 
With/ 
Motes. 
6 1 . Ath. H i s t . Ar . 7 4 . 
62. Pp. ad P r i s e . Aeg. 7 . 
63. Soz. IV, 13. 
64. Soz. IV, 16. 
65. Socr. I I , 39. 



-6 With the other l e g a t e s , he '.vent to Constantinople'"'" and was deposed 
6 7 

at the c o u n c i l tnere 

Sva._rius - t h i s i s probably the l i shop ox ,.;itylene i n . Lesoos who 
subscribed the Acacian formula at S e l e u c i a 0 3 and was subsequent!/ 

• j . . . -.69 deposed oy xnat synod . 

Hireneus - t h i s must be the £ipvot>os bishop o f Tr-ipolis i n 
Phoenicia, who i s s a i d t o have subscribed the Acacian formula at 
S e l e u c i a ^ . 

L . 7 Bass us - t h i s i s probably the 'ti. shoD of Carpathus who was 
71 

present at Eastern Sardica . 

Gaudentius - i t i s not known who t h i s i s . I t can not be 
Gaudentius of Naissus who was rr esent a t Western Sardica, or 
Guauentius of Ari^iinu;n, because both these bishops were recognised 
sunnorters of the Kicene creed. 

L .8 J u l i u s - i t i s scarcely probable t h a t t h i s i s the bishop who 
72 

was present at V/estern Sardica . 

i-.otes. 
f''. B V I I I , 1. 
60 

Theod. I I , 27. 
^pinh. Haer. 73, 26 
Socr. H.I!. I I , 40. 
E n i t h Haer. 73, 26. 
A'IV, 3 P.77, I.8,9 
B I I , A p.135 L . 1 



kothing i s known of ?.xuperantius, Terentianus, Sarinus, Si-.iplici.us 
JT J u n i o r . 

L.o , 9 requirendum omnes h a e r e t i c i - t h i s "phrase i s a l a t e r i n t e r ­
p o l a t i o n . A c o p y i s t e v i d e n t l y thought t h a t "omnes h a e r e t i c i " 
needed t o be added t o complete the thought, and PUL a' nox.e t o t h i s 
e f f e c t i n the margin. Then, l a t e r , someone w i t h less understanuire­
incorporated the whole note i n t o the t e x t , i n c l u d i n g the now meaning­
less "requirendum". 

B V I I , 10 L e t t e r of L i o e r i u s to Ursacius, Valens and Ger-minius,jg;2. 

S U . / L I A K Y . (1) L i b e r i u s asserts t h a t he w r i t e s t o them,who are sons 
of peace, not under any compulsion, but f o r the sake of peace ana 
concord, which i s p r e f e r a b l e t o martyrdom. He informs them t h a t 
he had condemned Athanasius before he wrote t o the Ssperor, and that 
h i s only reason f o r delay i n w r i t i n g t o the Easterns concerning the 
former had been t o t r y and secure the r e c a l l o f h i s legates or the., 
bishops who had s u f f e r e d e x i l e . (2) He then mentions the l e t t e r , 
sent by the hand of F o r t u n e t i a n , and i n f o r m i n g the Emperor and the 
Easterns about h i s break from Athanasius, a copy of which he also 
sent'to the Emperor's eunuch, H i l a r i u s . Consequently he now 
requests them, f o r the sake of peace and concord, t o intercede f o r 
him / 
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him with the Emperor and thus secure his return to Rome. Again he 
affirms his agreement with them a l l and also with Epictetus and 
Auxentius, and separates from communion anyone who dissents. 

COMMENTARY. I n addition to Faber-Coustant and Baronius, t h i s l e t t e r 
with B V I I , 8 and B V I I , 11, has been edited also by Schiktanz^, 
and Chapman'''4". 

p.170 L . l l For Ursacius and Valens cf. A I p.4-5 L.15« For 
Germinius cf, A I I I , p.47 L.l6. 

L.12 vos f i l i o s pacis esse - i t had been the assertion of Valens 
and his friends at Aries and Milan t h a t , when Athanasius was con-
demned, peace would once more be restored to the Church; and i n thi< 
l e t t e r Liberius stresses that i t i s thepea.ce of the Church which i s 
his main objective i n condemning Athanasius. 
His language here i s i n strong contrast to that used i n his l e t t e r 
to the Emperor A V I I 5 4 p.<?l L.17sq. "quae est pax etc". 

L.13>14 non..impulsus - i . e . his desire to communicate w i t h them i s 
a sincere one, not induced by force, threats or weariness of e x i l e . 

L.14,15 sed pro bono..praeponitur - he feels t h a t peace and concord 
are/ ' -
Notes. 
73. Die H i l a r i u s - Fragmente p.l59sq. (1905)* 
74. Rev. Ben. 1910 p.32-36. 
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are to be preferred to martyrdom i . e . though his condemnation of 
Athanasius and communion with Ursacius and Valens might seem a sign 
of weakness and e n t a i l loss of glory as a martyr, yet the peace and 
unity thus gained f o r the Church amply compensate f o r t h i s . I t 

' 75 was expedient that one man should be s a c r i f i c e d f o r the Church. 

L.15 his l i t t e r i s convenio vos - his reason f o r w r i t i n g t o them, 
would be s i m i l a r to that which prompts him to wri t e B V I I , 8. Just 
as he was about to w r i t e .to the Easterns as a means of securing a 
speedy release from e x i l e , so here he appeals to Ursacius, Valens 
and Germinius, b. shops who had always enjoyed the especial favour 
of Constantius and who had been the mainstay of the Arian cause i n 
the West. For t h i s l a s t reason, indeed, Liberius would n a t u r a l l y 
expect a ready welcome from them because i\ was a great v i c t o r y to 
have won over the bishop of Rome, even though he was i n e x i l e . 

L.16 sq. cognoscat itaque etc - the t e x t of A i s corrupt, but the 
sense and to a c e r t a i n extent the wording can be restored from S. 
Feder's conjecture p.171 L.2 "ecriberem, quod"^ i s to be preferred 
since i t causes less disruption t o the t e x t of A. 

That he had already condemned Athanasius before he wrote to the 
Emperor i s suggested also i n B V I I , 8. Baronius''7^ in t e r p r e t s i t as 
meaning/ 
Notes. 
75« Contrast his language i n B V I I , 2. / , 
76. on the basis of a suggestion by Duchesne "Melanges d'Archeolog 

et d'Histoire XXVIII (I908) 48. 
77. ad ann.357 n.35. 
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meaning that Tiberius had already condemned Athanasius before going 
into e x i l e according to the l e t t e r of the Easterns mentioned i n i. 
D I I I . This view, however, i s untenable because the reason f o r V 
Liberius 1 e x i l e was simply his refusal to condemn Athanas'ius. 

p.171 L.1,2 secundum..episcoporum - t h i s could r e f e r e i t h e r to a 
l e t t e r sent by himself to the Easterns^ or to a l e t t e r sent by the 

79 
Easterns to him and asking him to write to the Emperor . The 

80 
context favours the l a t t e r opinion. 

Q -1 

L.2,3 quod et..Romanae - Coustant conjectures that immediately 
a f t e r h i s weakness, Liberius sent a l e t t e r to the Roman clergy 
simil a r t o that given to Vincent, informing them of his condemnation 
of Athanasius and asking f o r t h e i r help i n winning over the Emperor. • 
But i t does not seem necessary to suppose such a l e t t e r . Liberius 
gives here as one of the reasons f o r his condemnation of Athanasius 
the f a c t t h a t , since his own departure i n t o exiJe , the Roman Church 
(under Felix) has separated the bishop of Alexandria from communion, 

82 
as a l l the Roman clergy can t e s t i f y . 

i 

L.3 presbiterium - Liberius c a l l s only the pr esbyterate to witness i 
because he regards himself, not Fe l i x , as the r i g h t f u l bishop of 

i 
Rome. 
Notes. 
78. such as B V I I , 8. 
79. such as the one mentioned i n B I I I , p.155 L.17-
80. cf#L.4sq. 
81. P.L. X c o l . 694 ( d ) • 
82. I t seems less probable that i t i s a reference to the threat i n j 

B I I I , 1 to. excommunicate Athanasius i f he did not come to 
•Rome, of vhifih threat the Roman clergy would be aware. 



- 453 -

L.4sq sola haec causa etc - Liberius has evidently, been questioned 
about his delay i n w r i t i n g to the Easterns concerning Athanasius. 
He gives as reason th a t he was anxious to secure the r e c a l l of his 
legates and the bishops who had been exiled. 

The Easterns had obviously been displeased at having to wait 
so low f o r an answer to the l e t t e r which they had sent Liberius, 
i . e . the l e t t e r of the Easterns mentioned on p.171 But the 
bishop of Rome had good reason f o r not givin g a s w i f t reply. He 
had f u l f i l l e d t h e i r f i r s t request i n w r i t i n g to the Emperor^ a f t e r 
his condemnation of Athanasius, but i n t h i s l e t t e r to Constantiue 
he must also have taken the opportunity of asking f o r the r e c a l l of 
his legates and the other exiled bishops i n view of t h i s change i n 
his r e l a t i o n s w i t h the bishop of Alexandria. He, therefore, 
awaited the r e s u l t of t h i s appeal beforve w r i t i n g to the Easterns 
because itsaa ccess or' f a i l u r e conditioned his l e t t e r to them. I f 
i t was aiccessful, he would then appeal through the Easterns f o r his 
own release. Mention of the deacon Urbicus being removed from him° 
may be an i n d i c a t i o n that his f i r s t appeal to the Emperor was 
successful, and the resultant l e t t e r to the Easterns could then be 
B V I I , 8. 

U n t i l those envoys and bishops, who had been exiled f o r obeying 
his instructions i n refusing to condemn Athanasius, had been allowed 
to return home, Liberius could scarcely request his own release 
from e x i l e . 

Notes. 
83. p.171 L. 1, 2. 
84. B V I I , 11 p.173 L.lsq. 
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• 85 ' L.5 l e g a t i mei - i . e . Eusebius^Dionysius, Lucifer '. ! 

• . e ' . ' ;! 

L.6 ad comitatum - i . e . at Milan 355. ". 
i>: 

p.171"L.6 episcopi - f o r example, Paulinus of Treves who was exiled 
at Aries 353• 

L.8,9 Fort una tianum - cf.p.156 L.lsq. p.l68 L.15,16. 

L.9 l i t t e r a s meas - t h i s could conceivably be B I I I , 1 cf.p.l68 
L.13>15 notes. 

. 1 

L.lOsq. perferat quas. .imperatorera - some MSS omit t h i s passage. ,: 

The omission can be explained through the s'Bme phrase " ad ,' 
clernentissimum imperatorem" occurring i n L.9 and again i n L.17; 
the eye of.the copyist has accidentally jumped from L.9 to L.17. : 

86 
Coustant i s u n w i l l i n g to admit the a u t h e n t i c i t y of t h i s passage, 
but he i s led to t h i s conclusion through erroneously i d e n t i f y i n g 
the Easterns mentioned here with those of B V I I , 8. I t seems more j 
l i k e l y that they are'the bishops addressed i n B I I I , l .cf, p.171 L.9., [ 
p.168 L.13,15 notes. I 

i 

L . l l quas credo - sc. "ei , Hwhich I entrust to him 1 . ' 
L.12 ipsius - i . e . the Emperor.cf.p.172 L . l , 2 pietas eius. 
Notes. 
85. cf. B V I I , 2. 
86. P.L.. X c o l . 694 ( f ) . 1 

i 



L . l l , 12 quod pietas..accipiet - i . e . as representing a s i g n i f i c a n t 
advance i n the f u l f i l m e n t of his aim of securing the peace of the 
Church. 

L.13 H i l a r i o - Chapman8^ prefers " P h i l a r i o " on the supposition that 
t h i s was a natural name f o r a forger to invent f o r an imperial 
eunuch ("lover of Ar i u s " ) . But the b e t t e r MS t r a d i t i o n favours 
the reading adopted by Feder", and that there was an imperial o f f i c i a l 
of t h i s name active at that time i s confirmed i n the works of 

88 
Athanasius . I t i s probably the same person who i s meant here. 

L.146q, quapropter etc. - now he gives his r e a l purpose i n w r i t i n g 
to them. -

p.172 L.3,4 u t temporibus..tribulationem - that the a f f a i r s of the 
Roman church were at a low ebb during the exile of Liberius can be 
gathered from Theodoret's account of Constantius' v i s i t to Rome i n 

89 
the spring of 357 . 

L.6 sq magnum solatium etc - i . e . disunion and war w i t h i n the Church 
are a sin against God. They would therefore be committing- a s i n , 
f o r which they would have to answer at the day of judgment, i f they 
do/ 
Notes. 
87. Rev. Ben. 1910 p.39. 
88. e.g. Ath. Apol. ad Const. 24; Hist. Ar.48,8l; Hist. Aceph.iv. 
89. Theod. H.E. I I , 17. 1 
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do not secure, his return and Unas restore peace to the Church. I f , j 
.' 

however, they do use t h e i r influence to secure his release and thus ,j 
i , 

tiring peace t o the Roman church, t h i s action w i l l stand the.a i n good!' 
stead at the Day of Judgment. 

L.9 Epictetum - cf. A VI p.87 L.6 and also B I I I , 2 where i t says 
that Epictetus and Potarnius rejoice to condemn the bishop of Rome. 
In t h i s part of the l e t t e r (B V I I , 10), Liberius i s evidently trying- ' 

1 
to c o n c i l i a t e a b i t t e r opponent, who was at the same time a close 
f r i e n d of the bishops to whom he i s w r i t i n g . The same applies to 
Auxentius^ 0. 

L.10 quos credo..suscepturos - t h i s weakness on the part of the 
> 

bishop of Rome would c e r t a i n l y be received with pleasure by such 
men, though whether i t would make them anxious to help him remained 
to be seen. 

L.13 praevaricatori..dictum - on t h i s anathema cf.B V I I , 8 p.169. 
L.8, 9 note. 

I 
1 

CONCLUSION. I f the conjecture, that B V I I , 8 i s the l e t t e r r e f e r r e d ' 
to on p.171 L.4sq. i s correct, then B V I I , 10 must have been w r i t t e n 
before B V I I , 8* But both l e t t e r s are closely connected and deal 
with the same subject, v i z . the'release of Liberius from e x i l e . 

One/ 1 

Notes. 
90. f o r Auxentius cf. A I p.4-5 L.15* , 
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One i s struck by the constant r e i t e r a t i o n that he i s w r i t i n g 
to the;n with good intentions and of his own free w i l l . Perhaps he 
f e l t t h i s necessary when w r i t i n g to bishops who were conspicuous 
for the u l t e r i o r motives which lay behind so many of t h e i r actions. 
He knows a l l w i l l say that he i s w r i t i n g these l e t t e r s because he 
wants to get back to Rome, and so he wishes to assert th a t he r e a l l y 
believes Athanasius to be g u i l t y . 

B V I I , 11 L e t t e r of Liberius to Vincent. ^57• 

SUi^vIARY. (1) Liberius relates that his deacon Urbicus has been taker 
away from him. (2) He informs Vincent that he has withdrawn from 
the contention concerning Athanasius andi has intimated t h i s to the 
Easterns. I n consequence, he asks him to assemble a l l the bishops 
of Campania, inform them of t h i s , and then w r i t e from .this assembly 
to the Emperor i n order to secure"his release from s u f f e r i n g . He 
warns him that i f he leaves him i n e x i l e , God w i l l judge between 
them. 

COMMENTARY, p.172 L.15 Vincentio - cf, A V I I p.90,L24 B V I I , 3' 
p.l66 L.15sq. The feelings of both Liberius and Vincent can we l l 
be imagined. The bishop of Rome, who had so strongly condemned 
the f a l l of Vincent at Aries 353» has himself now submitted to the 
Easterns, and t h a t , too, when i n f u l l possession of the facts of 
the case, knowing w e l l the consequences of his action, and without 
the excuse of Vincent who could always plead that he had been 
deceived/ 
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deceived by the Arians i n t o condemning Athanasius at Aries. 
The composition of such a l e t t e r as t h i s reveals the desperate 

s t r a i t s to which Liberius had been brought through the sufferings 
of e x i l e , because i t represents an act of desperation. Only as a 

N/'N'ce.f.jT 
l a s t resort would he make t h i s request to Viioent, i n view of what 

91 
he had previously w r i t t e n concerning him . 

Several reasons would prompt him to write to Vincent (1) the 
l a t t e r had a long connection with the Roman see. As has been 
remarked, he was probably the Vincent who was one of the two 1B gates 
of Silvester at Nicaea. He might therefore be thought to have an 

i 

a f f e c t i o n f o r the see, i f not f o r the bishop of Rome, and be w i l l i n g 
to help i t i n the troubles i n t o which i t had f a l l e n a f t e r the exile 

92 
of L i b e r i u s 7 . (2) a f t e r his temporary la^se at Aries he seems to 
have reestablished himself again i n I t a l y ? } Indeed i n an ep i s t l e 
of Damasus quoted by Theodoret 9 4, Vincent i s said to have been one 
of the few bishops who remained firm, at Ariminum. He would there­
fore be a power to be reckoned with so f a r as I t a l y was concerned. 
(3) On the other hand, through that very concession made at Aries, 
he might have gained some favour with Constantius, who woulu, i n 
that case, be disposed to l i s t e n to a p e t i t i o n coming from him with 
the support of a l l the Campanian bishops. Such a p e t i t i o n would 
show that not only i n Rome but i n other parts of I t a l y there was a , 
desire f o r the return of the exiled Liberius. 

Notes. 
-91. cf. B V I I , 6. 
92. cf. Theod. I I , 17. 
93. cf.p.173 L.7,8. 
94. I I , 17. 
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I I 
• I 

!j . 
p.172 L.l6sq. Non doceo etc - Hefele95 declares that t h i s l e t t e r ,;. 

r 
contains the most absurdities of a l l the exile l e t t e r s . He can '| 

11 

see no sense i n the phrase "non doceo, sed admoneo", to which, L 
l i ! 

according to him, the quotation from I Cor.15,33 i s added quite ijj 

i r r e l e v a n t l y , because the l e t t e r i s r e a l l y no exhortation but a ij : 

p e t i t i o n . I t i s true that the main purpose of the l e t t e r i s to 
request Vincent's help, but the p e t i t i o n i s hedged round v/ith the 
admonition f i r s t , t hat he has been brought to t h i s dire extremity :,; 

through the snares of wicked men and secondly, that i f Vincent does '̂ 
not aid him i n his distress, God w i l l judge between them. , : j 

i ' i 
The quotation from I Cor.15)33 finds i t s explanation i n vh at nt 

I ' 
follows i n L.l8,19 "insidiae horainum..perveni"; he had shown j : l 

... j 
courage i n s u f f e r i n g exile f o r his' f a i t h , now his good dharacter j ] 

i * 11 

was ruined and he feels t h a t his present misfortunes, and especially :| | 
t h i s l a t e s t one, v i z . the removal of the deacon Urbicus, have been 
caused through the insidious t r i c k s of e v i l men. From his own 'H 

experience at Aries, Vincent could r e a d i l y sympathise with t h i s . 
L.19 laborem - i . e . the distress i n which he now finds himself. 

p.173 L . l Urbicus diaconus - nothing else i s known about him. 
Chapman^ i s of the opinion that the forger has invented t h i s name, 
but there i s nothing to support' t h i s view. Urbicus i s a recognised 
Roman name. cf. the poet of th a t name i n Juv.6, 71~- Mart. 1,42,11. 
No"t 6 s * 
95. Councils I I , 241. 
96. Rev. Ben. 1910 p.40. 
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9 7 Schiktanz 7 suggests t h a t Urbicus had acted as secretary f o r 
Liberius and that his removal could account f o r the change i n styl e 
of the Liberius l e t t e r s . This seems rather a flimsy conjecture, * 
however, as i s also his d i v i s i o n of the l e t t e r i n t o three parts. 

There may be a connection here w i t h Liberius' request f o r the 
98 99 

release of h i s envoys i n B V I I , 10 . E v i l men 7 7 may have taken 
advantage of t h i s request to have his source of comfort, Urbicus, 
removed; t h i s may have been an instance of t h e i r "insidiae". 

L.2 Venerium - he was probably the i m p e r i a l . o f f i c i a l i n command 
at Beroea 11. "Agens i n rebus" i s a technical term used of 
magistrates and o f f i c i a l s cf,Cod. Theod. 6,27- Lucif. Ep. 4.Ath. 
i n P.G. I , 608. 

L.4,5 me de contentione...recessisse - Liberius does not say out­
r i g h t (as he does i n the other l e t t e r s ) that he has condemned 
Athanasius; he probably feels embarrassed because of his e a r l i e r 
l e t t e r to Ossius"1"00 where he has censured" Vine ent f o r doing that 
very same th i n g . 

L.5) 6 et ad fratres..eius nomine - i . e . B V I I , 8. 

L.8 eriscopos cunctos Campaniae - i . e . a l l those under the 
influence of Vincent. 
Notes. 
97. p.109. 
98. n.VJl L.4sq. note. 
99. p.172 L.18. 
100. B V I I , 6. 
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L.9 una cum epistula vestra - Hefele^" 0 1 thinks t h i s refers to 
102 

Liberius 1 l e t t e r to Vira ent . But i t seems more probable that 
Liberius wished Vinent to write a personal. l e t t e r of request to the 
Emperor'in addition t o the general one of the synod. 

L . l l " e t manu ip s i u s " and L.12 "item manu ipsius pagina perscripta*' 
show that the l e t t e r has been copied down by some other person and 
that Liberius has added t h i s ending himself, cf. B V I I , 2 p.l66 L.12, 
13. I t s i g n i f i e s that the above l e t t e r i s an o f f i c i a l copy, and 
may be evidence' f o r the authentic character of the l e t t e r i t s e l f , 
since i t does not seem probable that a forger would have adopted 
t h i s subtlety. 

L .13,15 ego me., et vos - Hefele 1 0 3 asserts that t h i s conclusion 
i s unreasonable. • But, as at the beginning, so now a sat i s f a c t o r y 
explanation can be given. Liberius has absolved himself before 
God with regard to his present l i n e of action, because he now 
believes that the peace and concord of the Church are to be pre-

104 
ferred to m a r t y r d o m , and therefore wishes to be released from 
e x i l e . I f Vincent i s u n w i l l i n g to help him i n these circumstances, 
God, not man, w i l l be the judge between them. He probably feels 
that he can appeal to Vincent i n t h i s way because of t h e i r past 
relations with each other. 
Notes. 
101. 11, 237. 
102. B V I I , 11. 
103. I I , 241. 
104. cf.B V I I , 10 p.170 L.14,15. 



105 CONCLUSION. Because mention i s made of B V I I , 8 , t h i s l e t t e r 
must have been w r i t t e n shortly a f t e r that to the Easterns, and 
once again i t shows Liberius desperately anxious to escape from 
exile and exploring every avenue which see.ns to of f e r a hope of 
release. But t h i s l e t t e r to Vincent probably represents his l a s t 
attempt to regain his freedom through the mediation of others, 

106 

because, i n view of what he had w r i t t e n e a r l i e r concerning him , 
i t seems reasonable to assume t h a t , only when every other expedient 
had been t r i e d , would he request his aid. 

The order of composition of the exil e l e t t e r s would seem to 
be: f i r s t of a l l , B I I I , 1 "Studens"; next B V I I , 10 his l e t t e r 
to Valens and the others; then B V I I , 8 his l e t t e r to the Easterns 
and f i n a l l y B V I I , 11 his l e t t e r to Vincent. 

A l l of these l e t t e r s would be w r i t t e n i n the f i r s t h a l f of 
357 before .the assembly at Sirmium i n the August of that year^ 0?. 

Notes. 
105. on p.173 L .5 ,6 
106. B V I I , 6. 
107. cf, p.169 ,L.7 note. 
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! 
Series B fall, 1 L e t t e r of the Legates of the Council of j 

' |i Seleucia 359* if 
i! 
'! 

SUGARY. According t o the Easterns, the purpose o f t h e i r l e t t e r j ; 
i s t o inform the legates of Ariminum of the reason f o r the d i v i s i o n j , 

! . 

i n the Church.' They warn them of the heresy, then p r e v a l e n t , which jj 

denied t h a t the Son i s l i k e the Father, and of vh i c h they had Ij 
informed Constantius who had d u t i f u l l y wished i t t o be anathematised 

i; 
But they complain t h a t i t i s A e t i u s , the author of t h i s heresy, who 

r-
i s being condemned, r a t h e r than h i s d o c t r i n e . They desire the j 
Westerns, t h e r e f o r e , t o r e t r a c t t h i s heresy, a b s t a i n from any 

I ! 
r e l a t i o n e w i t h the supporters of the i n t r i g u e , and keep the c a t h o l i c i i 
f a i t h . I n conclusion, they ask them t o i n t i m a t e a l l t h i s t o the • 
Western churches. v J j 

i, 
COMiJENTARY This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s c o l l e c t i o n . ! 
I t has been e d i t e d by Faber-Coustant and Baronius ad arm. 359 n.xXX. 
p. 174- L .3 O r i e n t a l i u m - the names of the legates and the tone and 
purport of the l e t t e r ' show t h a t t h i s term "Easterns" does not include 
a l l the p a r t i e s represented a t Seleucia, but only the Semiarians, 
who indeed formed the m a j o r i t y a t the c o u n c i l . 

LA Reversis ab Arimino l e g a t i s - the leg a t e s - o f the synod o f 
Ariminum would be sent o f f t o Constantinople a t the close of the 
synod when a l l the bishops had subscribed the formula of Nike, 
i . e . towards the end of 359• 
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L.5-7 D i l e c t i s s i m i s . . l e g a t i s - aihong the legates of Ariminum, 
Optatus end. M a r c i a l i s are mentioned only here, and nothing more i s 

e known about them. Magdonius, Megasius and Valens are mentioned i n 
A VI as h a v i n g t w r i t t e n from Ariminura t o Constsntius. Ursacius, 
Valens Germinius and Geius appear o f t e n i n those documents and are 
thus well-known. Justinus i s probably the bishop mentioned i n A V, 
3, as having taken p a r t i n the synod of Niks'. 

1 P c e t e r i s . . l e g a t i s - f o r example, Auxentius and perhaps Epictetus 
These legates are t o be distinguished, from the f i r s t set who were 
sent t o Nike. Those i n B V I I I , 1 are the bishops who were sent a t 
the close o f the synod of Ariminum a f t e r . Valens had secured the 
adoption of the formula of Nike as the creed of the c o u n c i l . 

L.7-10 Silvanus..Macarius - among the legates of Geleucia, nothing 
i s known elsewhere of Erodianus, Theodorus, Valentinus and Macarius. 
H e l p i d i u s , Eucarpus, E o r t a s i u s , Neo, Eumatius, Passinicus, Arsenius, 
Didimion, Silvanus, P a t r i t i u s and Leontius are a l l mentioned i n the 
address of the r e p l y which B i b e r i u s sent i n 366 t o the Macedonian 
bishops^. 
Silvanus w i l l be the bishop of Tarsus who p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the •' 
d e p o s i t i o n o f Photinus a t Sirmium 351* On the e x i l e of C y r i l from 
Jerusalem i n 358> Silvanus. had welcomed him at Tarsus i n s p i t e of 
p r o t e s t / 

Notes. . . . 
1. Ath. De Syn. 11. 
2. cf.A V I . 
3. Soz. H.E. IV, 12. 
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p r o t e s t from Acacius 4. He was present a t Ancyra 358, and, a t 
Seleucie, had advocated acceptance of the..Dedication creed of 
Antioch^. As B V I I I , 1 i n d i c a t e s , he was one of the bishops 
deputed at the end of the council, t o r e p o r t t o Constantius. 
Deposed a t the c o u n c i l of Constantinople 3^0, he returned to h i s see 
under the general amnesty granted by J u l i a n . I n 366 he was one of 
the deputies to L i be r i us, and retu r n e d w i t h the l e t t e r s of comaiunion 
of L i b e r i u s a i d 1h e Roman synod^. 

7 

Sofronius i s 1h e bishop of Pompeiopolis i n Paphlagonia . He was 
l i k e w i s e deposed by the Acacians a t Constantinople 3^0. 
Neo' ( o r Neonas) i s the bishop of Seleucia i n I s a u r i a , and was also 
deposed a t Constantinople 9.-
H e l p i d i u s i s probably the bishop mentioned i n Socr. I I , 42 as 

f£\tr»9»os£.«<r^wv r»js Ap^e^x* s > he,too, was deposed a t Constantinople. 
Theophilus was a man of hi g h character f o r whom B a s i l of Ancyra had 
much regard. P r e v i o u s l y he had been el e c t e d bishop of 
Eleutheropolis' i n Palaestina Prima, when he had sworn not to accept 
any other b i s h o p r i c ^ . The t r a n s l a t i o n of Theophilus t o Castabala 
i n C i l i c i a by Silvanus of Tarsus was made a ground of accusation 
against the l a t t e r at C o n s t a n t i n o p l e 1 0 . He j o i n e d w i t h Silvanus, 
B a s i l and other l e a d i n g Semiarians i n re q u e s t i n g Jovian,immediately 
a f t e r h i s accession, t o confirm the decrees of Seleucia, banish the 
Anomoeans/ 
Notes. 
4. Theod. I I , 22. 
5. Socr. I I , 39. 
o. B a s i l En. 67, 
7. Soz. IV, 24. Socr. I I , 39,40. 
8. Socr. I I , 42. Soz. IV, 24. 
9. Soz. IV, 24. 
10. i b i d . 
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Anomoeans and h o l d a general c o u n c i l 1 1 . L ater, he was one o f the 
12 

envoys sent by the c o u n c i l of Lampsacus t o 'Liberius of Rome 
He appears also i n the correspondence o f B a s i l , to whom he caused 
much sorrow by j o i n i n g i n the calumnious charges made against him by 
Eustathius of Sebaste. . Despite a l l t h i s , however, B a s i l s a i d he 
would s t i l l c h e r i s h h i s f r i e n d s h i p 1 - ^ . 
Ecdicius i s probably the presbyter spoken of w i t h contempt by B a s i l , 
and i n t r u d e d i n t o the see of Parnasus i n Cappadocia by Demosthenes 
of Pontus i n place of Hypsinus 1 4". 
Passinicus w i l l be the bishop of Zela vho took pain, i n the embassy 
to Jovian a t Antioch i n 3^3^. The see of Zela was among those 
represented a t Eastern S a r d i c a 1 ^ . 
Leontius i s Hi e b. shop of Comana who was a member of the embassy t o 
Jovien. There are two sees of Cornana, one i n Cappadocia, the other 

» 17 

i n Hellenopontus; both were represented at Nicaea 3 25 • Leontius 
i s u s u a l l y associated w i t h the one i n Cappadocia. 
Eortasius appears t o be the bishop of Sardes i n Lydia, who signed 
the le^J-er issued by the c o u n c i l of Ancyra 358 • He was deposed 
at Constantinople 3^0 f o r having been el e c t e d t o Sardes w i t h o u t the 
consent of the P r e f e c t and bishops of the province. He was. again 
a c t i v e , however, at the synod of Lampsacus and i s mentioned i n 
L i b e r i u s 1 / 
Notes. 
11. Socr. I l l , 25.Soz.VI, 4. 
12. Socr. IV, 12. Soz.VI, 10,11, 12. 
13. B a s i l , Epp. 130, 244, 245. 
14. B a s i l Epp. 22^, 237, 239. Le Quien Oriens. C h r i s t . I , 415. 
15. Socr. I l l , 25. 
16. cf.A IV, 3. 
17. Patres Nic. V, 97. 
18. Epi-oh. Ilaer. 73 j H. 

http://25.Soz.VI
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L i b e r i u s ' answer t o the Lampsacus embassy. Theodoret ' mentions ' 
t h a t B a s i l of Ancyra, Eustathius o f Sebaste and Eleusius o f Cyzicus 
were also members of t h i s embassy. I f t h i s i s c o r r e c t , there must 
have been stro n g reason f o r t h e i r omission because these bishops 
were the r e a l leaders of 1h e SemLarian p a r t y : (1) i t might denote 
a s p l i t i n the Semiarian p a r t y at t h i s time. There would be great 

S 
resentment i n some c i r c l e s against B a s i l and h i s f r i e n d s f o r h a v i n g , y 

given consent t o the Dated'Creed a t Sirmium 359 because t h i s a c t i o n !' 
ruined any chance of success which the Serniarians might have had a t ej 
SeleucLa.. (2) the omission might be a di p l o m a t i c one, B a s i l and 

.;, i 

the others being t esent but not mentioned because of t h e i r conduct ; j 1 

a t Sirmium 359 or (3) the names might have dropped out a c c i d e n t a l l y j 
j '. i 

i n the course of tra n s m i s s i o n , though t h i s i s as u n l i k e l y as t h a t ^ i 

H i l a r y h i m s e l f would omit them purposely because of the embarrassment 
o f t h e i r a c t i o n a t Sirmium. j O f f i c i a l l y only 10 members of the synod of Seleucia had been 
appointed t o take the decisions t o the Emperor^, but f o r various 

21 

reasons other members o f the synod had come to Constantinople 
Even a f t e r t h e i r defeat a t Seleucia, the Semiarians had not given 
up hope but had come t o Constantinople, hopeful o f snatching v i c t o r y |l 

t h e r e . None o f the bishops mentioned i n B V I I I , 1 were jj 

n e c e s s a r i l y , of course, members of t h e i r embassy t o Constantius. 
Notes. ~ •• 
19. II.E. I I , 23. 
20. Theod. I I , 23. Soz. IV, 23. 
21. Soz. I. e . 
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22 I 

p. 174 L.11, 12 ex syn o d i . . r e h i t e n t e s - according t o P h i l o s t o r g i u s ,. ! 

Constantius had c a l l e d the synod i n favour of the Anomoeans, but t h i s 
i s u n l i k e l y i n view o f the Semiarian v i c t o r y a t Ancyra 358. Sozomeft^ 
iB of the o p i n i o n t h a t i t was c a l l e d to put en end to the Anomoean' 
do c t r i n e . S o c r a t e s 2 4 , however, i s probably t o be t r u s t e d when he 
says t h a t the aim o f Constantius was t o r e c o n c i l e the various 
d i v i s i o n s among the Arians. The Emperor's desire was t o secure \y 

u n i t y and t r u e peace through agreement on the d o c t r i n a l issue. nr 

p.174 L.12 quae c i r c a ecclesiam aguntur - i . e . a t Constantinople, 
vh ere a f f a i r s had reached an advanced s t a t e , when both the Semiarians• • 
and the Anomoeans had l o s t favour, and the Acacian standpoint, which 
had gained s t r e n g t h a t Seleucie, was being confirmed. J: 

L.13 tantae i m p i e t a t i s - i . e . the acts and d o c t r i n e of the Acacians. 

L.14,15 t o t i u s synodi legatos - the Semiarians probably base t h i s 
c laim on the f a c t t h a t they were by f a r the most numerous and most 
widely represented o f the p a r t i e s at the synod. According t o t h e i r 
statement i n t h i s l e t t d r , they had over 100 r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s 2 ^ , 

96 
whereas t h e i r opponents had only 40-50 bishops present . 

Notes. 
22. H.E. IV, 10. 
23. I l l , 19: IV, 16. 
24. I I , 27. 
25. H i l . c. Const. 12 says 105. Ath. De Syn.12 gives 160. 
26. Socr. I I , 39 says 36. Epiph. Haer .73» 26 says 43. Hil.c.Const. 

12 says 19. i ! 5 



L.l^.nunc usque, .abstinere - the Semiarians would probably take t h i s 
course of action, when they.perceived t h a t the Acacians were i n 
c o n t r o l and enjoyed the favour of the Emperor a t Constantinople, 
j u s t as they had done a t Seleucia. 

L.l8sq heresis i n v a l e s c a t etc - not only d i d the Acacian formula, 
27 

l i k e the creed of Nike^, r e j e c t the terms"ousia" and "hbmoousios" , 
i t also r e j e c t e d the watchword of the Semierians "homoiousios". 
To the Semiarians " l i k e t o the Father" meant l i k e n e s s i n e v e r y t h i n g , ! 
i n c l u d i n g substance, whereas the Acacians i n t e r p r e t e d i t as l i k e n e s s 
only i n w i l l . , 

L.22-24 nam e t . . . v o l u i t - when the Semiarians a r r i v e d a t Constantin­
ople, they found Constantius already i n c l i n e d t o favour the Acacians.I 
They t r i e d to counteract t h i s by drawing a t t e n t i o n to the blasphemies' 
of Eudoxius," a n i Eustathius produced a p r o f e s s i o n of f a i t h which he 
a t t r i b u t e d t o Eudoxius and which was openly Ariomoean. While d i s ­
owning t h i s p r o f e s s i o n and s u c c e s s f u l l y t r a n s f e r r i n g the blame t o 
A e t i u s , Eudoxius was s t i l l compelled v e r b a l l y and f o r m a l l y t o . 
repudiate Anomoeanism . This w i l l be what i s r e f e r r e d t o here. 

L.24,25 Aetius..haeresis - Aetius was the c h i e f i n s p i r e r of the most 
extreme s e c t i o n i n the A r i a n p a r t y . He has been described as "the 
f i r s t / 
Notes.~ 
27. Ath. De. Syn. 29. Socr. I I , 40. Epiph. Haer .73, 25. 
28. Socr. IV, 23. Theod.II, 27. 
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f i r s t t o carry out the d o c t r i n e s of A r i u s to t h e i r l e g i t i m a t e issued 
and the c h i e f p r o p o s i t i o n of h i s sect was. t h a t the Son i s u n l i k e 
( i v o | > O i o s ) t h e Father. From t h i s watchword they were c a l l e d 
Anomoeans^0. 

He f i r s t came i n t o prominence a t Antioch vh ere he was ordained 
deacon c.350 by Leontius, bishop o f t h a t c i t y ^ b u t , on the p r o t e s t 
of F l a v i u s and Diodorus, he was i n h i b i t e d from peinforming h i s o f f i c e . 
I n 356 he was i n Alexandria, supporting the A r i a n p a r t y , there he 
served as deacon under George, and began h i s a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h 
Eunomius^. Even before the c o u n c i l s of Ariminum and Seleucia he 
had been e x i l e d because of h i s extreme views b u t , despite t h a t , h i s 
d o c t r i n e continued to spread i n the Church^. At Constantinople, 
8 f t e r confessing authorship of an Anomoean p r o f e s s i o n of f a i t h - ^ , 
he was deposed and sent i n t o e x i l e , f i r s t t o Mopsuestia, then t o 
Amblada i n P i s i d i a 3 6 , 

That the W r i t e r s of t h i s l e t t e r were c o r r e c t i n accusing t h e i r 
opponents of having surrendered the person of A e t i u s , while s t i l l 
r e t a i n i n g h i s d o c t r i n e , i s proved both from the compromise s o l u t i o n 
adopted by the Acacians end from subsequent events. The condemna­
t i o n o f Aetius convinced the Acacians t h a t the use of terms of 
m a n i f e s t l y A r i a i i character would not be t o l e r a t e d . They were, t h e r e ­
f o r e , compelled t o s e l e c t a term, which, w h i l e apparently innocuous 
i n / 
Notes. 
29. D.C.B.I, 51. 
30. or sometimes Eunomians a f t e r Aetius' p u p i l , Eunomius. 
31. P h i l o s t . I I I , 17. S o c r . I I , 35. Ath. De Syn. 38. 
32. Theod.II, 24. 
33- Socr. I I , 22. P h i l o s t , I I I , 20. 
34. cf. the l e t t e r of George o f Laodicea i n Soz. V I , 13. 
35. cf,L.22-24 note. 
36. Soz. IV, 23,24. 'Theod.II, 27. P h i l o s t . I V , 12. 
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i n i t s e l f , could s t i l l be imbued w i t h A r i a n meaning, a term which 
would seem a k i n to t h a t of the Semiarians and s t i l l be u s e f u l f o r . 
t h e i r own purposes.' The word e v e n t u a l l y adopted by them wasopoios. 
'We d i s t i n c t l y acknowledge t h a t th£ Son i s l i k e (oj>oft>v) the Father 
i n accordance w i t h what the Apostle has declared concerning- Him Who 

37 

i s the image of the i n v i s i b l e God" . But the Acacians declared 
t h a t t h i s l i k e n e s s extended only t o the w i l l and not t o the 
substance^. So f a r as s i m i l a r i t y i n substance was concerned, the 
Acacians s t i l l h e l d the p o s i t i o n of A e t i u s . 

This impression i s confirmed by l a t e r events, f o r example, the 
favour shown Aetius by J u l i a n ^ ; the removal o f the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l • j 
censure from Aetius by the A r i a n , Euzoius of Antioch, and the defence* ! 

i 
of h i s d o c t r i n e s issued by the Arians 4" 0; the synodal l e t t e r sent by ji , ; 
the Acacians i n 360 from Constantinople to George of Alexandria r e p o r t s only g e n e r a l l y on the d e p o s i t i o n of Aetius w i t h o u t mentioning 
the A e t i a n teaching 4" 1. 

p.175 L . l haec - , i . e . the i m p i e t i e s of the Acacians. 

! 

L.2-4 ceterum non..nuntianda - the Semiarians e v i d e n t l y hoped t h a t , 1 

i f they gained an a l l i a n c e w i t h the Westerns, they might s t i l l secure' 
the favour of Constantius. There i s no doubt t h a t an union between 1 

Eastern Semiarians and Western Nicenes would have had great i n f l u e n c e I 
upon him i n h i s d e s i r e f o r u n i t y i n the Church; indeed i t was t o 
avoid/ 
Notes. i 
37- Socr. I I , 40. 
38. H i l . c. Const. 14. S o c r . I I , 40. Soz.IV, 22. j 
39- E P. J u l i a n 15 i n Loeb I I I (1923)?.35. Soz.V,?. P h i l o s t IX, 4. 
40. P h i l o s t . V I I . 5; V I I I , 2. 
41. Theod. I I , 28. ! 
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avoid such a possible union t h a t the Arians had persuaded 

•i' 
Constantius i n the f i r s t place t o c a l l two separate synods, one f o r ' 
the West and the other f o r the East. • 

! 

CONCLUSION. This l e t t e r has obviously been w r i t t e n before the | j . 

surrender of the Gemioriens and t h e i r d e n a t u r e of the formula o f ^ 
Nike' on 31st. Dec. 359. I t gives an i n t e r e s t i n g i n d i c a t i o n o f the ]\ 
p o s i t i o n and hopes o f the Semiariens during the meetings i n the '!', 

•h 
Emperor's palace a t Core t a n t i n o p l e . Undismayed by the happenings {: 

• ] ! 

a t Seleucia, they had come t o Constantinople, s t i l l hoping t o <• 
recapture Constantius' favour, b u t , on a r r i v a l , found t h a t the :'. 

i 
Acecians had already gained the confidence of the .Emperor. Their , 
l a s t hope of v i c t o r y seemed t o them to. l i e i n the p r e s t i g e to- be 

42 I' gained from an a l l i a n c e between East and V/est and so, w i t h the [ 
!; 

a r r i v a l of the legates from Ariminum, they had w r i t t e n t h i s l e t t e r , , !:] 
warning them to beware of the d e c e i t s of the Acacians. I t i s obviousjl 

'»• 

t h a t they were t o t a l l y unaware of what had taken place a t Arimmum. :jj 
But they were not kept long i n ignorance, because Valens and h i s I 
a ssociates immediately attached themselves to the Acacians, represent' 
ed t h e i r formula as being i n accordance w i t h the wishes of the I 
Western synod, secured Acacian approval o f i t , and thus completely i' 
reversed the hopes and plans o f the Semiarians. 

Notes, 
42. I t would be i n t e r e s t i n g t o conjecture how g r e a t a p a r t H i l a r y ! 

. had played i n advocating t h i s proposal. 1 
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Series B V I I I . 2 N a r r a t i v e Text-

pU;.LvIARY. (1) A f t e r s t a t i n g t h a t they had added the afore-mentioned 
blasphemies to t h i s l e t t e r , the author of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t makes 
a st r o n g , d i r e c t address to the Western legates a t Constantinople, 
urging them t o make t h e i r f a i t h known ; " I f they do not approve of 
the " l i b e r " of Valens and Ursacius, then why do they not condemn i t ? 
I f they do not condemn i t , they must approve of i t " . He rebukes 
them f o r t h e i r conduct a t Constantinople be'cause they had paid no 
a t t e n t i o n t o the warnings of the Seleucian legates but had j o i n e d 
themselves to h e r e t i c s , and also because they had p r e v i o u s l y y i e l d e d 
to the blasphemous book of Valens and Ursacius and thus f a i l e d the 
synod of Ariminum. 
(2) When asked why they d i d not say t h a t the Son o f God i s a 
c r e a t u r e , they r e p l i e d to the bishop o f Ariminura t h a t they d i d not 
deny t h a t but asserted t h a t He was d i f f e r e n t from a l l the other 
creatures. Their d e c e i t was obvious i n the phrase "He i s not from 
anything e x i s t i n g but from God" because they meant t h a t His b i r t h 
came'not from the substance but from the w i l l . Then, too, they 
profess Him " e t e r n a l w i t h the Father" but they mean not an already 
a n t e r i o r , but a f u t u r e e t e r n i t y . Their deception i s also revealed 
i n the phrase " l i k e according t o the S c r i p t u r e s " . 

So t h e i r impiety c r i e s out against them. (3) They had heard 
C h r i s t denied as t r u e Son of God and Only-begotten God, and had not 
r a i s e d a p r o t e s t , nay to .say the opposite would be more c o r r e c t . 
Their f a l s i t y a t Nik<f i s known everywhere. Previously they had 
deceived men, now they professed h a t r e d of the God C h r i s t . 
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COiJiflENTAKY. 

p.175 L.7 calumnia. . i n t e n d i t u r - 3chiktanz 4 3 suggests t h a t the "euin11 

(L . 7 ) might r e f e r e i t h e r t o the person who was the o r i g i n a t o r o f 
t h i s l e t t e r or t o the bearer of i t , but, i n t h a t case, i t i s 
d i f f i c u l t t o give any explanation o f the "calumnia". I t seems 

b e t t e r t o refer i t to Ae t i u s , and the "calumnia" then i n d i c a t e s the 
t r i c k p r a c t i s e d on him by Eudoxius a t Constantinople vh ereby A e t i u s , 
as self-confessed author of an An'omoean p r o f e s s i o n o f f a i t h , 
s u f f e r e d d e p o s i t i o n and e x i l e , w hile Eudoxius and the other Acacians 
were able, not only to preserve h i s d o c t r i n e unchanged, but also t o 
enjoy the favour of the Emperor 4" 4. I n t h e i r l e t t e r B V I I I , 1, 

the Easterns had made i t q u i t e c l e a r t o the Acacians t h a t , though the 
Emperor was deceived, they themselves were f u l l y aware of t h i s 
a r t i f i c e . c f . p.175 L .8 tantus d e t e c t a e . . f u r o r and also p.174 L.22-24, 
24 notes. * 

"has blas-nheraias" has t o be i n s e r t e d before "suscepit" (L . 7 ) to 
complete the sense. 

L .9 u t p e r i c u l u m . . c o n s t i t u e r e n t - subsequent events prove t h a t the 
Acacians would probably have t r i e d , t o save Aetius i f i t had been at 
a l l p o s s i b l e , but Eudoxius found h i m s e l f too hard pressed by the 

4̂ ' 
Semiarians, and to save h i m s e l f had t o s a c r i f i c e Aetius y . F i r s t 
o f / 
Notes. 
43. . . T \ . i i 9 . 
44. This i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s strengthened by the phrase L .9 

"periculum d e p o s i t i o n i s i n eo", 
45. cf. Soz. IV, 23. Theod. I I , 27. 



i 
of a l l a sentence of banishment was prepared against A e t i u s , and '! 

46 
f i n a l l y he was deposed at the c o u n c i l of Constantinople 360 . > • 

L .9sq. qui convictae etc - the f a l s i t y o f the Acacians and t h e i r . 
f e a r o f the t r u t h , as revealed i n the above l e t t e r , gives H i l a r y a 

3 ' ' lead f o r h i s a t t a c k on the legates of Ariminum. They, too, had , 1 ; 
been g u i l t y of d e c e i t by f a i l i n g to anathematise the heresies con- ' 
t a i n e d i n the book of Valens and Ursacius, and by denying what they 
knew t o be t r u e , they had betrayed the t r u s t placed i n them. 

V 
t i L . l l l i b e r i s t e V a l e n t i s e t U r s a c i i - i . e . the one accepted a t Niks' ', ' 

on 10th Oct . 3 5 9 4 7 and put forward a t Constantinople f o r signature by I | 
48 i ' 

the Seleucian legates o f both p a r t i e s , Acacian ana Semiane.n . . 
I t would c o n s i s t o f the creed o f Nike and the proposals which had t o 
be added t o secure the -assent and approval of the bishops of \ . 
Ariminum 4^. j i j 

Some, a t l e a s t , of the legates of Ariminum had e v i d e n t l y been jj. | 
t r y i n g t o apologise f o r t h e i r conduct. H i l a r y upbraids them because^ ;' 
though they had not been completely won over by the arguments of I j 
Valens and Ursacius, they had yet allowed themselves t o be hu s t l e d by .! 

i ! 
the extremists and had lacked the courage t o voice t h e i r p r o t e s t . \\ 

j 
i 

L . 17,l8 post synodum..venientes - the context reveals t h a t t h i s does j 
not refer t o the bishops coming from Seleucia t o Constantinople, but j ! 

i 

t o / 
Notes. 
46. Theod. I I , 28. I ; 

. 47. c f . A V , 3 . j 
'48. Soz. IV, 23. B a s i l Epp. 244-263. 
4-9- Sulp. Sev. H.S.II,44. J e r . D i a l . c. L u c i f . 17sq. 
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to the legates wh o a r r i v e d i n Constantinople from Ariminum a f t e r the 
synod of Seleuc.ia was ended (but s t i l l before the c o u n c i l of 
Constantinople 3^0) • 

L.l8 dampnatis h e r e t i c i s - i . e . the Acacians, whom H i l a r y regards as 
having been condemned when the Anomoean d o c t r i n e was anathematised, 
c f . p.174 L.22-24 note. 

So f i x e d was the determination of the legates of Ariminum t o 
j o i n the Acacians t h a t the warning of the Semiarians, contained i n 
t h e i r l e t t e r B V I I I , 1, had not caused them t o delay t h e i r purpose 
even f o r a moment. H i l a r y seems t o have f e l t t h a t i f they had not 
been so impetuous, there might s t i l l have been some hope o f an 
a l l i a n c e between the Semiarians and themselves. 

L.21 episcopis - i . e . the Acacians. l e g a t i - iVe. the Semiarians who 
wrote B V I I I , 1. 

L.22,23 dominantem. .haeresim - cf.p-.174- L.17>l8 note. 

L.23 v e l nunc - i . e . a t the time when the Easterns made t h e i r 
approach t o the Western l e g a t e s . 

L.24-26 sed nescio.. r e c e p i s t i s - i . e . by j o i n i n g the h e r e t i c s , they 
have o f t h e i r own accord and i n f u l l knowledge r e j e c t e d the r i g h t f u l 
course o f a c t i o n . 

L.26 v e s t r i s - i . e . the Acacians w i t h whom they have chosen t o a s s o c l 

a t e . S i m i l a r l y "blasphemiarum vestrarum" r e f e r s t o the blasphemies 

http://cf.p-.174-
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of the Acacians which they have now accepted as t h e i r own. 

p.176 L . l , 2 s i n pudor aliquos f e f e l l i s s e t - t h i s i s another i n d i c a ­
t i o n t h a t not a l l the legates had agreed completely w i t h the 

50 
e x t r e m i s t s , Valens end Ursacius .cf. p.175 L..11 note. Rufinus and 
Augustine^ 1 a t t r i b u t e the deception o f very many at Ari.ninum t o 
ignorance. 

p.176 L .2 Ariminensem synodum ae s t i m a r i - i t was not only t h e i r own j 

reputationswhich were a t stake, but t h a t of the whole synod of 
Ariminum. By t h e i r conduct would the synod be judged. • 

1 

L .2 dolum - cf. p.175 L .9sq.note. The d e c e i t l a t e n t i n t h e i r c l a i m 
t o represent the whole synod of Ariminum, though as y e t concealed, 
was also t o be revealed by. l a t e r events. k 

L .3 v e s t r i s - sc. blasphemiis. 

L .5 i n conventu..arguentium - from the context i t appears t h a t t h i s 
assembly took place a t Ariminum on the r e t u r n of Valens, Ursacius and 
the.other legates, from Nike. They ret u r n e d to f i n d s t r o n g opposi­
t i o n from the bishops who had remained a t Ariminum and who nov; 
refused t o acknowledge the a c t i o n o f t h e i r l e g a t e s . Gradually t h i s 
o p p o s i t i o n was worn down u n t i l a t l a s t only 20 bishops remained 
f i r m / 
Notes. 
50. II.E. i (X) 21. 
51. c. Maxim. A r . I I , 14 , 3 . 



- 478 -

fir-m i n s p i t e of a l l t h r e a t s and v i o l e n c e . So Valens and h i s 
associates had t o r e s o r t t o a d i f f e r e n t method i n order t o overcome 
them. They asserted t h a t the formula i n question had been composed 
i n an e n t i r e l y orthodox sense, but, i f i t d i d not f u l l y s a t i s f y them, 
they could make f u r t h e r a d d i t i o n s . To t h i s , the 20 bishops agreed, 
end Phoebadius of Agen and Servatius of Tongres were chosen by t h e i r 
colleagues t o melee the a d d i t i o n s , i n the f i r s t o f which Ar.ius and 
h i s whole d o c t r i n e were anathematised. To make i t seem even more 
convincing, Va.lens hi m s e l f proposed the f u r t h e r a d d i t i o n t h a t "the 
Son .of God i s not a c r e a t u r e , l i k e the other creatures". Because 
a l l the other a d d i t i o n s sounded orthodox, Phoebadius arid h i s f r i e n d s 
thought they had gained the v i c t o r y , w h i l e Valens and h i s f o l l o w e r s 
were s a t i s f i e d a t having achieved t h e i r aim through the acceptance 
of the o r i g i n a l c o n f e s s i o n ^ 2 . The creed of Nike" and i t s a d d i t i o n s 

> 

must be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the book of Valens and Ursacius mentioned 
i n S l of'B V I I I , - 2 . I n a d d i t i o n t o these passages i n H i l a r y ' s 
work i n f o r m a t i o n can also be gained concerning these a d d i t i o n s i n 
Jerome D i a l . c . L u c i f . 18 P.L. 23 c o l . l 8 o . 

I n % 2 , H i l a r y proceeds t o demonstrate how Valens and h i s p a r t y 
were able to i n t e r p r e t these a d d i t i o n s i n a h e r e t i c a l sense. 

The 'vos' r e f e r s t o the Western legates who came t o Con­

s t a n t i n o p l e . 

Notes. 
52. Sulp. Sev. H.S.II, 44. 
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L .5>^ c u r e t i a m . . d i c e r e t i s - C o u s t a n t ^ wants t o i n s e r t another \ 
"non" before " d i c e r e t i s " , but t h i s does not seem necessary. The (

! 

f. 
bishops o f Ariminum were asking; i n what sense Valens and h i s group . | 

i 1 

said t h a t the Son i s not a c r e a t u r e . Their answer was t h a t He i s 
not a creature l i k e the other creatures? . As .the author of the .! 

i' 
n a r r a t i v e t e x t shows, though t h i s phrase might eeem t o the unwary to i. 

i. 
be q u i t e orthodox, the r e a l aim o f Valens was t o a s s e r t , not the j; 
d i s s i m i l a r i t y of the Son of God from the c r e a t u r e , but t h a t w h i l e i n •! 
some respects the Son was d i s s i m i l a r , Hqwas s t i l l i n essence a 
creature. 

L . l l a l i u d - i . e . d i f f e r e n t i n substance. 

L .12,13 t e s t e s sunt qui audierunt - t h i s might be taken as an i n d i c a -
t i o n t h a t H i l a r y has contact w i t h other Western bishops i n a d d i t i o n 

I 
t o the legates who came to Constantinople. The i n f o r m a t i o n given ' 

t 

i n f 2 as a whole gives j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r t h i n k i n g t h a t t h i s p a r t has \ 
been composed when H i l a r y has gained more knowledge about the events 
at Nike* and Ariminum, and has had time f o r f u r t h e r r e f l e c t i o n upon 
them. 

L.14 l i b e r v e s t e r - cf.p . 1 7 5 L . l l note. 

Notes. 
53. P.L. X c o l . 707 f -
54. "non esse creetum v e l u t ceteras f a c t u r a s " would be the phrase 

used i n t h e i r book. 
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L.l*> "non de n u l l i s . . ex deo" - Valens had confessed t h a t C h r i s t i s 
not f r o m ' n o t h i n g ^ b u t from Cod; H i l a r y now shows t h a t by t h i s he 

meant, not t h a t C h r i s t i s from the substance of God, but t h a t He j 
i 

came from the w i l l of Cod l i k e the other creatures. 
• i, 

L.19-22 mentior plane..voluntate d i x i s s e n t - i t i s most probable 
t h a t t h i s i e a reference t o the signature of the Ancyran ( 3 5 8 ) syn- \[ 
odel l e t t e r and anathemas by a l l the cou r t bishops at Sirmium, of jj 

whom Valens was one-^. I n the e i ^ i t e e n t h anathema i s condemned j ! 

"whoever says the Son i s only of the power ( t h a t i s , o f the w i l l o f 1 
the j. 

the F a t h e r ) , not o f the power and the substance o f i F a t h e r together'"* i 
and there are others s i m i l a r i n content. 

L .20 l i b e l l i - probably a reference t o the Ancyran synodal l e t t e r 
and anathema B. *' 

1 
1 

L .22 eeternum..cum p s t r e - Valens and h i s supporters proclaimed the > 
Son t o be e t e r n a l w i t h the Father, but they meant t h i s only i n the ! 

f 

sense i n which angels and human souls are e t e r n a l i . e . a f u t u r e 1 

e t e r n i t y . So they could s t i l l teach t h a t "there was when He was 
not" and "before He was born, He was no t " , and t h a t "the Son o f God , 
was not 'ante saecula'.'I cf, B I I , 6 p. 144 L . 7 sq . 

Notes. 
55 • cf. the anathema i n the Nicene creed. 
56. Epiph. Haer. 73 n . 2 s q . H i l . De Syn. 12 sq. -
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L .27 similem secundum s c r i p t u r a s - l a s t l y , Valem/and h i e p a r t y 
asserted t h a t . t h e Son i s l i k e the Father according t o the S c r i p t u r e s . 
H i l a r y shows t h a t t h i s phrase also i s an evasion because the l i k e ­
ness heed not extend to the substance but only e n t a i l a parabolic , 
l i k e n e s s , as, f o r example, a g r a i n o f mustard seed t o the kingdom 
of heaven, and " a l l l i keness which i s not i d e n t i t y i m p l i e s 

57 
d i f f e r e n c e i f the comparison i s only pushed f a r enough" . 

The phrase could also be taken t o exclude a l l l i k e n e s s not 
found i n S c r i p t u r e . 

p.177 L . l - 3 sed percurrere..vestrae opera - t h i s sentence shows t h a t j 
1 

the whole book was known to H i l a r y , although he has selected only I 
1 

the most important of t h e . i m p i e t i e s t o prove h i s case. J 

L . 9 vos - H i l a r y i s s t i l l addressing the Western legates at 
Constantinople. 

L . l l reclamantibus - i . e . the Semiarians a t Constantinople, 
cf. B V I I I , 1. ~ " 

L .12 obstrepentiBus - i . e . the Acacians a t Constantinople. 

p.177 L.12 ex b i b l i o t e c a v e s t r a - t h i s probably r e f e r s to the book 
o f Valens and Ursacius w i t h the a d d i t i o n s of Phoebadius and 
S e r v a t i u s / 
Notes. 
57. Qwatkin Studies p.174. 
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Servatius. Valens and the other legates came to Constantinople : 
w i t h the creed which they asserted had been accepted by the whole 
of the West; on t h e i r union v/ith the Acacians, the l a t t e r adopted i 
i t as t h e i r creed, and so they were i n a strong p o s i t i o n to compel 
the Serniarians also to accept t h i s creed of Nike*. On 31s t . Dec. j 

359» Constantius e x t o r t e d the signatures of the Semiarians t o t h i s -
"Nicene" creed. I n t h i s way the Western legates had a c t i v e l y 
helped t o spread impiety and wage war against God. 

L.l'1-,15 u b i igitur...dampnatas esse? - H i l a r y t r e a t s s c o r n f u l l y t h e i r 
statement at the end o f the creed of Niklf "and a l i the heresies,both 
those which have been afore condemned already, and whatever are of 
modern date, being: c o n t r a r y t o t h i s published statement, be they 

i 
anathema". 

V ' 

I 

Apud Nicheara Thraciae - i . e . the c o u n c i l h e l d at Nike i n the autumn • 
of 359 when Valens and h i s associates broke down the resistance of 
the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the orthodox bishops of Ariminura secured t h e i r 
signature t o the creed of Nike', and so began the process which 
culminated i n the Acacian v i c t o r y a t Constantinople. 

L . 1 5 ) l ^ i n lumen..protracta est - i . e . t h e i r f a l s e a s s e r t i o n about 
condemning a l l heresies i s revealed through the heresy of t h e i r own 
creed of Nike'. 

L .18 haereticos - i . e . the Acacians. 
i 

L.13/ 
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L. 18 ,19 quod a n t e e . . f e f e l l i s t i s - i . e . a l l the d e c e i t f u l p r a c t i c e s , 
creeds and synods o f , t h e h e r e t i c s since Nicaea, such as the ! 

" • 5 8 
pretended submission o f Valens and Ursacius t o J u l i u s , the d e c e i t 
p r a c t i s e d on the orthodox bishops by Valens a t the close o f the 
synod of Arirninum59, I 

At the end of t h i s document i n the MSS came the words " E x p l i c i t j 

s c i H i l a r i i ex opere h i s t o r i c o " . j 

1 

CONCLUSION. Duchesne i s of the o p i n i o n t h a t t h i s n a r r a t i v e t e x t .j 
fox-med an address d e l i v e r e d by H i l a r y i n Constantinople on the 
a r r i v a l of the Western l e g a t e s . Feder agrees t h a t t h i s i s not • 
i m p o s s i b l e r bat f e e l s t h a t there i s no d i r e c t evidence f o r i t , and j 

t h a t i t seems more probable t h a t he wrote i t l a t e r when composing 
h i s book i n Constantinople, t h a t i s , t h a t i t i s a r h e t o r i c a l address. 

Perhaps both views have an element o f t r u t h . I n i t s d i r e c t 
appeal end i n i t s fervour-, i t sounds l i k e a personal address, which | 
would be l a t e r e n t r u s t e d to w r i t i n g and inc o r p o r a t e d among the r e s t 
of the m a t e r i a l . This would account f o r i t s d i s j o i n t e d character, 
p a r t of it^° having been o r i g i n a l l y i n c l u d e d i n the address, and 
p a r t ^ 1 having been w r i t t e n l a t e r when the m a t e r i a l was being pieced 
together. 
Notes. 
58. cf. B I I , £>. 
59. c f . p.17* L . 5 note. . 
hO. f o r example $1 p.175 L . l l s q . § 3 * 
6 l . f o r exanmle § 2. 
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That. H i l a r y d i d make an approach t o these Western legates f i n e s 
c o n f i r m a t i o n i n the l e t t e r of the synod of Paris , and$f 1 and 3 
of B V I I I , 2 give an idea of the substance of t h i s approach. A I £ 4 
informs us t h a t t h i s approach was unsuccessful. 

Because the author of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t disregards Valens and 
Ursecius when addressing the Western l e g a t e s , F e d e r ^ and Schiktan^ 4" 
t h i n k i t necessary t o assume another n a r r a t i v e t e x t g i v i n g an 
account of the e a r l i e r events and e x p l a i n i n g t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n made 
between the A r i a n leaders and the r e s t o f the legates. I t i s 
questionable i f t i n s i s necessary. By t h i s time, a f t e r a l l t h e i r 
d e c e i t s 8nd v o l t e - f a c e s , H i l a r y was w e l l aware of t h e i r r e a l 
c haracter and knew t h a t i t W8S useless t o make any appeal t o them. 
The n a r r a t i v e t e x t i t s e l f i n d i c a t e s t h a t he had approached the 
Western legates only because he f e l t t h a t there was s t i l l hope of 
detaching some o f them a t l e a s t from the extreme course of a c t i o n 
purposed by Valens and Ursacius. I n h i s address, H i l a r y disregards 
Valens and Ursacius, simply because o f the f u t i l i t y of such an 
appeal. 

Notes. 
42. c f # A I $4 r>.45 L.11-13 neque eos. . n u n t i a v e r i t . 
A3. T>.112. 
44. p.120. 
4>5. This address o f H i l a r y a t Constantinople could be one of the 

three " l i b e l l i " mentioned by S u l p i c i u s Severus, Chron.II, 4p. 



- 485 -

Orat i o Synodi Sardicensis Ad Constantium Imperatorem et 
Textus N a r r a t i v u s S. I - I i l a r i i ( the s o - c a l l e d L i b e r I ad Constantium) . 

I n t r o d u c t i o n . 
Amon^ the works o f H i l a r y have been t r a n s m i t t e d three l e t t e r s 

addressed d i r e c t l y t o the Emperor Constantius, namely Ac Constan­
tium I and I I and c. Constantium. Both ad Const. I I and c. Const, 
belong t o the time o f H i l a r y ' s sojourn a t Constantinople i n 359/360 

end correspond r e a d i l y w i t h the otherwise a t t e s t e d f a c t s of t n a t 
time. But the Ad Const. I has, u n t i l comparatively r e c e n t l y , 
r a i s e d many d i f f i c u l t problems f o r commentators. For Ion-' i t was 
regarded as a t r e a t i s e which was issued c. 355 by a G a l l i c synod 
under the'presidency o f H i l a r y 1 . I n h i s e d i t i o n of 1693 Coastant 
r a i s e d several d i f f i c u l t i e s v/ith regard t o * t h i s w r i t i n g but o f f e r e d 
no s a t i s f a c t o r y s o l u t i o n . I t was not u n t i l A,Y/ilmart published 
h i s work^ t h a t most of the problems surrounding t h i s t r e a t i s e were 
resolved, and h i s f i n d i n g s have won general acceptance^. 

Wilmart shows t h a t the e a r l i e s t t r a c e s of t h i s work are t o be 
found i n the w r i t i n g s of Phoebadius of Agen (c. A r r . w r i t t e n c .357) 

and Gregory of E l v i r a (De fide., w r i t t e n c. 358), and, as these two 
w r i t e r s are also known t o have used the work of H i l a r y published 

0. 356 . , i t see.as a reasonable conclusion t h a t t h i s l e t t e r and 
n a r r a t i v e / 
Notes. 
1 . c f . Reinkens Dk. I I ch. 1 . . 
2 . i n Rev. Ben. 'XXIV (1907) r>. 149-179, 291-317 "L'Ad Constantium 

1,1 de St. H i l a i r e de P. et l e s Fragments H i s t . " 
3. c f . Feder Stud. I r , 1 3 8 s q . Chapman i n Rev. Ben. 1910. E . G r i f f e 

"La Gaule Chr e t i e n n e , v I . Glorieux ".Hilaire e t Li'oere". 
4. c f . Max Schiktanz "Die H i l a r i u s - Fragmente". 



- 486 -

n a r r a t i v e t e x t date from the same time and were indeed-a c o n s t i t u e n t i 
p a r t of t h i s work. 

Though Jerome^ mentions the s o - c a l l e d Ad C o n s t . I I and the c. 
r 

Const., he makes no reference t o the present work. But S u i p i c i u s i 
L . \ 

Severus° speaks of three " l i b e l l i " of H i l a r y d i r e c t e c to tne 
Emperor and requesting an audience, and 7/ilmart suggests t h a t he 
thus i n d i c a t e d Ad Const. I and I I and c. Const''7 and t h a t the l e t t e r ! 

i 
and n a r r a t i v e t e x t had by t h i s time become already separated from j 

the main work. More c e r t a i n i s the f a c t t h a t , i n h i s Chronicle, ; 
he used-the d e s c r i p t i o n o f the c o u n c i l o f M i l a n given i n the Ad 
Const. I and indeed i n a more complete form than e x i s t s today. i 

I t i s not u n t i l the s i x t h century t h a t there i s d e f i n i t e I 
evidence of the existence of t h i s w r i t i n g i n i t s present form. 
A - s i x t h century codex, Vaticanus Basilicanus S. P e t r i D. 182, 

t r a n s m i t s a " l i b , I scT h i l a r i ad constantium imp." and, about the 
same time, at the beginning of the s i x t h century, i n a l e t t e r t o 
Pelagius and A n a t o l i u s , Fulgentius Ferrandus mentions a SECOIID book 

o 
which H i l a r y wrote t o the Emperor C o n s t a n t i u s 0 , e v i d e n t l y r e f e r r i n g 
t o the Ad C o n s t . I I and d i s t i n g u i s h i n g i t from the Ad Const. I . 

These ancient testimonies provide evidence f o r the conclusion 
t h a t the s o - c a l l e d Ad Const. I formed p a r t of H i l a r y ' s work o f 35^ 

and e x i s t e d i n i t s present form as e a r l y as the s i x t h century, i f 
not before. i 
Hotes. ' 
*j>. De v i r . ' i l l . 1 0 0 , w r i t t e n c. 392. 
6. Chron. I I , 45, v / r i t t e n c . • 403 • 
7 . For d i f f e r e n t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n c f . Commentary on 3 V I I I , 2 and 

s e c t i o n on " H i l a r y and the A r i a n Controversy" 8. P.L. LXVII, 922. 
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' So f a r as the a c t u a l contents are concerned, Y/ilmart d i v i d e s 
the book into' two p a r t s (a) a synodal l e t t e r (b) the n a r r a t i v e • ! 

t e x t . He shows t h a t the l e t t e r has been issued by an assembly o f 
I 

bishops desirous of s e t t l i n g the r e l i g i o u s t r o u b l e s of the time 
and e s p e c i a l l y the question concerning Athanasius; but which 
Assembly? Two names and two dates, he asserts, emerge - Sardica 
343 end i/Iilan 355• Because the l e t t e r , though addressed t o 
CorEtantius, i n d i c a t e s t h a t there are, at the time of w r i t i n g , two 
emperors^, also because of the absolute tone employed by H i l a r y i n 
speaking of the c o u n c i l of M i l a n 1 0 , and because of the f a c t t h a t ; 
the l e t t e r p r o t e s t s , not against the e x i l e of several I t a l i a n 
bishops perpetrated at M i l a n , but of p r e v i o u s l y consummated v i o l - [ 
ences, Wilmart concludes t h a t the synod t o be p r e f e r r e d i s t h a t o f | 
Sardica 3^3• He proceeds t o give more d e f i n i t e proof of t h i s by 
a comparison of f a c t s c o l l e c t e d from the other Sardican documents; 
f o r example, there i s the same plea f o r the r e c a l l of the e x i l e s 
made by the Sardican embassy t o Constantius, r e p o r t e d i n Ath. H i s t . 
Ar .20,as i n t h i s l e t t e r ; there i s a p a r a l l e l i f i the Sardican l e t t e r 
t o J u l i u s i n the d e s c r i p t i o n of Valens and Ursacius, and a reference 
t o a l e t t e r sent to the Emperors by the c o u n c i l o f Sardica, which 
must be the Ad Const. I ; there i s also a reference t o t h i s l e t t e r 
i n the l e t t e r t o the M a r e o t i s 1 1 ; the Sardican l e t t e r to the church 
of Alexandria and the bishops of ^gypt and L i b y a 1 2 also a f f o r d s a 
p a r a l l e l , 
Notes. 
9. c f . p. 182 L . 4 -8 i c c i r c o l a b o r a t i s . . . p o t i a n t u r . 
10. c f . p . l 8 £ L . l 9 s q . Venio nunc et c . 
1 1 . P.L. LVI, 848 . 
12. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 39, 43 . 
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That H i l a r y d i d indeed use the l e t t e r of Sardica t o 
Constantius i n h i s work i s known from the endin^, of 13 I I , 11. 
Thus V/ilmart upholds the claim of the l e t t e r to be considered among 
the a uthentic documents remaining t o us from the c o u n c i l of 
Sardica. 

Closely u n i t e d w i t h the l e t t e r i s the n a r r a t i v e t e x t w h i c h 
deals p a r t l y w i t h the preceding l e t t e r ana p a i t l y w i t h the synod 
of i v i i l a n 355> "the l a t t e r s e c t i o n being only i m p e r f e c t l y preserved. 
The contents o f the N.T..make i t s connection w i t h H i l a r y ' s h i s t o r ­
ical-polemic, work o f 35^ most obvious. Both are concei^d w i t h the 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n of Athanasius, the defence of the Nicene creed, and 
t i i e e x p o s i t i o n of A r i a n d e c e i t shown through the councils of 
Sardica, Aries and Milan. I t s proper p o s i t i o n i n t h i s work would 
seem t o be a f t e r the n a r r a t i v e t e x t B I I , 11 which closes w i t h the 
words "sed raultum ad cogTiitionem p r o f i c i e t , s i , quae post absoiu-
tionem Athanasi•ad Constantium imperatorem synodi Saidicensis, 
o r a t i o f u e r i t , cognoscatur". I n a d d i t i o n , Wilmart snows how t h i s 
N.T. has the s t y l e and vocabulary of H i l a r y ana the same s p i r i t w i t h 
i t s earnest devotion to pres e r v i n g the Nicene creed pure and 
u n d e f i l e d . 

I n view of a l l t h i s , i t seems reasonably safe t o assume t h a t • 
both l e t t e r and N.T. formed an i n t e g r a l p a r t of H i l a r y ' s work o f 
356. 



489 -

The books AaConst. I and I I and c. Const, were f i r s t e d i t e d 
by G. C r i b e l i u s at Milan 1489 and h i s t e x t was adopted i n the 
e d i t i o n o f Badius, published a t P a i i s i n 1510, and, w i t h only minor 
Corrections i n those of Erasmus, M. Lypsius and J. G i l l o t . ' Not 
u n t i l Coustant's e d i t i o n of 1693 was any r e a l attempt made to 
c o r r e c t the t e x t , but he u n f o r t u n a t e l y erred i n r e l y i n g too 
e x c l u s i v e l y on one p a r t i c u l a r f a m i l y of G a l l i c codices. I n h i s 
e d i t i o n of 1916 Feder has t r i e d t o avoid t h i s danger. 

S'JM-'AIvy. • (1) The bishops request the Emperor to end the persecu­
t i o n s and i n j u r i e s i n f l i c t e d upon-the ca'tholic churches by t h e i r 
b r o t h e r C h r i s t i a n s . They p r o t e s t against c i v i l judges i n t e r f e r i n g 
i n . e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a f f a i r s and also (2) against the use of violence 
t o secure harmony i n the Church. The only v/ay t o secure peace i s 
f o r everyone t o have f u l l personal freedom so t h a t all'blasphemies 
may be r e j e c t e d and f a i t h f u l bishops supported. (3) I t i s ' n o t the 
orthodox but the Arians who are spreading' dissension, c o r r u p t i n g 
the Gospel and a p o s t o l i c teaching, concealing h e r e t i c a l teaching 
behind f a i r words. (4) They plead t h a t a l l e x i l e d , f a i t h f u l 
bishops may be r e s t o r e d t o t h e i r sees, and (5) pour scorn on t h i s ' 
A r i a n heresy, which i s only of recent o r i g i n and reduces t o n o t h i n g 
the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h of past c e n t u r i e s . The men who have invented 
those falsehoods are well-known, and those who enter i n t o communion 
w i t h them are i n danger of e t e r n a l punishment since they thus 
p a r t i c i p a t e i n t h e i r crimes. 
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COi^viENTARY. . The l e t t e r and n a r r a t i v e t e x t are preserved only i n 
the works of H i l a r y . The t i t l e given t o the l e t t e r i n Feaei-'s 
e d i t i o n is" adapted from the ending o f B I I , 11 p.154 L.24 ,2?. ci". '. L 
Wilmart I . e . p . 1 9 8 . Before Wilmart ,-s a r t i c l e , t h i s l e t t e r was 
a t t r i b u t e d t o H i l a r y . c f . the t i t l e i n Coustant's e d i t i o n P.L. X. 
c o l . 557-8. 

p . l 8 l L . l synodi Sardicensis - the contents show t h i s to be 
Western Sardica. 

L . 3 , 4 et t e x t u s n a r r a t i v u s S. H i l a r i i - Feder adds t h i s f o r the 
sake of c l a r i t y . 

p . l 8 l L . 5 L i b e r I ad Constantium - i . e . thte designation'commonly 
given i n the MSS. 

L . l l s q . ne d i u t i u s c a t h o l i c a e etc - c f . Ep. syn. Sard, ad I u l i u r a 
B I I , 3 § 3 p.128, L.lOsq. 1 3 

c a t h o l i c a e - i . e . those supporting the c o u n c i l o f Nicaea. As the 
f r i e n d s of Arius g r a d u a l l y recovered the favour of Constantine, 
they began t o a t t a c k the le a d i n g supporters of the NLcene creed. 
Through the s u f f e r i n g s of t h e i r bishops, the c a t h o l i c churches were 
thus g r i e v o u s l y a f f l i c t e d . 
Notes. 
13. On the correspondence between t h i s l e t t e r and the various 

Sardican documents c f . I n t r o d u c t i o n . 
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L .13 a f r a t r i b u s n o s t r l s - though supporters of A r i u c , t h e / were 
14 

s t i l l regarded as brothers i n C h r i s t . Sozoaien has a s i m i l a r 
passage i n which he declares t h a t persecution of t h i s k i n d sej.ned 
even more severe than t h a t s u f f e r e d under heathen emperors. 

L .13 - p.182 L . 2 p r o v i d e a t et decernat etc - c f . ep. syn. Sard, ad 
e c c l . Alex, i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar . 39 er>. syn. Sard, ad episc. 
Aeg. i n i b i d 43 . 

1 

L.14 i u d i c e s - T e l f e r 1 ^ s t a t e s t h a t i t i s s i g n i f i c a n t of the ; 
d i f f e r e n c e of view o f East and West t h a t " i u d i c e s " , f o r the '.Vesterns 1 

a t Sardica, means e x c l u s i v e l y c i v i l m a g i s t r a t e s 1 ^ while the Easterns 
t h e r e apply i t t o the bishops commissioned t o t r y Athanasius at T/re7, 

I n cod. Theod. Bk XVI, T i t . I I , No 12 Law o f Sept.355 "<3e episcopis 
et c l e r i c i s " i t i s ordered t h a t episcopal causes are t o be judged 
only by bishops, and Baronius t h i n k s - t h a t t h i s r u l i n g was l a i d > 
down i n answer t o t h i s e n t r e a t y . | 

• ! 

This p r o t e s t i n d i c a t e s t h a t not only the Emperor but also h i s j 
i 

c i v i l o f f i c i a l s were i n t e r f e r i n g i n church a f f a i r s , ana t h a t , i n j 

t h i s p a r t i c u l a r instance a t l e a s t , the Western Nicene group (who, j 

i t may be noted, here stood t o lose by t h i s i n t e r f e r e n c e ) favoured 
Notes. 
14. IV, 2*. . . 
15. Harvard Theol. Review X L I I I p . ^ 9 . 
1*. c f . also B I I , 1 * 3 p . I l l 
17. c f . A IV, 1 $10 . 
18. ad-arm. 355 n . 7 8 . 



complete separation of church and c i v i l matters. OssiUs adopted 
IV 

the same p o s i t i o n i n h i s famous l e t t e r t o Constantius where he 
declared th a t ' God had put the'kingdom i n t o the hands of the > 
Smperor but had entrusted the a f f a i r s of His Church to the bishops. 
(But again t h i s was w r i t t e n a t a time when the Nicenes coalu hope 
f o r no advantage whatever from the iavperial power) . I t .must be 
admitted t h a t the Nicenes were not always c o n s i s t e n t i n t h i s 
a t t i t u d e . c f . the i m n e r i a l pressure used t o gain adherence t o ti i e 
d ecisions taken a t Nicaea and the use made of the favour of 
ConstansLtowards them i n p r o c u r i n g the synod o f Sardica and then 
the r e t u r n of Athanasius t o Alexandria i n 3^4. 

Many instances could be given of the use made by the Arians 
ox the c i v i l power - i n t h e i r l e t t e r the Sardican bishops are 
probably r e f e r r i n g t o the events a t Tyre 33V and the work of the 
Mareotic commission. 

I t would seem t h a t n e i t h e r side was a b s o l u t e l y f r e e from t h i s 
stigma, and t h a t both were prepared' to seek the assistance of the 
c i v i l power when i t s u i t e d t h e i r purpose. 

p. l82 L . l innocentes homines - e.g. Athanasius. 

L.4-6 h i s . . q u i non cessant...aspargere - e.g. those who p a r t i c i p a t e d 
i n the synod of Eastern Sardica.cf. ep. syn. Sard. B I I , i f 7 p.119 

L.4sq; and B I I , 2 $ 4 p .129 L« 9 s q . 

Notes. 
19. i n Ath. H i s t . Ar.44. 
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L . 6 - 1 1 non a l i a r a t i o n e . . V i v e n d i a r b i t r i u n - c f . ep.. syn. Sara, ad 

eccles. A l e x . i n Ath. A ^ o l . c. Ai'. 39* 

20 

L . l l s q . c e r t e vox exclamantium etc - c f . L u c i f e r : ceimmus una 
hac voce r e l i g i o s a "Christienus .sum, nolo esse ut t u es,Constant!as, 

•apostata", omne crimen e x c l u d i . 

L.l'6 praenositos - "praenositus" had been used as the equivalent of 
"episcopus" from Cyprian onwards. 

L .19 foedera c a r i t a t i s - i . e . the bonds of love which u n i t e t h e 
people w i t h t h e i r bishop and both w i t h C h r i s t . 

L.22 l u x et tenebrae confundantur - c f . ep. syn. Sard. B I I , l § o 
» • 

p.125 L. 2, 3. 

L.24 non i n s i t a m sed ingenitam - "not implanted by nature but 
( r a t h e r ) i n h e r i t e d (from h i s f a t h e r ) . " 

p.I83 L . l , 2 ut non studium..praestent - c f . p . l 8 l L .13sq . 

pi'ovideat et decernat e t c . 

L . 6 sq Non quisquam perversus etc - t o secure peace i n t h e Church 
was the o v e r r u l i n g purpose i n Constantius 1 e c c l e s i a s t i c a l p o l i c y . 
Knowing/ 
Notes. 
20. P.L. X I I I , col.1011 "kloriendum esse pro dei f i l i o " . 
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knowing t h i s , the Arians always made i t a p r i n c i p a l charge against 
the orthodox t h a t not only were they wron^ t h e o l o g i c a l l y bat also 
were t o blame f o r a l l the qu a r r e l s and s t r i f e which disiur.teu t , u e 
Church.cf. A IV, 1 the l e t t e r of Eastern Sardica. 

L.Ssq. et nunc, q u i Arriana etc - a f t e r answering the charge of 
s e d i t i o n , the bishops b r i n g a three f o l d accusation against me 

Arians, s i m i l a r t o t h a t made by H i l a r y i n h i s Preface, c f . h I §5 

p.102 L . 3 , 4 " c o r r u p t i o evangeliorum, depravatio f i d e i , et simulata 
C h i ' i s t i nominis blasphema confessio". 

p.I83 L . l l rectain apostolorura regulara - c f . Ad Const. I I % 6 fidem 
apostolicam. H i l . De Syn. 63 perfectam atque apostolicam fidem. 

21 

L.12-16 c a l l i d i et a s t u t i . . r e o s f a c i a n t - c f . Phoebadius :"vos 
temen idem eentientes abrupta blasphemia, verba v i t a n t e s , ambigua 
sectamini ad decipiendos simplices et incautos...quod venenatum 
v i r u s exquisitorum verborum vela!mine t e g i t i s " . 

L . 17sq . Et hoc obsecramus etc - c f . ep. syn. Sard.- ad episc. Aeg. 
i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar . 4 3 . 

eos qui adhuc..tenentur - e.g. Athanasius. 

L .21 ,2? post quadringentos f e r e annos - c f . note on A IV, 1 p.49 

L .26 "ante quadringentos annos" 

Notes. 
2 1 . c. A r r . 15 i n P.L. XX c o l . 23. 
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I n soiae quarters i n the East, the Nicene creed v/as regarded 
as a needless i n n o v a t i o n , and while i t would s t i l l be too e a r l y and 
dangerous f o r t h i s o p i n i o n t o be d i r e c t l y 'expressed i n the a c t a a l 
controversy a t t h i s date ( i . e . i t i s q u i t e probable t h a t 

i t was being co.niaqnly propagated. I n t h i s passage, the orthodox 
bishops counter such a charge by showing the n o v e l t y of the A r i a n 
d o c t r i n e which has found exnression only a f t e r three c e n t u r i e s of 
the C h r i s t i a n era. 

p.184 L . l , 2 quasi a n t e . . C h r i s t i a n i - t r a n s , "as i f before there 
•were not apostles, (as i f ) a f t e r t h e i r raartyrdo.ns and deaths there 
were not C h r i s t i a n s . " 

L .5-10 nuper d i d i c i m u s . . . a u d i e r i n t - c f . $p. syn. Sard. B I I , 

1 * 7 p.119 L . 5 - 1 0 . 

L.f> a duobus Eusebiis - i . e . of Caesarea and of liico.nedia.Ci . Ath. 
De Syn. 17 ? 2, 

L.7>8 i . n p e r i t i s . .Valente - c f . ep. syn. Alex, i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 

13j ep. syn. Sard, ad e c c l . Alex, and ep. ad episc. Aeg. i n Ath. 

I. e . 37, 41; and 3 I I , 2 $ 4 p .129 L.7- Use of such language i n 

d e s c r i b i n g Velens end Ursacius gives p r a c t i c a l l y no help i n the 

d a t i n ^ of, t h i s document because i t i s not d e f i n i t e l y l:nov/n when the 

were born. 
Notes . c „ . 22. For notes on a l l these bishops c f . B I I , 19 / e t c 
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L.tf e-pistulae - thece would include the l e t t e i sent to J alias of 
which has not been preserved, and woula be s i m i l a r i n 

content, t o the l e t t e r of Eastern Sardica A IV, l . c i " . a-̂ -so J I I , 1 

p . I l l L.^sq. 

L.iJ—10 et i d o n e i s . . a u d i e r i n t - c f . B I I , 2 £ 3 P«l 29 L . 2 ; ep. au 
e c c l . Alex, i n Ath. Anol. c Ar . 3 8 

L . 8 - 9 idoneis t e s t i b u s - e,0. B I I , 1 p. 10^ LOsq. p.109 L.^s^. 

L . 1 2 , 1 3 qui iam..abdicati - e.g. at the synod o f '.Vestem Saiuica, 
c f . B I I , I f 7; B I I , 2 § 5 . ' 

I I . N a r r a t i v e t e x t . 
SU u.'aMiY. (1 ) The members of the synod of Sardica were undouoteuly 
r i g h t thus t o i n f o r m the emperor o f t h e i r a b s o l u t i o n o f Atnanasius. 
But indeed the r e a l substance of t h e i r request was simply t h a t the 
f a i t h should be kept f r e e from the contagion of Arianism and t h a t 
en end should be made t o new i n v e s t i g a t i o n s against the accuser. 
J u s t asGod, the Lord of the universe, d e s i r e d the service and 
ad o r a t i o n of a f r e e w i l l and spurned a forcea acknowledgment of 
Himself, so ought the use of viol e n c e to have been r e j e c t e d i n human 
a f f a i r s because i t compels a l l t o be, not C h r i s t i a n s , but Arians. 
liven ttie emperor h i m s e l f has been l e d i n t o e r r o r on t h i s account 
and/ 
Notes. 
23. c f . Ath. Apol. c. A r . 2 1 . 
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and h i s a u t h o r i t y used f o r t h e i r n e f a r i o u s purposes. (2) Tneir 
wic.ceaness was seen a t i t s worst i n the case of Athanesius, wi ere 
those, who have already been denounced as Arian h e r e t i c s , have 
attempted to condemn an innocent person. (3) I t was also seen i n 
the recent events at Aries vh ere Paulinus-had opposed i t , and at 
kl i l a n where, on the suggestion of Susebius of V e r c e l l i , Dionysius 
of M i l a n was about t o sign a confession of the Uicene creed when 
Valens v i o l e n t l y t o r e pen and paper from him and forbade him to do 

so . When t h i s became g e n e r a l l y known, i t occasioned great a r i e f j 
f 

and, f o r f e a r of p u b l i c d i s p l e a s u r e , the assembly v/as t r a n s l e r r e a ( 

t o the palace. The d e c i s i o n concerning Eusebius, which was w r i t t e n ! 
long before they entered the Church, now f o l l o w s (This p a r t has 1 

! 
not been preserved) . 

• j 
r 

COi.ii^TAKY. p.l84 L.15-19 lam n e m i n i . . o p o r t u e r i t - Coustant^ j,; 
i • 

has a s l i g h t s u s picion t h a t these words might be said i r o n i c a l l y j 
1 

concerning the A r i a n acts and l e t t e r s which d i d not show very much j. 
episcopal clemency. But t h i s o p i n i o n does not seem very probable j 
and the context gves no evidence t o support i t . I t seems b e t t e r 
t o regard them as repr e s e n t i n g common agreement t o the procedure 
adopted by the synod of Western Sardica i n sending the above l e t t e r 
t o Constantius. I t may have occasioned some s u r p r i s e because i t 
was Gonstans, not Constantius, who he l d sway i n the '.Vest and many 
would t h i n k i t s u f f i c i e n t f o r t h e i r purposes t o enjoy the x"avour j 
of Constans. H i l a r y , i t would appear, d i d n o t share t h i s view, 
though/ •! 
Notes. 24. P.L. X c o l . 5^0-1. 
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though, i n h i s n a r r a t i v e t e x t , he seems e l i t t l e on the defensive 
f u r the simple reason t h a t , despite the Westerns' plea f o r Church 
independence 2^, t h e i r l e t t e r r epresents, i n a sense, an appeal to 
the s t a t e : But he gives several reasons i n j u s t i f i c a t i o n of the 
l e t t e r . Fir s t of a l l , there was the precautionary measui-'e of 
making Constantius f u l l y aware of the decisions of the synod w i t h 
regard, to the innocence of Athanasius, thus removing the excuse of 
ignorance. But mere important than t h i s was the f a c t t h a t already 
the Arians were g a i n i n g great i n f l u e n c e over Constantius, and i t 
v/as obvious, t h a t , i n order t o thwart them, put en end t o the r u l e 
o f violence which oppressed the catholics,andgain u n i v e r s a l accept 
ance of the decrees of Western Sardica, i t was necessary t o make 
a strenuous, e f f o r t t o acquire h i s favour by r e v e a l i n g t o him the 
st r e n g t h of t h e i r case. Their f a i l u r e - t o achieve t h i s i s indeed 
one of the p r i n c i p a l reasons t h a t the synod of Sardica d i d not 
succeed i n b r i n g i n g the controversy t o a s a t i s f a c t o r y conclusion,, 
f o r there can be no doubt t h a t , especially' i n the West, arid t o a 
c e r t a i n extent i n the East, the A r i a n cause r e l i e d almost e n t i r e l y 
on the favour and power o f Constantius. I t s c h i e f v i c t o r i e s were 
gained through h i s s u p p o r t 2 ^ and, on h i s death, Arianism began t o 
wane and f i n a l v i c t o r y f o r the orthodox became c e r t a i n . 

p. 184 L . l 6 synodi - i . e . the synod of Western Sardica v/hich wrote 
the above l e t t e r . 
Notes. 
25. c f . p.181 L . 1 3 s q . 
26. c f . p.185 L . 2 0 s q . 
27- c f . A r i e s , Milan, Ariminum, Seleucia and Constantinople. 
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L . 1 8 , 19 le&ationem - i . e . those deputies sent w i t h the l e t t e r t o 
s 

the Emperor. 

p.185 L , 3.reos - e.g. Athanasius, Marcellus, J u l i u s and the other 

c a t h o l i c s , c f . A IV, 1%2?. 

L . 6 s q . s i ad fidem veram etc - H i l a r y here gives answer, i n the 
name of the episcopate as i t were, to- the v i o l e n t methods employed 
by the Arians i n t h e i r attempt t o overcome the orthoaox and secure 
t h e i r own v i c t o r y . S i m i l a r thoughts are t o be found i n h i s 
other works c f . I n P s . l l B , 5, 12; 118, 14, 20; 118, 1%10. De 
T r i n . I , 11 . 

L .15 sq. sacerdotes c a r c e r i b i i s - c f . ep.'syn. Sard. D I I , 1 § 3 

p . I l l L . 9 s q . 

L . 1 5 , l 6 plebs i n c u s t o d i a . . d i s p o n i t u r - t r a n s , "the or d i n a r y people 
are set i n order and r e s t r a i n e d i n the custody.of a f e t t e r e d 
methodical arrangement" i . e . the only way i n which the Arians can 
secure u n i f o r m i t y among the people i s through h o l d i n g them i n check 
w i t h f e t t e r s . 

L .18 -20 cogunt nerape...conpellunt - c f . De T r i n . X, 58-

L . 20 nominis s u i - i . e . the name of the emperor. 

Notes. 
28. c f . p.182 § 2 
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L . 21 iraperatorem - i . e . Constantius. 

> 

p.156 L. l s q . et nec s i c etc - c f . B I I , 9§ 4 P«l 48 L.6sq. ;. 

I1 

L .3,4 Haec si...de rebus f u i s s e t - c f . p .183 L . 2 1 s q . I f these ! 
A r i a n t h e o r i e s had had the a u t h o r i t y of age, they would have i 
necessitated raore a t t e n t i o n . 

L . 5 reus - i . e . Athanasius. 
. . • i 

L.6 l i t t e r a r u r a - c f . p.loM- L . 8 "epistulae"- note. j 

iudicura - probably not the c i v i l judges r e f e r r e d ^ a t the beginning 

of the l e t t e r , but r a t h e r the A r i a n bishops who set theuiselves up ' 
I 

as judges a t Tyre and Eastern Sardica ( i . e . the Eastern use of | 

"iudex" .cf. p.181 L.14 note) I 

L.6 accusatorura - i . e . those who brought charges against Athanasius , 

at Tyre, Rome and Eastern Sardica. 

L . 7 hominis - i . e . Athanasius. 

1 

L - 7 s q . moveret enim absolutionem etc - H i l a r y here defends the 

a t t i t u d e adopted by the synod of Western Sardica i n r e f u s i n g t o 

consider Athanasius and the others as g u i l t y r i c h t from the begin­

ning- of the c o u n c i l before a new i n q u i r y has been made i n t o the 

accusations/ 



accusations. He pleads t h a t the condemnation of the Ariane ( a t J ' 

Nicaea) autom i c a l l y i n v o l v e s ( i . e . p . l 8 6 L. 8 "iuncta") the 
innocence of Athanasius, and t h a t t h e r e f o r e a l l the a u t h o r i t y of j 

i 
a i r t i q u i t y as v/ell as the c o r r e c t d o c t r i n e of the f a i t h are on the j i 
side of Athanasius. j 

L . 1 2 tunc - i . e . a t the synod of V/estern Sardica 3^-2. 

L . 1 2 , 1 3 regnujn e x a g i t e n t etc - c f . Gregor. E l v i r . de f i d e 4 "qui 
etiam nunc v i , a;nbitione et p o t e n t i a exagitans, turbas ovinia; | 
quomodo putas me ignoscere t i b i posse f r e q u e n t i u s eade.u r e t r a c t a n t i ' H 

L.14 adhuc - i . e . at the time when the N.T. was w r i t t e n c.355/6. 
1 
1 

L . l ^ sq. quae obtunsio etc - c f . Phoebadius 2^• "Quae i s t a est,, 

rogo, c o r d i s hebetudo? quae obli.vio spei?" ; j 

L . 19 recens - i . e . from 353 onwards at the synods of Ari e s and iviilan 

L . 1 9 , 2 0 i n quo...continere - w i t h the f i n a l v i c t o r y o f Constantius 
i n 353> the Arians were able t o shed t h e i r cloak of secrecy and come, 
out i n t o the open w i t h t h e i r i n t e n t i o n s . 1 

L . 21 Eusebius V e r c e l l e n s i s episcopus - see note on him i n A I I 

p.46 L . l l . 

Notes. 
29. c. A r r . 15 P.L. XX c o l . 24. ; 
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L . 21 sq'. hie post Areletensem synodura etc - c f . 3ulp. Sev. Chi'on. 
I I , 39- The synod.'of Ar i e s wss h e l d i n the w i n t e r of 353 • 

p.18,7 L . l Paulinus - see note B I p.102 L . 1 0 . 

L . 2 Mediolanium - the synod o f Milan met e a r l y i n 355* 

L . 4 una cum Romanis c l e r i c i s - i . e . Pancracius and H i l a r y c f . 
A V I I p.93 L . 1 0 , 1 1 , , 

L u c i f e r o Sardiniae episcopo - see note i n A V I I p.89 L . 3 « 

L . 9 Niceam - the c o u n c i l of Kicaea 3 2 5 « 

L . 1 0 cuius superius rneminirnus - before Wilmart published h i s work 
on the Ad Const. I and i t s n a r r a t i v e t e x t , t h i s was u s u a l l y regard­
ed as a reference t o a p a r t which had been l o s t ^ . Now t h a t t h i s 
l e t t e r and i t s N.T. have been given t h e i r ' r i g h t f u l place i n H i l a r y ' 
work, i t i s obvious t h a t i t must r e f e r t o B I I , 9,10. 

L . 1 2 D i o n i s i u s Mediolanensis episcopus - see note i n B V I I , 1 

p.lM- L . 1 5 . This s e c t i o n gives us almost a l l the' i n f o r m a t i o n we 
now possess concerning t h i s synod of Milan. 

L . 2 0 sq. The p a r t c o n t a i n i n g the d e c i s i o n concerning Eusebius has 

not been preserved. 

Notes. 
30 . c f . Coustant P.L. X c o l . 562 ( j ) . 



- 5Q3 -

CONCLUSION. No s a t i s f a c t o r y explanation has yet been-given as t o 
hov; the l e t t e r and n a r r a t i v e t e x t have become detached from t n e i r 
place i n the work of 35^ snd been given an erroneous t i t l e . 7/i.Imart 
conjectures t h a t i t v/as caused by a scri b e v/ho had not understood 
the nature o f t h i s synodical l e t t e r .and H.T.. but, possessing the 
othei l e t t e r o f H i l a r y t o Constantius ( i . e . the s o - c c l l e d Ad Const 
I I ) , h a a grouped both t o g e t h e r under H i l a r y ' s name as Ad Const. I 
and I I . 

I t might,also, of oourse, have r e s u l t e d from the disordered 
s t a t e i n which these documents were, from the f i r s t , transmitted-^ "i" 
Even g r a n t i n g the p o s s i b i l i t y o f a work having been published oy 
H i l a r y i n 35^>, we can f i n d no evidence of any f u r t h e r p u b l i c a t i o n . 
Rather does i t seem as i f the l a t e r documents have been l o o s e l y 
tagged on to the o r i g i n a l work. I f t h i s assumption i s c o r r e c t , 
then even before,the death of H i l a r y , the o u t l i n e , contents and 
purpose of the work of 35^ could e a s i l y have been obscured, and i t 
would become i n c r e a s i n g l y d i f f i c u l t to d i s t i n g u i s h between the 
o r i g i n a l contents and the l a t e r a d d i t i o n s . I n such a s i t u a t i o n , 
i t would not be s u r p r i s i n g f o r some pieces t o be l o s t , others t o be 
detached and misplaced ( e s p e c i a l l y i f , as i n the case of the so-
c a l l e d Ad Const. I , they formed the f i n a l s e c t i o n of a document) 
and the whole to become i n t e r m i n g l e d . Has some l a t e r e d i t o r , 
knowing something of t h i s o r i g i n a l d i s t i n c t i o n oetween the work 
of 356 and the l a t e r a d d i t i o n s , attempted t o r e s t o r e order by 
d i v i d i n g / 
Notes. 
31 . c f . Conclusion on whole work. 
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d i v i d i n g - t h e documents i n t o the two sections i n v.'hich they have 
been t r a n s m i t t e d i n the 1.1SS? ana, presuming' t h a t the f i l i a l s e c t i o n 
i n B I I ( i . e . the synodal l e t t e r and II.T) had already Decode 
detached from the r e s t , could i t have been he who, i n the i n t e r e s t 
o f order, has u n i t e d t h i s synodal l e t t e r and K.T. vvitn the other 
l e t t e r t o Constantius (v/hich, w i t h the c. Const .y would undoubtedly 
be t r a n s m i t t e d i n close contact w i t h these h i s t o r i c a l documents) 
and so given r i s e t o the f a l s e d e s i g n a t i o n Ad Const. I end I I ? 
Such a p o s s i b i l i t y seems reasonable. 
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ewduix . 
D. The L i b e r i u s L e t t e r s . 

Not the l e a s t i n t e r e s t i n g p o r t i o n of H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c t i o n of 
documents i s the group of l e t t e r s w r i t t e n by L i b e r i u s , bishop of 
Rome. I t c o n s i s t s of e i g h t l e t t e r s , or e x t r a c t s from l e t t e r s , 
accompanied by s i x e d i t o r i a l notes, a l l d e a l i n g w i t h events p r i o r 
t o , and d u r i n g , the e x i l e of the bishop of Rome, and t h e n another 
one, w r i t t e n much, l a t e r , d e a l i n g w i t h the problem of the bishops 
who had lapsed a t Ariminum'*'. 

The l e t t e r s w r i t t e n before the e x i l e of L i b e r i u s t o Beroea i n 
Thrace dep i c t him as f o l l o w i n g i n the orthodox Nicene t r a d i t i o n of 
most Western bishops, and, i f not a zealous defender of Athanasius, 
s t i l l anxious t o secure a f a i r t r i a l f o r him i n face of the u n j u s t 
accusations of h i s enemies. 

Those w r i t t e n d u r i n g the e x i l e , however, show him weakened and 
broken by the tedium of e x i l e , r e s o l v e d t o surrender Athanasius and 
w i l l i n g t o make any concessions demanded by the Arians"^. 

The s t r i k i n g c o n t r a s t between these two r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s has 
caused great controversy and g i v e n r i s e t o the suggestion t h a t the 
two s e r i e s of l e t t e r s can not have come from the same hand. 
Because of the weak, lamentable tone and a t t i t u d e adopted by 

• 4 

L i b e r i u s i n the e x i l e l e t t e r s , w r i t e r s of the Roman communion 
have been e s p e c i a l l y anxious t o denounce them as unauthentic and 
forged, w h i l e m a i n t a i n i n g the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the f i r s t s e t . 

I n the main, there are t h r e e c h i e f "bodies of o p i n i o n on the 
e x i l e / 
Notes. 
1. v i z A V I I , B I I I , B V I I and B IV, 1. 
2. A V I I , B V I I , 2, 4, 6. 
3. cf.B I I I , B V I I , 8,10,11. 4. e.g. Baronius, S t i l t i n g , Chapman. 



e x i l e l e t t e r s (1) those who r e j e c t a l l f o u r as f o r g e d . (2) those 
who have doubts concerning .B I I I , l"Studens" but accept, the other 
thr e e . ( 3 ) those who accept a l l f o u r as genuine l e t t e r s of 
L i b e r i u s . 

A t y p i c a l exponent of the f i r s t group i s Hefele . The key-
atone of h i s proof of the f o r g e d c h a r a c t e r of the l e t t e r s i s h i s 
a l l e g a t i o n t h a t the events mentioned i n them do not correspond t o 
h i s t o r i c a l f a c t . ^ Hefele contends t h a t the f o r g e r was r e a l l y out 
of touch w i t h the h i s t o r i c a l s t i t u a t i o n , and i l l u s t r a t e s t h i s 
c h i e f l y from B I I I , 1 "Studens", r e l y i n g on the a l l e g e d k i n s h i p 
between the f o u r e x i l e l e t t e r s t o prove h i s p o i n t i n the case of 
the other t h r e e . F i r s t , he argues, i f we take "Studens" as 
w r i t t e n at the beginning of L i b e r i u s ' p o n t i f i c a t e , then the f a c t s 
s t a t e d t h e r e i n are simply not t r u e . We have no evidence t o suggest 
t h a t L i b e r i u s r e a l l y had broken communion w i t h Athanasius at t h a t 
time - on the other hand, we have the c l e a r e s t evidence t h a t 

L i b e r i u s had defended Athanasius,and a c t u a l l y went i n t o e x i l e 
7 

because of h i s r e f u s a l t o condemn him. Nor does Athanasius ever 
give the s l i g h t e s t i n t i m a t i o n t h a t L i b e r i u s , before h i s e x i l e , had 
broken communion w i t h him. 

Now a s u p e r f i c i a l r e a d i n g of "Studens" might seem t o favour 
t h i s o p i n i o n . I n the beginning of the l e t t e r at any r a t e , i t 
would seem as i f the author were w r i t i n g from Rome and d e s c r i b i n g 
events/ 
Notes. To 
5. Tli.b. Theol. Quartal. 1853 p.263sq.. Councils I I p.231sq.. 
6. This i s the usual basis adopted by those who contest the 

a u t h e n t i c i t y . c f . Savio, S a l t e t , Wilmart. 
7. Ath. H i s t . Ar. 35 -39 . Theod. 11,16. 
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events which must have taken place t h e r e c.352. But c l o s e r study-
would seem t o i n d i c a t e a lapse of time between the events mentioned 
i n the f i r s t h a l f and those described i n the second, denoted only 

3 

by the word "denique" . The bishops mentioned i n the n a r r a t i v e 
t e x t ( B i l l , 2) also seem t o favour" a much l a t e r date than 352^. 
Moreover, i f one understands the l e t x e r as having been w r i t t e n at 
the beginning of L i b e r i u s 1 episcopate, the l a s t p a r t of i t i s too 
great an a b s u r d i t y f o r a f o r g e r t o derive the l e a s t b e n e f i t from i t . 
The f i r s t and p r i n c i p a l component of a f o r g e r y must be p r o b a b i l i t y , 
and L i b e r i u a 1 defence of Athanasius u n t i l the time of h i s e x i l e had 
been so c o n s i s t e n t as t o exclude any p o s s i b i l i t y of even a momentary 
break i n r e l a t i o n s between them. The r u p t u r e , of which the author 
w r i t e s , must t h e r e f o r e , even on the grounds of p r o b a b i l i t y a l e e , 
be placed i n the years f o l l o w i n g upon the decree which sent l i b e r i u s 
i n t o e x i l e , as. Ata&naaius himself w i t n e s s e s ^ .' 

Understood i n t h i s way, the l e t t e r "Studens" does not c o n t r a ­
d i c t the h i s t o r i c a l f a c t of L i b e r i u s ' support of Athanasius at the 
beginning of h i s episcopate and agrees w i t h the evidence given by 
Athanasius himself of a s u b s c r i p t i o n of L i b e r i u s d u r i n g h i s e x i l e 
m Beroea 

'Vith regard t o the other t h r e e l e t t e r s , Hefele s t a t e s f i r s t 
t h a t t here i s an undoubted resemblance i n language, s t y l e and 
manner between "Studens", which on h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s 
undoubtedly/ 
Notes. 
8. c f Commentary note on p. 155 L.6. 
9. c f notes i n Commentary on Potamius and S p i c t e t u s p.155 L.25. 
,10. see l a t e r . 
11. H i s t . Ar. 41. 
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undoubtedly spurious, and the other t h r e e , showing t h a t a l l f o u r 
are the work of one author, and are a l l apochryphal. He supports 
his argument w i t h other reasons: (1) he says i t i s very improbable 
t h a t F o r t u n a t i a n of A q u i l e i a should b r i n g L i b e r i u s 1 l e t t e r s t o the 
Emperor because, i f Constantius was already at Sirmium, A q u i l e i a 
was t w i c e as f a r from Beroea as Sirmium i t s e l f and the way t o 
A q u i l e i a l a y through Sirmium, not v i c e versa. And even i f the 
Emperor had been s t i l l at Rome then, n e i t h e r i n t h a t case would 
A q u i l e i a have been the middle s t a t i o n between t h a t c i t y and Beroea. 

This o b j e c t i o n might c a r r y some weight i f i t could be proved 
t h a t bishops always remained i n the see t o which they were e l e c t e d . 
Such, u n f o r t u n a t e l y , was not the case; indeed one f e e l s t h a t i f the 
bishops of t h a t time had p a i d l e s s a t t e n t i o n t o wran g l i n g a f t e r 
power at the i m p e r i a l court and more t o the work of t h e i r own see, 
the Church of the f o u r t h century would have >had a l e s s t r o u b l e d 
h i s t o r y . Furthermore there i s no evidence t h a t the l e t t e r was 
a c t u a l l y given t o F o r t u n a t i a n a t A q u i l e i a . 

(2) Then Hefele b r i n g s an o b j e c t i o n based on the delay between 
L i b e r i u s ' f a l l and h i s r e t u r n t o Rome. "This delay might indeed 
seem strange but i t i s a very f l i m s y argument on which t o base the 
f o r g e r y of the l e t t e r s . Several explanations might be given of i t : 
reasons of s t a t e , the d i f f i c u l t p o s i t i o n i n which the Emperor would 
f i n d h i m s e l f w i t h regard t o h i s puppet F e l i x on the r e t u r n o f 
L i b e r i u s ; i t might only be the delay between e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a c t 3 
and i m p e r i a l c o n f i r m a t i o n . 

Another supporter of t h i s view i s Chapman 1 2 but w i t h t h i s d i f f e r e n c e ;(! 
t h a t / | 
Notes. ' ; 
12. Rev. Ben. 1910. 
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13 t h a t he admits the f o r c e of Duchesne's argument t h a t i t i s 

inconceivable t h a t a f o r g e r should t r y t o represent L i b e r i u s ' 
r u p t u r e w i t h Athanasius as t a k i n g place at the beginning of h i s 
episcopate. But Chapman goes on t o say t h a t iDuchesne's a l t e r n a t i v e 
t h a t i t was L i b e r i u s himself who d i d so i s j u s t as in c o n c e i v a b l e . 
His own suggestion w i t h regard t o the author of "Studens" i s t h a t 
F o r t u n a t i a n of A q u i l e i a , having f a l l e n at M i a n , was anxious t o 
j u s t i f y h i s f a l l by showing t h a t f o u r years e a r l i e r Athanasius had 
been contumacious when summoned by the bishop of Rome and t h a t 
L i b e r i u s had then, f o r the moment at l e a s t , renounced him and had 
j o i n e d the Easterns. I t would be admitted, continues Chapman, 
t h a t t h i s a t t i t u d e had not been maintained by L i b e r i u s , but i t 
would be a great p o i n t t o show t h a t the bishop of Rome had not been 
/Consistent throughout, t h a t the que s t i o n was no easy one. 

The question begged by Chapman's s o l u t i o n i s of course. "Why 
should F o r t u n a t i a n wish t o j u s t i f y h i s f a l l , e s p e c i a l l y a t t h i s 
t i m e , and t o whom?" I f , two years a f t e r the s o r r o w f u l events of 
the synod of M i l a n , t h e r e had been a sudden r e v e r s a l of f o r t u n e s 
i n favour of the orthodox, then the s o l u t i o n suggested by Chapman 
might have.been f e a s i b l e . I n t h i s s i t u a t i o n one might have 
imagined F o r t u n a t i a n w r i t i n g such a l e t t e r i n order t o r e g a i n the 
favour o f the orthodox and t o excuse h i s own temporary lapse by 
showing t h a t even the bishop of Rome, though l a t e r a supporter of 
Athanasius, had, at the beginning of h i s episcopate, committed a 
l i k e , temporary a c t . But, so f a r from t h i s being the case, 
Arianism had gone on from s t r e n g t h t o s t r e n g t h a f t e r i t s v i c t o r y at 
"the/ 
Notes. 
13 . see l a t e r . 
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the synod of M i l a n 355. F o r t u n a t i a n could t h e r e f o r e have gained 
no advantage f o r h i m s e l f from a j u s t i f i c a t i o n of h i 3 f a l l . I n 
such a s i t u a t i o n t o whom would he seek t o j u s t i f y h i s cause? He 
could g a i n no advantage from j u s t i f y i n g himself before the orthodox 
because most of the supporters of orthodoxy were i n e x i l e at t h i s 
t ime, and i t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t the bishop who gave way at M i l a n would 
i m p l i c a t e himself with, them now - t h a t would be t o court the same 
1'ate. Nor i s there any evidence t o support t h i s contention.-
On the other hand, what purpose would there be i n seeking t o j u s t i f y 
h i m s e l f before the Arians? At Mi l a n he had done a l l t h a t the 
Arians could r e q u i r e ; h i s submission there would be s u f f i c i e n t 
f o r them w i t h o u t asking the why and the wherefore. 

Such a j u s t i f i c a t i o n as Chapman has supposed would be possi b l e 
only i n one p & f t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n , namely, i n the case of a bishop, 
who himself had f a l l e n r a t h e r than s u f f e r e x i l e , t r y i n g t o persuade 
another bishop, t o whom he was bound by the bond of f r i e n d s h i p , t o 
compromise r a t h e r than endure the s u f f e r i n g s of a weary and l o n e l y 
e x i l e ; , and what more n a t u r a l way of persuasion would t h e r e be than . 
t o t r y and j u s t i f y h i s own f a l l ? From what i s known of the 
r e l a t i o n s between F o r t u n a t i a n and L i b e r i u s , i t seems q u i t e p o s s i b l e 
t h a t such a t h i n g d i d a c t u a l l y take place. I t i s known t h a t , 
p r i o r t o the synod of Milan, L i b e r i u s had a high regard f o r 
F o r t u n a t i a n " ^ ; such a regard can have sprung only from a warm and |!; 

close f r i e n d s h i p , and i t i s noteworthy t h a t t h i s f r i e n d s h i p 
continued/ 

Notes. 
v14. cf . L i b e r i u s ' l e t t e r s t o Eusebius of V e r c e l l i . P. L. V I I I , 1350sq. 



- 511 -

continued a f t e r L i b e r i u s 1 banishment because the e x i l e l e t t e r s show 
F o r t u n a t i a n c o n t i n u a l l y i n communication w i t h the bishop, of Home. 
I n these circumstances i t seems very probable t h a t F o r t u n a t i a n would 
attempt t o persuade L i b e r i u s t o act as he had done and thus escape 
from the r i g o u r s of e x i l e . 

A l l t h i s , of course, does not help Chapman's theory, but, i f 
there was any q u e s t i o n of j u s t i f i c a t i o n , i t seems a more n a t u r a l 
e x p l a n a t i o n than the one Chapman has given. 

He develops t h i s theory by s t a t i n g t h a t i t i s absurd t o 
suppose t h a t F o r t u n a t i a n was a c t i n g f o r L i b e r i u s or was t r y i n g t o 
d e l i v e r him from e x i l e . But why? Does not a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the 
f r i e n d l y r e l a t i o n s e x i s t i n g between these two bishops and the 
p o s i t i o n of the bishop of A Q u i l e i a since M i l a n remove a l l absurdity? 
Again, he says t h a t by i g n o r i n g the f a c t t h a t Athanasius had been 
a c q u i t t e d by the Roman c o u n c i l under J u l i u s a,nd by the c o u n c i l of 
Sardica, F o r t u n a t i a n had condemned him s e l f as a f o r g e r , f o r L i b e r i u s 
could not have ignored t h a t . But the f a c t t h a t there i s no mention 
of the Roman and Sardican decisions i n the l e t t e r does not mean 
t h a t the author had ignored t h e i r a u t h o r i t y or regarded them as 
i n v a l i d . Nor can the mention of a new summons to'Athanasius t o 
appear at Rome i n order t o defend himself.be used i n support of t h i s 
argument because, a f t e r the c o u n c i l of Sirmium, a new s i t u a t i o n had 
a r i s e n , or seemed l i k e l y to a r i s e , c a l l i n g f o r new a c t i o n . , The 
p o l i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n had changed; w i t h h i s v i c t o r y over Magnentius, 
Constantius had become 3ole Emperor, and whatever jelse he may have 
been, he c e r t a i n l y was no supporter of the Nicene creed. The 
s i t u a t i o n was changing too, w i t h regard to Athanasius; i n the past 
t h e / 

http://himself.be
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the charges brought against him had "been of a personal nature but 
now they were beginning t o take on a d o c t r i n a l aspect, h i s name was 
becoming synonymous w i t h the Nicene creed. I t was, t h e r e f o r e , 
only n a t u r a l t h a t L i b e r i u s should wish a personal i n t e r v i e w w i t h 
Athanasius before- d e c i d i n g on the Charges brought against him.-

This p a r t i c u l a r p a r t of Chapman's theory, then, must be 
r e j e c t e d . He gives no r e a l reason why L i b e r i u s should not be the 
author. 

Nor i s he any more convincing w i t h the other e x p l a n a t i o n which 
he advances. This time he places the p r o d u c t i o n of "Studens" j u s t 
a f t e r the f a l l of F o r t u n a t i a n at the synod of M i l a n i n 355, before 
L i b e r i u s had had time t o send Sutropius and H i l a r y t o repudiate the 
work of the c o u n c i l . I t i s easy t o suppose, he continues, t h a t 
F o r t u n a t i a n had not accompanied Eusebius and L u c i f e r t o M i l a n , as 
L i b e r i u s had suggested; so he w i l l not have been the a c t u a l bearer 
w i t h the others of A V I I "Obsecro". 

Here i t seems t h a t Chapman has allowed h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
the h i s t o r i c a l f a c t s t o be c o n t r o l l e d and d i r e c t e d by the r e s u l t 
which he wishes to o b t a i n . Though the task he has set h i m s e l f i s 
t o prove t h a t the l e t t e r s are f o r g e d , he never r e a l l y t a c k l e s the 
problem; r a t h e r he sets out from the presumption t h a t they are 
f o r g e r i e s , t h a t a n y t h i n g i n them, t h e r e f o r e , can not correspond t o 
the r e a l , h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n and since t h i s i s so, and, i n defence 
of t h i s presumption, e v e r y . l i b e r t y can be taken w i t h the h i s t o r i c a l 

N f a c t s . 
An embassy was sent by L i b e r i u s t o r e p u d i a t e the c o u n c i l of 

A r i e s , but there i s no evidence of one having been sent t o repudiate 

t h e / 



- 513 -

the work of the c o u n c i l of Mil a n ; nor i s there any evidence t h a t 
F o r t u n a t i a n , a f t e r the i n v i t a t i o n of L i b e r i u s , had not accompanied 
Eusebius and L u c i f e r t o M i a n . I f he had indeed r e f u s e d , i t would 
c e r t a i n l y , h a v e been recorded; h i s r e f u s a l could not have been 
passed over i n s i l e n c e . Chapman has recourse t o t h i s evasion o n l y 
because he wants F.ortunatian t o be i g n o r a n t of the" existence of 
A V I I "Obee.cro". But i t would have been w e l l - n i g h impossible f o r 
anyone i n the midstream of the controversy, a 3 F o r t u n a t i a n was, not 
t o have known of i t s existence and i t s connection w i t h the summon­
i n g of the c o u n c i l of Mil a n . 

F i n a l l y , i f "Studens" was a f o r g e r y , could F o r t u n a t i a n have 
been so insane as t o produce i t at t h i s time when the name of 
L i b e r i u s was un t a r n i s h e d i n the p u b l i c mind? . 7/hat advantage could 
he have gained by i t ? The f a l s i t y of the charge brought against 
L i b e r i u s wouldlhave been so obvious t h a t F o r t u n a t i a n would have 
become a laughing-stock. To say t h a t the f a l s i t y of "Studens" must 
come out some day, as Chapman does, i s an understatement; i t would 
be b l a t a n t from the ver y moment of i t s p r o d u c t i o n . 

I f , as Chapman suggests, F o r t u n a t i a n ' s aim was simply t o 
possess h i s see i n peace, h i s a c t i o n a t the synod of M i l a n was 
s u f f i c i e n t t o secure t h i s ; n o ' f u r t h e r act was necessary. 

As t o the f o r g e r of "Pro" (B V I I , 8 ) , "Quia" (B V I I , 1 0 ) and 
"Non" (B V I I , 1 1 ) , Chapman t h i n k s he i s a d i f f e r e n t person from the 
author of ("Studens". "For 3 though he ( t h e f o r g e r ) seems t o place 
the w r i t i n g of "Studens" s h o r t l y before the Pope's e x i l e , he 
imagines t h a t the second Sirmian formula might have been signed by 
him very soon a f t e r w a r d s , though i t was drawn up when he had been 

i n / 
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i n e x i l e about two years." This h i s t o r i c a l p e r s p e c t i v e , c o n t i n u e s 
Chapmanj i s not accurate enough f o r one who was an a c t o r of the 
tragedy, as F o r t u n a t i a n was, but i t might v e r y w e l l pass muster 

15 
even a v e r y few years l a t e r 

Chapman i s l e d i n t o e r r o r here because of h i s p r e s u p p o s i t i o n , 
which, as has been seen, i s no more than a p r e s u p p o s i t i o n , t h a t 
"Studens" was p u b l i s h e d before the e x i l e of L i b e r i u s . • On 
h i s t o r i c a l grounds, i t has been seen t h a t there i s no basis f o r 

\ 

t h i s assumption, nor i s there, any evidence t h a t the author of "Pro", 
'.'Quia" and "Non" regarded "Studens" as belonging t o a time p r i o r t o 
L i b e r i u s ' e x i l e ; e v e r y t h i n g p o i n t s i n the opposite d i r e c t i o n , t o 
the very close connection i n t i m e , place, thought and purpose of the 
f o u r l e t t e r s . I t i s not the h i s t o r i c a l p e r s p e c t i v e of the author 
of the three l e t t e r s which i s i n a c c u r a t e , but only another example 
of Chapman making the f a c t s s u i t h i s t h e o r y i I t i s indeed a 
suspicious weakness i n Chapman's argument t h a t he i s d r i v e n t o j'1 

assume two f o r g e r s despite the p r o o f which has been given by v a r i o u s \ 
16 j 

scholars of the common s t y l e and language of the f o u r l e t t e r s . ( 

He seems prepared t o m u l t i p l y the f o r g e r s "ad i n f i n i t u m " t o s u i t 
h i s own theory. 

For the sake of argument, however, l e t us suppose t h a t Chapman 
has proved h i s p o i n t and t h a t t h e r e are two f o r g e r s . The q u e s t i o n 
then i s : Who i s t o be responsible f o r the composition of "Pro", 
"Quia" and "Non?. Chapman ( f o l l o w i n g S a l t e t ) , argues t h a t i t i s t o 
be/ 
Notes. j 
15. L. c. p. 203. 
16. c f . Hefele, Duchesne, Feder on t h i s . 
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be a t t r i b u t e d to the L u c i f e r i a n s as being persons w i t h every reason 
t o depress the r e p u t a t i o n of L i b e r i u s . The L u c i f e r i a n s taught 
t h a t the bishops who had f a l l e n at Ariminura could not be r e s t o r e d 
t o t h e i r o f f i c e even on t h e i r repentance and t h a t t h e i r subsequent 
episcopal acts were i n v a l i d . Now, continues Chapman, 

17 
i n the West i t -was L i b e r i u s who decreed t h e i r r e s t o r a t i o n , 
provided they condemned t h e i r past e r r o r . He had not f a l l e n on 
t h i s occasion himself and i t was im p e r a t i v e f o r the L u c i f e r i a n s t o \ 
show t h a t h i s r u l i n g was i n v a l i d a t e d by a previous f a l l . 

« 

This argument might possess some weight i f i t could be proved 
t h a t i t was L i b e r i u s , alone of the Western bishops, who had adopted 
the cause of t h i s r e c o n c i l i a t o r y a t t i t u d e , or even i f he had been 
the leader i n the West i n propagating t h i s o p i n i o n . But, 
u n f o r t u n a t e l y f o r Chapman, such i s not the case. We l e a r n from ; 

i 

Athanasius t h a t t h i s view had been propounded f i r s t at the synod 
of A l e x a n d r i a 362 and had then been accepted by synods i n Gaul and 
Spain. We also know t h a t about t h i s same time H i l a r y had supported 1 ! , 
t h i s view by h o l d i n g c o u n c i l s i n Gaul and a l s o , i n co-operation wi t h ' . j 
Eusebius of V e r c ' e l l i , i n I t a l y . So L i b e r i u s , f a r from being the 
only bishop i n the West decreeing' the r e s t o r a t i o n of the f a l l e n , 

; i 

was, i n f a c t , not even i n the f o r e f r o n t of t h i s movement. I t . ' 
would, t h e r e f o r e , not b e n e f i t t h e L u c i f e r i a n cause t o disparage 
L i b e r i u s since he played o n l y a secondary r o l e i n t h i s , and, i n 
any case, t o gain an advantage from t h i s mode of a t t a c k , they would 
also have had t o calumniate Athanacius, H i l a r y and Eusebius of 
V e r c e l l i , and there i s no a u t h o r i t a t i v e evidence of t h i s . 

j ' 
Notes. ! 
17. cf.B IV, 1. 
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But Chapman has another argument by which he seek3 t o show 
that" the l e t t e r s "Pro", "Quia" and "Non" are f o r g e r i e s . ' H.e s t a t e s 

t h a t t h e i r author has w r i t t e n them as a defence of "Studens" and ; 
i 

t h a t he has d e l i b e r a t e l y reversed e v e r y t h i n g found i n the genuine 
l e t t e r s A V I I "Obsecro", B V I I , 2 "Quamvis" and B V I I , 4- "Nolo" i n | 
order t o do t h i s . H i l a r y has then adopted them i n t o h i s work .j 

18 1 

simply t o show t h a t they are f o r g e r i e s . 1 
1 

Now i t might be t r u e t h a t t h e r e i s a r e l a t i o n of t h i s k i n d 1 

between the two sets of l e t t e r s , but t o admit t h i s i s by no means 
to admit t h a t the second set i s thereby a f o r g e r y . The j 

correspondence between the two sets could be explained by considera­
t i o n of the circumstances i n which they were w r i t t e n . I n bot h 
s e t s , Athanasius i s the c e n t r a l , dominating f i g u r e , e v e r y t h i n g 
centres on him. This provides the s i m i l a r i t y between the two sets 

i 

of l e t t e r s . The c o n t r a s t i s provided by tne d i f f e r e n t a t t i t u d e s 
adopted by the author towards him, a t t i t u d e s q u i t e i n accordance j 
w i t h the h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n . 

But even i f t h i s were not the case, i n order t o prove h i s ' 
theory Chapman would s t i l l have t o demonstrate t h a t the dependence ; 
i s on the side o f "Pro", "Quia" and "Non". Glorieux, f o r i n s t a n c e , j 

who i s no l e s s anxious t o defend L i b e r i u s , takes the opposite view '« 
and places the dependence on "Obsecro", "Quamvis" and "Nolo"! 'j 

Moreover, t o say t h a t "Pro", "Quia" and "Non" s t u d i o u s l y ;| 
reverse "Obsecro", "Quamvis" and "Nolo" could be used e q u a l l y as 
w e l l / 
Notes. 
18. I t i s perhaps s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t Chapman does not attempt t o 

work out the r e l a t i o n of t h i s t o h i s theory of the L u c i f e r i a n 
a u t h o r s h i p ! 
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w e l l i n favour o f t h e i r a u t h e n t i c i t y . I f such an act i s t o be 
presumed, who would be more l i k e l y t o do i t than L i b e r i u s himself 
i n order t o show t h a t he had now completely renounced h i s former 
a t t i t u d e towards Athanasius. 

I f the l e t t e r s are t o be proved f o r g e r i e s , the proof- must be 
based, not on the s u p e r f i c i a l comparison, such as Chapman has given, 
but on something more so3il, something i n t r i n s i c a l l y a t variance 

19 
w i t h the h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n 

Chapman, then, makes out no case f o r the f o r g e r y ; h i s theory 
i s f u l l of c o n t r a d i c t i o n s and r a i s e s more problems than i t solves. 

There i s s t i l l another group of those who r e j e c t a l l f o u r 
e x i l e l e t t e r s as f o r g e d ; t h e i r m o s t recent r e p r e s e n t a t i v e i s 
Gl o r i e u x . 

He re p u d i a t e s the view t h a t "Studens" and the other t h r e e 
e x i l e l e t t e r s ^ a r e i n t e r p o l a t i o n s , whether L u c i f e r i a n or A r i a n ; he 

a 
declares t h a t i t would be too obvious^fraud t o t r y and i n t r o d u c e 
i n an already e x i s t i n g work, s o l i d l y compounded l i k e a l l H i l a r y ' s 
polemic works, f o u r such documents important both by t h e i r 
dimensions, and by t h e i r t e nor. According t o Glorieux, i t i s 
H i l a r y h i m s e l f who has i n t r o d u c e d the L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s i n t o h i s 
work w i t h the sole purpose of showing them t o be f o r g e r i e s . He 
says i t would have been a f a u l t of method, of which H i l a r y could 
n o t / 
Notes. 
19. see l a t e r f o r Chapman on .B I I I , 2 "Quid i n , h i s " . 
20. Melanges de Sciences Religieuses 1944. 
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not p o s s i b l y be g u i l t y , t o i n t r o d u c e those l e t t e r s i n t o h i s work \ 
on the c o u n c i l of Ariminum, which was d i r e c t e d against Ursacius and 

! 

Valens. I f they had been genuine, he would have passed them over, 1 

p r e f e r r i n g t o keep s i l e n t about them since they formed no i n t e g r a l 
p a r t of h i s work; indeed they would have broken the u n i t y by j 
p u t t i n g Ursacius and Valens i n t o the background. Moreover, he 
continues, i t would have been bad t a c t i c s t o i n s e r t the e x i l e l e t t e r 
at t h i s time when H i l a r y and L i b e r i u s were working t o g e t h e r t o 
secure the r e c o n c i l i a t i o n o f the bishops who had f a l l e n a t Ariminum; • 
i t would have made t h i s p o l i c y of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n savour of l a x i t y . 
Since t h i s i s so, th e r e can be only one s o l u t i o n . H i l a r y has 
i n s e r t e d the L i b e r i u s dossier because he knew from a c e r t a i n source :, 
the apochryphal c h a r a c t e r of these l e t t e r s and he intended t o 
denounce them as such. The L i b e r i u s dossier becomes yet one more 
acausation of the dishonourable ways of the Arians. 

• i 

Prom a l l t h i s i t i s evident t h a t the t h e s i s of Glorieux r e s t s 
on the s u p p o s i t i o n t h a t H i l a r y had i n c l u d e d the L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s as 
f o r g e r i e s . But one must ask i f i t i s convincing t o say t h a t , j 
although t h e r e - i s no evidence i n the l e t t e r s or n a r r a t i v e t e x t t o !: 

t h i s e f f e c t , yet t h i s i s only because the p a r t i n which t h i s was ')', 
s t a t e d has f a l l e n out o f the c o l l e c t i o n ? To c o n s t r u c t elaborate. '•; 
t h e o r i e s on such a basis i s sheer f o l l y . . There i s a b s o l u t e l y : 
no t h i n g i n the f o u r l e t t e r s which gives even the s l i g h t e s t h i n t 
t h a t H i l a r y had i n c l u d e d them i n h i s work t o show t h e i r 
apochryphal c h a r a c t e r ; on the c o n t r a r y , f o r i n s t a n c e , the way i n 
which he in t r o d u c e s "Studens" shows t h a t he regards i t as a genuine I 

'! 

l e t t e r of the Bishop of Rome. I 
- As/ 
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As f o r the a l l e g e d f a u l t of method. The f a l l of the bishop 
of Rome would be considered as a great blow t o the orthodox cause, 
c o n t r i b u t i n g g r e a t l y t o the shameful col l a p s e at Ariminum. I t was 
f i t t i n g , t h e r e f o r e , t h a t H i l a r y , i n g i v i n g a h i s t o r y of the c o u n c i l 
of Ariminum and the events l e a d i n g t h e r e t o , should give i n f o r m a t i o n 
about t h i s f a l l , no matter how awkward i t may have been at t h a t 
p a r t i c u l a r t i m e ; not t o have done so v/ould have been a breach of 
h i s t o r i c a l method. Viewed i n t h i s l i g h t , the e x i l e l e t t e r s of 
L i b e r i u s form an i n t e g r a l p a r t of h i 3 work, f u l l y i n keeping w i t h 
h i s aim and purpose. 

Then w i t h regard t o the a l l e g e d e r r o r i n t a c t i c s . Even i f 
t h i s were so, we have seen t h a t H i l a r y would s t i l l f e e l h i m s e l f 
bound t o i n c l u d e the L i b e r i u s dossier. I f the f a c t s were genuine, 
i t would have been dangerous t o omit them, from the p o i n t of view 
not only of h i s case but also of h i s own p r e s t i g e as a h i s t o r i a n ; 
he would have been accused of t r y i n g t o conceal the f a c t s by t h i s ', 
omission. But was i t r e a l l y an e r r o r i n t a c t i c s ? I t i s asserted; 
t h a t at t h a t p a r t i c u l a r time H i l a r y and L i b e r i u s were working t o 
secure the r e c o n c i l i a t i o n of the lapsed bishops. Yfaat b e t t e r 
advertisement could t h e r e be f o r t h i s p o l i c y than the example of 
H i l a r y , the st e a d f a s t confessor,and L i b e r i u s , the f a l l e n but now 
r e s t o r e d bishop, working t o g e t h e r i n harmony. Here was an example 
i n p r a c t i c e of the p o l i c y f o r which they were s t r i v i n g . Surely 
t h i s was no e r r o r i n t a c t i c s ? 

So Glorieux i s no more con v i n c i n g than the others. 



These th r e e accounts cover most of the p o i n t s r a i s e d by those 
21 

who contest the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the e x i l e l e t t e r s . Wilmart , 
under the i n f l u e n c e of Duchesne, mod i f i e s the view he had p r e v i o u s l y 
propounded i n Rev. Ben.1907, r e j e c t i n g a l l f o u r l e t t e r s , but 
reaches no d e f i n i t e conclusion. 

We pass now t o the second group, those who have doubts concern' 
i n g "Studens" but accept the other t h r e e e x i l e l e t t e r s as genuine. 
This group has no g r e a t f o l l o w i n g today because (1) of the p r o o f s 
given of the k i n s h i p of the f o u r l e t t e r s i n thought, speech and 
s t y l e and (2) of the removal of the h i s t o r i c a l o b j e c t i o n s t o 
"Studens"/ 

Notes. 
21. Rev. Ben.1908. 
22. cf. (1) "Studens": l i t t e r a s de nomine A t h a n a s i i , de nomine 

s u p r a d i c t i A t h a n a s i i . "Pro": l i t t e r a s adaeque super nomine eius. ;, 
"Quia": de nomine i p s i u s l i t t e r a s . "Non": a nomine A t h a n a s i i , ;, 
l i t t e r a s desuper nomine ei u s . (2) "Studens": quod..sciret se 
alienum esse ab ecclesiae Romanae communione; s c i a t i s . . 
Athanasium alienum esse a comraunione mea sive ecclesiae RomanaeJj 
"Pro": dico me cum omnibus vobis et cum u n i v e r s i s e p i s c o p i s I 
O r i e n t a l i b u s . .pacem et unanimitatem habere. "Quia": me autem ;J 
cum omnibus .vobis episcopis ecclesiae c a t h o l i c a e pacem habere.. |! 
s c i r e d e b e t i s ; scire..volo..pacem me et communionen e c c l e s i a s - j:'" 
t i c a m cum i p s i s habere. "Non": cum omnibus episcopis :j 
O r i e n t a l i b u s pacem habemus. (3) "Studens": quod. . s c i r e t se <\ 
alienum esse ab ecclesiae Romanae communione; s c i a t i s . . ; 
Athanasium alienum esse a-communione mea sive e c c l e s i a e ,,j 
Romanae. "Pro": amoto Athanasio a communione omnium nostrum. ij; 
"Quia": ab ecclesiae Romanae communione est separatus; u t j! 
s c i r e t . , (ab) A t h a n a s i i communione me esse separatum. "Non": . - • ] ] 
(4)"Studens": Studens pac i et concordiae; ad u n a n i n i t a t e m I 
nostram. "Pro": dico me..pacem et unanimitatem habere. "Quia": \ 

• pro bono pacis et concordiae, bono pacis et concordiae, a pace . • 
et concordia. "Non": de unanimitate no s t r a et pace. ( 5 ) ' 
"Studens": -."Pro": quando deo p l a c u i t . "Quia": v o l e n t e deo. 
"Non": deo v o l e n t e , (6) "Studens": nomen I u l i i bonae memoriae 
e p i s c o p i . "Pro": bonae memoriae I u l i u s episcopus. "Quia": - « 
"Non": - . ( 7 ) "Studens " : - ."Pro": l i t t e r a s . .per f r a t r e m nostrum •; 
Fortunatianum dedi perferenda.s ad imperatorem Constantium. ( 
"Quia": f r a t r e m Fortunatianum p e t i i , u t l i t t e r a s meas ad 
clementissimum imperatorem Augustum perferat."Non": -. 
(3) "Studens" : _ " P r 0 " : dignejnini. . elaborare quatenus..ad sedem, 
.t£uae m i h i d i v i n i t u s c r e d i t a e s t , r e v e r t a r . "Q\iia": ( u t ) me ad 
ecclesiam miJli d i v i n i t u s t r a d i t a m iubeat r e v e r t i ; "Non" : V 
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23 2 4 

"Studens". Those who have supported i t i n c l u d e 3aroniu3 ,Coustant 
25 

and Duchesne 

I n t e r p r e t i n g "Studens" as having been w r i t t e n at the beginning of 
L i b e r i u s • episcopate, they found d i f f i c u l t y i n r e l a t i n g the events 

26 
mentioned t h e r e i n t o the h i s t o r i c a l f a c t s elsewhere a t t e s t e d 
I n h i s " H i s t o r y of the Church" 2^, Duchesne had s t a t e d t h a t the 
l e t t e r "Studens" was the work of a f o r g e r w h i l e he reserved h i s 
judgment on the other t h r e e . However, the common t r a i t 3 brought 
out by S a l t e t caused Duchesne t o study the question more c l o s e l y 
and t o ask i f the l e t t e r "Studens" must r e a l l y be separated from 
the others. I n t h i s way he came t o a new h i s t o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
of "Studens", one g i v i n g a s a t i s f a c t o r y e x p l a n a t i o n of the o b j e c t i o n : 
f o r m e r l y r a i s e d , and hence concluded t h a t , ^ l i k e the other t h r e e , 
"Studen3" i s a genuine l e t t e r of L i b e r i u s . About the same time and 

29 
q u i t e independently Schiktanz had reached the same conclusion. 

So f i n a l l y , we come t o those who accept a l l f o u r l e t t e r s as 
genuine. The c h i e f advocates of t h i s t h e o r y are Duchesne"^, 

^1 32 Schiktanz and Feder . 
Notes. 
23. ad arm.352 and 357. 
24. 2pp. Rom. Pont. Appendix p.95 ( P a r i s 1721) and i n h i s 

Commentary on the documents i n P.L. X. 
25. p r i o r t o 1908. 
26. '.Ye have already seen t h a t Chapman suggested two f o r g e r s , one 

of "Studens", the other of the three other e x i l e l e t t e r s . 
27. I I , p.254 n.2 . 
28. B u l l . L i t t . Eccles. 1907 p.280sq. 
29. Die H i l a r i u s - Fragmente.. 
30. i n Melanges d' Archeologie et d' H i s t o i r e ( 1 9 0 8 ) p.31 -78. 
31. 1c. ' 
32. Studien I . 
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Duchesne f i n d s n o t h i n g i n "Pro", "Quia" and "Non^to suggest \ 
I 

t h a t they are f o r g e r i e s . His main o b j e c t i s t o defend "Studens" 
which he f i n d s c l o s e l y l i n k e d i n s t y l e and thought w i t h the o t h e r J 

t h r e e . He admits t h a t the l e t t e r "Studens" d o e 3 not make sense 
i f one t r i e s t o understand i t as having been w r i t t e n i n 352. I t 
would have been the g r e a t e s t a b s u r d i t y f o r a contemporary (and i t 
would be a contemporary, even i f i t was a f o r g e r , who had composed 
the l e t t e r ) t o put f o r w a r d the idea t h a t L i b e r i u s had broken 
communion w i t h Athanasius a t the beginning of h i s episcopate when 
a l l knew t h a t he had i n f a c t supported him r i g & t up t o the time of 
h i s e x i l e . So Duchesne declares t h a t i t i s not of the year 352 t h a t 
the r e d a c t o r t h i n k s but r a t h e r of 357, the year when the r u p t u r e 
was a c t u a l l y produced. Wearied by e x i l e , L i b e r i u s has been induced 
t o change h i s former a t t i t u d e towards Athanasius. Now, t o make 
the t r a n s i t i o n appear as s l i g h t as possible,» L i b e r i u s has l i n k e d 
the r u p t u r e of 357 w i t h events t a k i n g place a t the beginning of p 

t 
h i s episcopate and avoided speaking of what has happened i n the 

i fi 
i n t e r v a l . Schiktanz and Feder give a s i m i l a r e x p l a n a t i o n . 

As Duchesne admits, the a r t i f i c e i s gross and L i b e r i u s must 
have had v e r y l i t t l e hope of success, but, i n the circumstances, 
i t i s not impossible. That i s the m e r i t of Duchesne's theory. 
Whereas i t i s i n c o n c e i v a b l e t h a t any f o r g e r would ever t r y t o 
represent L i b e r i u s as having been i n 357 f o r approximately f o u r 
years out of communion w i t h Athanasius, and i n communion w i t h the 
Easterns - such a t h e o r y might have had some success i n the case 
of a l i t t l e - k n o w n bishop but not i n the case of one i n the midstream 

v of the controversy as the bishop of Rome; Jk^» & 3 w « have seen, 
was/ 
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was Chapman's suggestion t h a t i t was produced j u s t a f t e r the synod 
of M i l a n any the more conceivable - i t i 3 j u s t p o s s i b l e . t h a t 
L i b e r i u s h i m s e l f , and he alone, could have'attempted t h i s p r e t e r ­
mission. 

I t i s not f u l l y understandable why L i b e r i u s should have 
r e s o r t e d t o such a puny a r t i f i c e . He must have known t h a t t h i s 
l e t t e r had scant hopes of a favourable r e c e p t i o n . Most probably 
he had r e c o n c i l e d h i m s e l f beforehand t o i t s f a i l u r e and issued i t 
merely as a f e e l e r t o t e s t p u b l i c o p i n i o n . A f t e r a l l , he must 
have t o l d h i m s e l f , t h e bishops t o whom I am w r i t i n g w i l l be only 
too pleased t o f o r g e t about my past defence of Athanasius and only 
too eager t o grasp the f a c t t h a t , whether i n 352 or 357, I have 
a c t u a l l y condemned A t h a n a s i u s ^ 

Notes. 
33. T i l l e m o n t (Mem.I, (1699) 357, V I I I (1702) 695sq) suggests 

t h a t L i b e r i u s wrote "Studens" at the beginning of h i s 
episcopate as answer t o the Easterns but f i r s t p u b l i s h e d . i t 
o n l y l a t e r when i n e x i l e . The evidence g i v e n i n A V I I , 
however, c o n t r a d i c t s t h i s _ o p i n i o n . 

http://published.it
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As i n t e r p r e t e d "by Duchesne, the i n f o r m a t i o n given i n the e x i l e 
l e t t e r s ' of L i b e r i u s corresponds w i t h t h a t g i v e n by o t h e r ' w r i t e r s of 
the same p e r i o d . 7/e have already seen t h a t the most l i k e l y date • 
f o r the composition of these l e t t e r s i s sometime i n the f i r s t h a l f 
of 357"^. This f i n d s f u r t h e r c o n f i r m a t i o n i n Athanasius ^ who 
w r i t e s t h a t L i b e r i u s y i e l d e d a f t e r two years and subscribed from 

36 
f e a r of death. Against t h i s testimony i t has been contested 
t h a t the " H i s t o r i a Arianorum" was w r i t t e n when Leontius Castratus 
of A n t i o c h was s t i l l a l i v e and t h e r e f o r e before the weakness of 
L i b e r i u s , which would make t h i s passage a l a t e r a d d i t i o n . But 
even so, i t does not f o l l o w t h a t t h i s a d d i t i o n i s spurious and not 
•fxxm-from Athanasius h i m s e l f ; i t has every appearance of being 
a genuine p a r t of the work of A t h a n a s i u s 3 7 . Moreover, i n h i s 
Apol. c. Ar.89, Athanasius s t a t e s t h a t even i f he d i d not endure 
the m iseries of e x i l e t o the end, s t i l l L i t f e r i u s remained two years 
i n banishment. ' I t has been objected t h a t these words, t o o , are 

38 
an a d d i t i o n t o the t e x t i n i t s f i r s t form . But again, even i f 

! i 
t h i s / !! 

Notes. I 
34. cf. the mention of Potamius and E p i c t e t u s i n B i l l , 2; L i b e r i u s * , 

s i g n a t u r e of the f i r s t Sirmian creed of 351; Constantius' j 
knowledge i n May 357 of a change of mind on the p a r t o f j 
L i b e r i u s . ! 

35. Hist.. Ar. 41. 
36. eg. by S t i l t i n g Acta SS. VI;' . 601sq. Reinerding "Beitrage zur : 

Honorius and L i b e r i u s f r a g e (1865)p.34sq.). \ 
37. The " H i s t o r i a " was w r i t t e n by Athanasius before the f a l l of ; 

L i b e r i u s and sent t o the monies t o whom i t was addressed, but ! 
the author received h i s manuscript back again. He t e l l s us 
t h i s i n the t h i r d chapter of the l e t t e r p r e f i x e d t o the work. 
Then, l a t e r , Serapion of Thmuis wrote asking him t o give an 
account of the A r i a n heresy, of h i s own w e l f a r e , and of the 
death of A r i u s . To do t h i s Athanasius sent him the. " H i s t o r i a 
Arianorum" and the "De Morte A r i i " . I n the i n t e r v a l between 
the o r i g i n a l composition and i t s despatch t o Serapion must 
have occurred the weakness of L i b e r i u s , w h i c h prompted Athanasiu', 

to make t h i s a d d i t i o n . n • J\ 
38. cf. S t i l t i n g L.c. •- - ^ S ' U J ' 
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t h i s were so, there i s no reason t o doubt t h e i r a u t h e n t i c i t y as a 

39 
genuine p a r t of Athanasius' work , This c o n f i r m a t i o n i s a l l the 
more important coming as i t does from the one person above a l l 
other Nicene champions who had most i n t e r e s t i n d i s t i n g u i s h i n g t r u e 
from f a l s e , f a c t s from rumours and f o r g e r i e s . 

Then, i n h i s c.Const.11 ( w r i t t e n at the end of 359), H i l a r y 
w r i t e s t h a t he d i d not know which was the greater presumption on 
the p a r t of the Emperor, the banishment of L i b e r i u s or h i s r e c a l l 
t o Rome. Now Reinerding4°, Zaccaria 4" 1, and Savio 4" 2 take t h i s t o 
mean t h a t Constantius had annoyed the bishop of Rome upon his 
r e t u r n i n v a r i o u s ways or t o r e f e r to the p a i n f u l s i t u a t i o n i n 
having two bishops, L i b e r i u 3 and F e l i x , i n Rome. 

I n answer t o t h i s , i t must be confessed t h a t H i l a r y does, not 
e x p l i c i t l y say t h a t i t r e f e r s t o a f a l l on the p a r t of L i b e r i u s , 
but he does i n t i m a t e t h a t the r e c a l l of L i b e r i u s was not a l t o g e t h e r 
v o i d of blame, t h a t the r e t u r n has been granted only on concessions, 

fe.and the emphatic words p o i n t t o a well-known f a c t - s u c h as the f a l l . 
43 

Again, i t has sometimes been asserted t h a t the omission of 
L i b e r i u s 1 name among the great confessor-bishops i n . H i l . c . C o n s t . 2 
s i g n i f i e s only t h a t L i b e r i u s was not e x i l e d i n 355. But i t has 
been already seen4"4" t h a t he was e x i l e d soon a f t e r the c o u n c i l of 
Milan 355 because (1) Theodoret 4" 5 makes L i b e r i u s ' i n t e r v i e w w i t h 
t h e / 
Notes. 
39. This "apologia!! i s a c o l l e c t i o n of pieces which A t h a n a s i u 3 put 

toge t h e r c.350 but which he enlarged and supplemented as time 
went on. 

40. L.c.p.29. 
41. D i s s e r t , de Commentitio L i b e r i i Lapsu. 
42. Nuovi Stud i p.57-58. 

-43. e.g. Z e i l l i e r La Question du Pape Libere p.29sq. Savio"Nuovi 
S t u d i * p . 4 i 3 < 1 . "Punti ControversiV63s<i. 

44. cf. B V I I , 2. 
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the Emperor's ambassador, Susebius, and then w i t h the Emperor himsel 
f o l l o w c l o s e l y upon the happenings at the c o u n c i l of Mil a n ; (2) i t 
i s known t h a t a t the c o n c l u s i o n of the Milan synod Constantius sent 
n o t a r i e s and o f f i c e r s i n t o the provinces t o secure c o n f i r m a t i o n of 
i t s decrees by the bishops; he would n a t u r a l l y be ver y anxious t o 
sedure the s i g n a t u r e of the Roman bishop and so the journey of the 
eunuch Eusebius t o Rome must be placed v e r y soon a f t e r the c o u n c i l ; 
( 3 ) as the Emperor r e t u r n e d t o Mila n at the end of June or the 
beginning of J u l y , a f t e r h i s Alamanni campaign, the a r r i v a l of 
L i b e r i u s i n M i l a n and h i s conversation there w i t h the Emperor must 

46 
have taken place i n the course of J u l y . So the most l i k e l y date 
f o r the beginning of the e x i l e seems to be August 355. This i s 

// 
supported by the evidence of the Preface t o the L i b e l l u s precum" of 

47 
Paustinus and M a r c e l l i n u s where i t i s s a i d t h a t the sojourn of 
Constantius a t Rome d u r i n g May 357 took place two years a f t e r the 

48 

beginning of L i b e r i u s ' e x i l e . S u l p i c i u s Severus , t o o , places i t 
i n the consulship of A r b i t i o and L o l l i a n u s i . e . i n 355. 

So c l o s e l y i s the e x i l e of L i b e r i u s l i n k e d i n time and cause 
w i t h t h a t of the other bishops mentioned i n c. Const. 2 t h a t H i l a r y 
could not have excluded him except f o r a s p e c i a l reason,viz: t h a t 
he had not "endured t o the end the r i g o u r s of e x i l e " . 

As noted p r e v i o u s l y , the Preface'to the " L i b e l l u s precum" 
a t t e s t s t h a t Constantius came t o Rome two years a f t e r the e x i l e of 
L i b e r i u s and knew at t h a t time about h i s f a l l . I t a l s o places h i s 
r e t u r n i n 3 5 7 / 8 . 

Notes-. 
46. Amm. Marc. 15, 4 . 
47. 3' C.S.EL. 35, 2. 
48. Chron. I I , 39. 
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49 
Jerome continues the c o n f i r m a t i o n both i n h i s C h r o n i c l e a r i £ 

i n h i s De Vir.- 111.97. He r e l a t e s t h a t F o r t u n a t i a n f i r s t s o l i c i t e d 
50 

L i b e r i u s as he was going i n t o e x i l e and th a t the l a t t e r e v e n t u a l l y 
gave way and signed a h e r e t i c a l formula. S t i l t i n g ^ , Palma , 

53 54 
R e i n e r d i n g and Chapman are u n w i l l i n g to give, any a u t h o r i t y to 
Jerome's words, but t h i s a t t i t u d e can not be j u s t i f i e d . I t may , 

be t r u e t h a t Jerome o f t e n goes a s t r a y on chronology but i t ' i s q u i t e ! 

a d i f f e r e n t t h i n g w i t h regard to h i s testimony on h i s t o r i c a l f a c t s , \\ 

and e s p e c i a l l y these p a r t i c u l a r ones because he would have a j ' 
. j t 

s p e c i a l i n t e r e s t i n them. As a young student, he had been i n 

Rome i n 358 and t h e r e f o r e i n a p o s i t i o n to d i s c o v e r at f i r s t - h a n d ..] j j ; 

! 

what had a c t u a l l y taken p l a c e w i t h r e g a r d to L i b e r i u s . Moreover, 

c.370-373> Jerome had l i v e d at A q u i l e i a under V a l e r i a n , the 

su c c e s s o r of F o r t u n a t i a n ; he would t h e r e f o r e be able to f i n d out 

about the r e l a t i o n s of F o r t u n a t i a n with L i b e r i u s and v e r i f y the 

former's share i n the f a l l of the bishop of Rome. 

These f a c t s , then, give Jerome's testimony a l l the more v a l u e . ; j 
55 i Rufinus t e s t i f i e s t h a t he has heard a rumour about L i b e r i u s 

g i v i n g way before the Emperor i n order to secure h i s r e t u r n to 

Rome, but he w i l l not vouch, f o r i t s a u t h e n t i c i t y . 

The A r i a n h i s t o r i a n P h i l o s t o r g i u s 5 6 a s s e r t s t h a t , a t a synod 

of Sirmium, L i b e r i u s signed a formula which suppressed the 

"homoousios"/ 
Notes. 
49- ed.Schonell, 194. 
50. Jerome does NOT say t h a t L i b e r i u a .was won over s t r a i g h t w a y 

by F o r t u n a t i o n ' s s o l i c i t a t i o n s . 
51. Acta SS. VI, 6 0 5 s q . ' ' -
52. P r a e l e c t i o n e s H i s t . E c c l e s . I , i i (1838) p . 9 4 s q . . 
53. L. c. p.38sq.. 
54. Rev.Ben. 1910 p.203. 
55. H.E. I , 27' 
56. H.E.,IV,y " 

ii !' 
I.; 
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"homoousios" and s u b s c r i b e d a condemnation of Athanasius. 

I n the f i f t h century, Sozomen-^ s t a t e s that,on the.request of 

a Western l e g a t i o n , C o n s t a n t i u s summoned L i b e r i u s from Beroea to 

Sirmium and there L i b e r i u s was induced to s i g n a creed which omitted 

the "homoousios" and u n i t e d the decrees of Sirmium 351 w i t h the 

creed of the D e d i c a t i o n c o u n c i l of A n t i o c h 341. 

I n t o t h i s h i s t o r i c a l framework f i t r e a d i l y the f o u r e x i l e i 

l e t t e r s of L i b e r i u s , as p r e s e r v e d i n H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c t i o n , w i t h t h e i r : 

i n f o r m a t i o n about the weakness of L i b e r i u s i n e x i l e , h i s condemna- ' 

t i o n of Athanasiua and s i g n a t u r e of the Sirmian formula. j 

: i 

I t might have been thought that i n view of so l a r g e and 

a u t h o r i t a t i v e a body of evidence, no one would have dared to doubt 

t h i s " f a l l of L i b e r i u s , and indeed u n t i l t h e ^ s i x t e e n t h century i t 
58 

was accepted as one of the i n d i s p u t a b l e f a c t s of Church H i s t o r y . j 

Only when the Roman Church became more s e n s i t i v e about the r e p u t a ­

t i o n s of the e a r l y popes, was i t found n e c e s s a r y to attempt to 

remove the s t a i n which a t t a c h e d i t s e l f to the name, of L i b e r i u s . j 
• i 

As we have seen, i t was suggested t h a t the passages d e a l i n g w i t h i 

L i b e r i u s ' i n the works of Athanasius were i n t e r p o l a t i o n s , t h a t the j 

e x i l e l e t t e r s of L i b e r i u s i n H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c t i o n should be r e j e c t e d \ 

on/ ! 
Notes. ; 
57- H.E. IV, 15. | 
58. c f . t h e " L i b e r p o n t i f i c a l i a " , the "Gesta L i b e r i i " , the j 

Martyrologies of Bede (19 K a l . Sept.) and Ado (14 Aug). 
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on grounds of s t y l e f and to the p o s i t i v e t e s t i m o n i e s and d e f i n i t e 
# 

a f f i r m a t i o n s of Athanasius, Jerome and the others was opposed the 

dubiety of Rufinus and the s i l e n c e of S u l p i c i u s Severus, S o c r a t e s 

and Theodoret. I t i s obvious t h a t l i t t l e credence can be given to 

those who commit such an open and i n e x c u s a b l e breach of h i s t o r i c a l 

method i n l a r g e l y p r e f e r r i n g l a t e r authors w i t h t h e i r incomplete 

and d e f e c t i v e c o m p i l a t i o n s to the c l e a r testimony of contemporaries 

l i k e Athanasius and Jerome. 

F i n a l l y , t h e glad welcome which L i b e r i u s r e c e i v e d on h i s r e t u r n 

from e x i l e and the r e s p e c t i n which he was held by s e v e r a l of h i s 
60 There i s c l e r i c s i s not incompatible w i t h t h i s f a l l i n e x i l e , tne case 

of Vinoent of Capua, of whose f a l l t h e r e i s no doubt and who, never-
61 

t h e l e s s , a few y e a r s l a t e r a t t a i n e d a p o s i t i o n of high r e s p e c t 
S e v e r a l reasons may be given to account for. t h i s . - : ( l ) even by the 
time of the c o u n c i l of Ariminum, the q u e s t i o n concerning Athanasius 

i 

had f a l l e n completely i n t o the background of the c o n t r o v e r s y and was 

soon f o r g o t t e n ; (2) the i m p e r i a l i n t r u d e r , F e l i x , had never been 

a b l e / 

Notes. 
59. Le Page Renouf (The Condemnation of Pope Honorius p.44) i s 

undoubtedly r i g h t i n a s s e r t i n g t h a t the q u e s t i o n of s t y l e i s 
q u i t e out of p l a c e here because there i s no evidence to show 

- --" t h a t the a c t u a l composition of the l e t t e r s i s to be a t t r i b u t e d , 
to L i b e r i u s himself, cf. Duchesne 1 s argument(L.c.p.52sq.) i n 
favour of F o r t u n a t i a n being the a c t u a l author i . e . a c t i n g as 
the s e c r e t a r y of L i b e r i u s . But even i f we were to admit 
d i f f e r e n c e s between the l e t t e r s of L i b e r i u s w r i t t e n before h i s 
e x i l e and those w r i t t e n during i t (which i s by no means c e r t a i n 
cf. Feder Stud.I p . l 7 5 s q ) , the s t r a i g h t e n e d c i r c u m s t a n c e s and 
s u f f e r i n g s of e x i l e e a s i l y account f o r any a r i d i t y of thought 
or l e s s d i g n i f i e d speech which may be found i n the e x i l e 
l e t t e r s i n c o n t r a s t to the p r e - e x i l i c ones. 

60. cf.Amm. Marc.15, 7. Soz. H.E. IV,15. Lib.prec.35, 2. J e r . j 
Chron. ed Schone I I , 194. S i r i c i u s Ep. ad Himerium Tarraconen-
sem. 

61. cf , the p r a i s e bestowed upon h i m by Daraasus i n h i s l e t t e r to the I l l y r i a n b i s h o p s . T h e o d . i l , 22. 

http://Lib.prec.35
http://bishops.Theod.il
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able to command any great support i n Rome and with h i s death i n 
365 the r e b e l s among the Roman c l e r g y would be only too p l e a s e d to 
become r e c o n c i l e d with L i b e r i u s ; (3) the p o l i c y of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n 
advocated by the C o u n c i l of A l e x a n d r i a a l s o shows t h a t the m a j o r i t y 
of the orthodox were prepared to^'forget the past i n order to r e g a i n 

t h e i r former supporters and c l o s e t h e i r ranks i n face of the- A r i a n 

p r e s s u r e . 

6 2 

To sum up, while i t i s probably t r u e , as Feder a s s e r t s , t h a t 

no compelling or w a t e r t i g h t proof can be g iven of the a u t h e n t i c i t y j 

of the e x i l e l e t t e r s of L i b e r i u s , as p r e s e r v e d i n H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c - •'• 

t i o n , the f o r g e r y t h e o r i e s so f a r expounded ..undoubtedly r a i s e more .: 

problems than they s o l v e . 

There i s no doubt t h a t i n the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of B I ' l l , .1 l i e s 

the crux of the problem. From what i s known elsewhere of !; 

L i b e r i u s • a t t i t u d e towards Athanasius p r i o r * t o h i s e x i l e i t i s 

obvious t h a t i t s composition can not be p l a c e d e i t h e r at the 

beginning of h i s episcopate or i n the i n t e r v e n i n g y e a r s up to 355; j 

not even the most f o o l i s h of f o r g e r s would have attempted to 

e s t a b l i s h t h i s . I t can only have been w r i t t e n about the same time jj 

as the other e x i l e l e t t e r s w i t h which i t i s r e l a t e d i n s t y l e , j 

purpose and s u b j e c t . I t i s noteworthy, too, t h a t , while mentioning 

the t h r e a t to condemn Athanasius given at an e a r l y stage i n h i s 1 

i 

episcopate, L i b e r i u s does not e x p l i c i t l y c l a i m i n B I I I , 1 that i t j 

was ever c a r r i e d out at t h a t p a r t i c u l a r time. Rather i s the i 

a c t u a l e x e c u t i o n of the t h r e a t a s s o c i a t e d , not w i t h the sending of 

t h a t / 11 
Notes. ! 
'62. Stud. I p.162. j 
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that embassy to Athanasius, but with the a r r i v a l of the second 

l e t t e r of the E a s t e r n s ; and indeed i t i s through t h i s t h r e a t and 

i t s e x e cution t h a t L i b e r i u s b r idges the gap and i s enabled to make 

the t r a n s i t i o n between the events of 352 and those of 357. 

Thus i n t e r p r e t e d , B I I I , 1 f i t s i n t o the s i t u a t i o n d e p i c t e d ' i n 

the other e x i l e l e t t e r s , and a l l f i n d t h e i r c o n f i r m a t i o n i n the 

other contemporary sources. 

On the other hand, those who would deny the a u t h e n t i c i t y of 
63 

these l e t t e r s , can give no weighty 1 reason f o r the ac t u a l , f o r g e r y ; 
i n t h e i r a n x i e t y to c l e a r the name of L i b e r i u s , they are l e d i n t o 

;ry 
.65 

every kind of c o n t r a d i c t i o n ^ and indeed tend to c a n c e l each other 

out 
To the unbiased r e a d e r only one c o n c l u s i o n i s p o s s i b l e : the 

l e t t e r s of L i b e r i u s , p r e s e r v e d i n the c o l l e c t i o n of H i l a r y , are .' 

undoubtedly a u t h e n t i c . 

I t might be u s e f u l to add a note on the n a r r a t i v e t e x t B I I I , 
66 

2 and Chapman's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of i t 
Chapman i n t e r p r e t s i t t h u s : - " A f t e r g i v i n g the l e t t e r "Studens" 

i n f u l l , which he regards as a for g e r y , H i l a r y d e s c r i b e s i t 

s a r c a s t i c a l l y / 

Notes. 
63. c f , Saltefc. E i t h e r i n h i s eagerness to provide a reason or 

X conscious of the weakness of h i s arguments, he a c t u a l l y t r i e s 
to give three s o l u t i o n s , an A r i a n , a L u c i f e r i a n , and a 
F e l i c i a n , but never commits h i m s e l f to any.' 

64. c f , t h e t h e o r i e s of S a l t e t and Chapman. 
65. e.g. the Savio-Chapman t h e o r i e s , and the G l o r i e u x - S a l t e t 

t h e o r i e s are mut u a l l y d e s t r u c t i v e . 
66. i n Rev. Ben.1910 p.28sq.. 
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s a r c a s t i c a l l y as a "holy and God-fearing e p i s t l e indeed" but says 
t h a t you w i l l see i n the a c t s of the c o u n c i l of Ariminum that i t 
did not impose upon Potamius and E p i c t e t u s - i t was too o b v i o u s l y 
untrue - though they were anxious to condemn L i b e r i u s ( i . e . they 
were c l a i m i n g that the Roman bishop was on t h e i r s i d e , while they 
t r i e d to i n v e i g l e the bishops i n t o agreement). F o r t u n a t i a n sent 
i t to v a r i o u s bishops ( a s an excuse f o r h i s own f a l l , or perhaps 
because he was accused of l e a d i n g L i b e r i u s i n t o errof? and he wished 
to show t h a t at an e a r l i e r p e r i o d f o r a s h o r t time the Pope had 
deserted Athanasius and j o i n e d the E a s t e r n p a r t y ) but he got no 
advantage. The remainder of the note f o l l o w s l o g i c a l l y and 
n a t u r a l l y . F o r t u n a t i a n had forged the l e t t e r i n h i s own i n t e r e s t 
but he got no good from i t f o r no one b e l i e v e d him; on the 
c o n t r a r y he burdened h i m s e l f , he i m p e r i l l e d h i m s e l f f o r the l e t t e r 
of the O r i e n t a l s to Pope J u l i u s , which he mentions, i s not supposed 
by H i l a r y to be some unknown l e t t e r of the y e a r 352 but he 
i d e n t i f i e s i t w i t h the l e t t e r of the Eusebians of 340; the 
a c o u s a t i o n s contained i n t h a t l e t t e r were r e j e c t e d by the c o u n c i l 
of S a r d i c a and by i g n o r i n g that c o u n c i l , F o r t u n a t i a n had condemned 
hi m s e l f as a f o r g e r f o r L i b e r i u s could not have ignored i t . 
F u r t h e r , j u s t as the l e t t e r of the Eusebians to J u l i u s was followed 
and r e f u t e d by a l e t t e r from an E g y p t i a n c o u n c i l , so was the l e t t e r 
to L i b e r i u s r e f u t e d by a s i m i l a r l e t t e r " . So f a r Chapman. 

But t h a t he was not e n t i r e l y s a t i s f i e d w i t h h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s 

shown i n Rev. Ben. 1910 p.202sq.. where he attempts to give another 

e x p l a n a t i o n . T h i s time he a s s e r t s t h a t the r e f e r e n c e contained 

-in' the mention of the c o u n c i l of Ariminum must be to some l e t t e r 

P r esumably/ 



presumably of the orthodox at the c o u n c i l , now l 0 3 t , but o r i g i n a l l y 

c o n t a i n e d i n H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c t i o n of documents about the c o u n c i l . 

I t w i l l have been a complaint or a c c u s a t i o n w i t h regard to Potamius 

and E p i c t e t u s . The n a t u r a l t h i n g to say of them i f t h e i r c h a r a c t e r 

was to be taken away i n order to d i s c r e d i t t h e i r a c t i o n s , was th a t 

they had r e j o i c e d i n condemning the bishop of Rome to e x i l e and 

the venerable Hosius to t o r t u r e . H i l a r y has understood some such 

phrase as though both crimes were a t t r i b u t e d to both bishops, and 

he says t h a t Pptamius and E p i c t e t u s were d e s c r i b e d i n some document 

of the c o u n c i l of Ariminum as r e j o i c i n g i n the condemnation of 

L i b e r i u s to e x i l e ; "but Potamius and E p i c t e t u s when they were 

condemning the Pope w i t h glee (as the c o u n c i l of Ariminum says of 

them) would not accept the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the l e t t e r " , f o r they 

would not have wanted to condemn him i f they d i d accept i t . 

Now wi t h regard to Chapman's f i r s t theory: - even g r a n t i n g 

t h a t H i l a r y introduced "Studens" as a f o r g e r y (which assumption 

has been a l r e a d y r e j e c t e d ) , there are s t i l l many d i f f i c u l t i e s i n 

Chapman's r e c o n s t r u c t i o n . For i n s t a n c e , i f the f o r g e r ' s work 

did not even impose on Potamius and E p i c t e t u s , two r a b i d A r i a n s , 

then whom could the f o r g e r have hoped to convince? I f we are to \ 

assume the f o r g e r theory, then i t must a l s o be assumed t h a t i t was 

w r i t t e n as a support to the opponents of the orthodox; but i f even ' 
I 

extreme A r i a n s could not accept i t as a POSSIBLE l e t t e r of L i b e r i u s , . 

i t i s d i f f i c u l t to understand why i t should ever have been produced 

at a l l . i 

Nor does the second p a r t f o l l o w so l o g i c a l l y and n a t u r a l l y as \ 
i 

Chapman would have us suppose, f o r i t i s L i b e r i u s , and not j 
t 

F o r t u n a t i a n / 
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67 F o r t u n a t i a n , who i s intended i n t h i s p a r t 

Chapman's second theory f a r e s even ..worse f o r i t i s based upon 

pure c o n j e c t u r e . There i s no evidence t h a t both Potamius and 

E p i c t e t u s were concerned i n the condemnation of L i b e r i u s . •.. We do 

know t h a t E p i c t e t u s was one of the i n s t i g a t o r s of h i s e x i l e but 

t h e r e i s nothing to show t h a t Potamius was concerned i n the events 

at Milan i n 3 5 5 - He comes i n t o prominence only l a t e r at the 

S i r m i a n c o u n c i l of August 3 5 7 . Nor does the f a c t t h a t "they were 

u n w i l l i n g to hear these t h i n g s " imply t h a t they doubted the authen­

t i c i t y of the l e t t e r . 

A more s a t i s f a c t o r y e x p l a n a t i o n would seem to be: - The 

N a r r a t i v e t e x t opens w i t h an i r o n i c a l exclamation which i n d i c a t e s 

the way i n which the preceding l e t t e r was r e c e i v e d . Then the 

reason t h a t L i b e r i u s 1 l e t t e r did not f i n d any favour e i t h e r with 

Potami'us and E p i c t e t u s or w i t h the other bishops to whom F o r t u n a t i a n ' 

sent i t , was probably t h a t t h i s c o n c e s s i o n on the p a r t of L i b e r i u s 

was not now s u f f i c i e n t and t h a t these bishops at t h i s time were- :, 
* 

c o n c e n t r a t i n g , not on Athanasius, but on p r e p a r a t i o n s f o r the : 

S i r m i a n c o u n c i l to be held i n August 3 5 7 . 

The ending i s a c o n c l u s i o n on the l e t t e r "Studens" i t s e l f and 

the f i r s t p a r t of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t . The w r i t e r s t a t e s t h a t a 

l e t t e r had come from Egypt warning L i b e r i u s t h a t so long as the 

a u t h o r i t y of the c o u n c i l of S a r d i c a remained f i r m , he would only j 

embarrass and i m p e r i l h i m s e l f by breaking o f f communion wi t h ! 

Athanasius. The reader i s l e f t to add the f i n a l c o n c l u s i o n "And ! 

t h i s i s indeed j u s t what has happened!" 

Notes. 
6 7 . The i m p l i e d s u b j e c t of "decerperet" i s L i b e r i u s , not• 

F o r t u n a t i a n . 
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CONCLUSION 

Because of the confusion which e x i s t s among the documents i n i 

the C o l l e c t i o n , there has been much s p e c u l a t i o n as to the o r i g i n a l 

form of H i l a r y ' s work. • . * 

Because the c o l l e c t i o n i s now d i v i d e d in t o two groups, Da Pin"*" 

a s s e r t s that the fragments are a s e l e c t i o n of many pieces ;uaue by 

sn unknown author from two books of H i l a r y and from some passages- >> 
p 

01 hit, other works. A.Viehhauser suggests that the fragments are 

only p r e l i m i n a r y m a t e r i a l f o r a work on the synods of Ariminum and 

Seleucia. oecause among the i n d i v i d u a l fragments there are only a 

few s m a l l remarks of the author extant and not the s l i g h t e s t i n d i c a ­

t i o n of a conclusion*, and t h a t , s i n c e B VI can not have been 

w r i t t e n before 367 and H i l a r y d i e d i n t h a t year, the compilation of 

the work has been hindered through the death of the author. L i k e 

Viehhauser, M. Schanz3 holds t h a t the fragments are.not excerpts 

from a completed work of Hilary» because no c l e a r p r i n c i p l e or 

purpose i s v i s i b l e i n thern, but r a t h e r r e p r e s e n t raateii.al f o r an 

u n f i n i s h e d work. 
4 

Remkens , on the other hand, argues t h a t i n the Preface (B I ) , 

which i s acknowledged by a l l as genuine, the d e s c r i p t i o n of the 

events denotes the ena of 359 o r beginning of 3 ^ 0 , and t h a t so f a r 

from being p r e l i m i n a r y m a t e r i a l f o r a h i s t o r y of Arianism, the 

P r e f a c e / 

Notes. 
1 . E c c l e s . H i s t . I . Eng. t r a n s l . 1?23 p.1 9 7 . 
2 . " I l i l a r i u s P i c t . , g e s c h i l d e r t i n seinem Kampfe gegen den 

Arianismus ( K l a g e n f u r t 1 8 6 0 ) p. 4 7 s q . 
3« Geschichte der Rom. L i t t . v o l . IV p . 2 6 6 s q . 
4 . H i l a r i u s von P o i t i e r s p.2 1 0 . 
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Preface promises a concluded work. I n view of t h i s , he concludes 

t h a t no fragment which shows a l a t e r date- than 3 6 0 belonged to zae 

work introduced by B I and so r e j e c t s A I , A I I , A I I I , 3 IV, 3 V, 

and B VI without doubting the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the r e s t . 

According to Schiktanz? the tvo groups of fragments re p r e s e n t 

two books of H i l a r y , the f i r s t w r i t t e n a t the end of 3 6 1 or oegin-

ning of 3 ^ 2 , the second w r i t t e n e a r l i e r , probably begun i n e x i l e • * . 

and completed at Constantinople; both have been c i r c u l a t e d togetner 

and fragments A I I I , B IV, B V, and B VI have been i n s e r t e d l a t e r 

by H i l a r y . 

Wilmart's o-oinion^ i s t h a t B I , B I I , the s o - c a l l e d Ad C o n c t . l , 

A V I I , B V I I and A IV re p r e s e n t the d e b r i s of H i l a r y ' s book a g a i n s t 

Valens and U r s a c i u s , published i n 3 5 ^ between the c l o s e of the s/noa 

of B i t e r r a e and h i s going i n t o e x i l e . A V I I I , A IX, A V, A V I , 

A I , A I I , B IV, and 3 V I I I form another book published i n 3 6 3 , and 

A I I I , B V, B VI a t h i r d "adversus Valentem et Ursacium", published 

i n 3 6 7 . . I t was probably a l s o i n 3 6 7 , he continues, on the o c c a s i o n 

of the supplementary s e c t i o n , t h a t the three w r i t i n g s were united 

under one s i n g l e t i t l e to form a volume s i m i l a r to t h a t consulted by 

Jerome i n 3 9 2 and by S u l p i c i u s Severus c.400. 

Following Wilraart, Chapman? takes B I , B I I , A IV, and the Ad 

Const. I to be the remains of a work of H i l a r y published i n 356 a f t e r 

the synod of B e z i e r s , a t the very beginning of H i l a r y ' s e x i l e , and 

r e n r e s e n t i n g / 

Notes. 
S Die H i l a r i u s - Fra£-mente §5 20 , 24 , 2 6 . 
6 . Rev. Ben. I 9 0 7 p.l49sq; 1906 p . 2 2 5 s q . 
7 . Rev. Ben. 1 9 1 0 p . 3 2 8 s q . 
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r e p r e s e n t i n g an apology, containing matter to which the synod had 
r e f u s e d to l i s t e n . A V I I , B I I I and B V I I form a separate group 
whose i n t r o d u c t i o n and c o n c l u s i o n are now l o s t and which were ; 
published only after' the synod of Ariininum along with A V I I I , A IX, 
A V , A V I , A I , A I I , B V I I I , ana B IV» A I I I , B V, and B VI were 
added, i n h i s opinion, a f t e r H i l a r y ' s death*. Ke does not, agree 
with Wilmart t h a t the d e s c r i p t i o n s of Jerome and Rufinus f i t 3 I , 
B I I , and A IV, as w e l l 'as ,A V I I I , A IX, A V, A V I , A I , A I I , 
B V I I I and B IV, because, he a s s e r t s (p. 3 2 9 ) , the former group i s 
no;t so much concerned w i t h Valens and U r s a c i u s as with e x p l a i n i n g 
H i l a r y ' s own p o s i t i o n . So h i s c o n c l u s i o n i s t h a t the fragments 
rep r e s e n t two separate books, the one, a l e t t e r w r i t t e n to the 
episcopate of Gaul i n 3 5 6 , the other, an account of the c o u n c i l of 
Ariminum, composed C . 3 6 O - 3 6 I ; but both were probably bound up 
together* The l e t t e r s of L i b e r i u s belong to the l a t e r worK. 

Feder^ d e c l a r e s t h a t A IV, B I , and B I I belong to a h i s t o r i c a 

-polemic work of H i l a r y , wi i c h he composed before the summer of 356 , 

a f t e r the u n s u c c e s s f u l i s s u e of the synod of B i t e r r a e . A V I I , A V 

A V I , A V I I I , A IX, B IV, B V I I and B V I I I belong to a polemical 

work of H i l a r y v\hich he composed i n Constantinople i n the winter 

of 3 5 9 / 3 6 0 , to annul the decrees of Ariminum, S e l e u c i a and Constan­

t i n o p l e . Then, because of t h e i r being p l a c e d together with the 

other fragments, A I , A I I , A I I I , B IV, z B V and B Vj may be 

p a r t s / ~ ' \ 

Notes. 
8 . Stud. I p . l 2 1 s q . 



- 538 -

p a r t s of a t h i r d h i s t o r i c a l - p o l e m i c work of H i l a r y which he 
published a short time before h i s death or from whose p u o l i c a t i o n 
he was hindered by death. 

Feder conaders t h a t the s u p e r s c r i p t i o n at the beginning of 

S e r i e s B i s a very old. one, f o r H i l a r y i s not given the t i t l e ^ 

"sanctus" - perhans i t may have come from H i l a r y h i m s e l f - ana t h a t 

i t has been put i n i t s present p o s i t i o n through the general confus­

i o n i n which the fragments .have reached us. 

His c o n c l u s i o n i s t h a t H i l a r y published h i s work of the w i n t e r 
0 1 " 359/3^° under the t i t l e "Opus H i s t o r i c a n I I ' 1 , h i s e a r l i e r work 

of 356 he denoted Book I , and to these he added l a t e r a Boo* I I I . 

A f t e r t h i s review, i t becomes imperative to give one's own 

conc l u s i o n s on t h i s problem. 

F i r s t of a l l , i t must be noted t h a t , because of the g e n e r a l 

confusion i n which the documents have reached us, the two groupings 

of documents do not n e c e s s a r i l y denote two o r i g i n a l books 01' H i l a r y , 

as some w r i t e r s have maintained. The present d i v i s i o n i n t o two 

groups i s an a r t i f i c i a l one, probably reai l t i n g from a c c i d e n t s i n 

t r a n s m i s s i o n . I t i s obvious, f o r example, t h a t the Germinius 

l e t t e r s and L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s form, i n themselves, independent u n i t s , 

and y e t , i n each s e t , some are found i n S e r i e s A and others i n . 

S e r i e s B. This a l s o serves to show that the two s e r i e s are very 

i n t i m a t e l y connected and have been compiled by the same c o l l e c t o r , 

namely, H i l a r y . 

As has been seen, according to Wilmart and Feder, H i l a r y 

published/ 1 



published not only a f i r s t book i n 356 but also a second i n 360 v 

and a t h i r d about the time of h i s death. Now i t i s true t h a t the'- :: 

documents can be roughly c l a s s i f i e d i n t o 3 groups. a ) tnose d e a l i n g 

vi t h events up to 356 i£. A IV, A V I I , B I , B I I ana the s o - c a l l e d j 
1 

Ad. Const I . b) the L i b e r i u s . l e t t e r s B I I I and 3 V I I , and'the j 
Ariminum-Seleucia documents A I I , A V, A V I , A V I I I , A IX, and ! , 

! r : 
B V I I I and c) the m a t e r i a l belonging to the time a f t e r 360, A I , | i. 

A I I I , B IV, B V, and B V I . But only i n the case of the f i r s t •' 

e r o u p i s there any evidence t h a t p u b l i c a t i o n has been attempted. i 

I n B I and B I I can probably be glimpsed the way i n which H i l a r y J 

intended to t r e a t h i s work with preface and commentary on the 

v a r i o u s documents; and Phoebadius of Agen provides e x t e r n a l • -i 
Q ) ' 

evidence f o r the c i r c u l a t i o n of such a WOTK'. ;, 

As opinions have d i f f e r e d on the time and place of composition ;-I' 

of t h i s work, a d i s c u s s i o n of t h i s question must here be given. 1 . \\\ 

Coustant- 1- 0 and R e i n k e n s ^ 1 suppose the work to have been w r i t t e n at* 

Constantinople when H i l a r y h u r r i e d there a f t e r the synod of S e l e u c i a j j 

But i n t e r n a l evidence gained from B I and c. Const, see.ns to denote j ' 1 

- - ,i 1 

a much e a r l i e r date and t h e r e f o r e a d i f f e r e n t place of composition. : 12 . - r' ' (1) F i r s t l y , c. Const. 2 X speaks a g a i n s t the composition of a yl 
]>'\ 

h i s t o r i c a l - p o l e m i c work a t Constantinople i n 360. (2) I n B I the ! 

a d v e r b i a l / !' 
i 
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9 . c f . B. Marx "Die Herkunft der Fragmente I und I I una das ,'i 

sogenannte Opus h i s t o r i c u m " . jji 
10. P.L. X c o l . 624. ;.,! 
1 1 . I . e . p.210sq. 
12. " toto hoc tempore i n e x i l i o detentus. . n i h i l i n te.npora , , 

maledictum, n i h i l i n earn, quae turn se C h r i s t i e c c i e s i a m :| 
raentiebatur, nunc autem a n t i c h r i s t i e s t synagoga, famosum ; 
ac dignum ipsorum impietate s c r i p s i , aut lo c u t u s sum". ;! 
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a d v e r b i a l phrases "proxime" concerning the events at A r i e s 353 &na 

"recens" r e c a l l i n g Milan 3 5 5 seem to denote an e a r l i e r date than 

3 6 0 . ( 3 ) I n h i s Preface H i l a r y r e f e r s to the i n t r i g u e s of the • 

A r i a n s i n condemning to e x i l e the Western bishops f a i t h f u l to the 

person and p r i n c i p l e s of Athanasius. But he himself s t i l l l i v e s -in 

h i s ov/n country, the decree of banishment has not yet b e f a l l e n him. 

I n a l l h i s w r i t i n g s composed i n e x i l e , he speaks of h i s banishment,• j 

but i n B I there i s no mention of i t . ( 4 ) The land, i n v h i c h H i l a r y 

i s l i v i n g when he w r i t e s his Preface i s f a r from the c h i e f theatre- i 

( i . e . the E a s t ) of the Church's confusion. ( 5 ) The q u i e t l y develop-! 

ed thoughts on I Cor. 1 3 , 1 3 i n B I could h a r d l y belong to- so a g i t ­

ated a time as t h a t of Constantinople 3 6 0 . ( 6 ) There i s a l s o a • • • '; 

g r e a t d i f f e r e n c e between B I and c.Const, i n t h e i r tone towaras the |; 

Emperor so f a r as obtaining an audience i s concerned. ('/) Many 

a l l u s i o n s to the events of the time i n 3 I can be a p p l i e a only to 

3 4 6 . A h y p o c r i t i c a l peace had l a s t e d a long time u n t i l the q u a r r e l s 

had been renewed through the malice of d e c e i t f u l men. T h i s can 

r e f e r only to the apparent submission of Valens and U r s a c i u s 0 ,34-6 

and of t h e i r renewed enmity towards Athanasius at A r i e s and Milan. 

There had been an uneasy peace from 346 u n t i l C o n s t a n t i u s 1 v i c t o r y 

over Magnentius gave the Arians a f u r t h e r opportunity LO cause 

trouble i n the Church. 3 . 1 $ 4 "quo etiam i n ro.aani i m p e r i i 

n e g o t i i s quies c a r p i t u r . . t u r b a t u r " i s a f i t t i n g d e s c r i p t i o n of the 

e v e n t s , f o l l o w i n g the synod of Milan 3 5 5 1 ^ - Since A r i e s , the 

enemies/ % 

Notes. 
1 3 . c f . the n a r r a t i v e t e x t £ 3 to the Or. Syn. Sard. ( i . e . t h e so-

c a l l e d Ad Const. I ) , 
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enemies of the Nicene creed had CD n t r i v e d to intrude t h e i r condemna­

t i o n of Athanasius- on the r e s t of the bishops a i d e s p e c i a l l y those : 
i' 

i n Gaul: " i t a ubique a g i t u r , t r e p i d a t u r , i n s t a t u r , ut plane •' 

i n i q u i t a t e m huius a d s e r t i o n i s optinendi l a b o r et cura p r o d i a e r i t " . ,\ 

( §4 B I ) . Then a t A r i e s , P a u l i n a s of Treves had been e x i l e d f o r 

h i s support of Athanasius, and i n h i s Preface ( § 6 ) , H i l a r y s t i l l i, 

r e f e i s to him as bein£ a l i v e and c a l l s him " f r a t e r et comminister "; 

meus". Paulinus d i e d i n 357 i n e x i l e i n Phrygia and so, i n n i s ! 

c. Const.11 , H i l a r y r e f e r s to him as "beatae p a s s i o n i s v i r " . * -

Furthermore .the question concerning Athanasius was the one of most • 

importance i n 35^ but by the time of Ai'iminum and S e l e u c i a , i t had .' 

dropped completely i n t o the background simply because tne A r i a n s • • 

had by then d i s c a r d e d t h i s subterfuge and come out i n open opposi-

t i o n to the Nicene creed. I n 35^ i t took a man of v i s i o n or:a ; 
, i 

f o r e s i g h t , l i k e H i l a r y , to perceive t h a t what was at stake was, 
i' 

not Athanasius, but the Nicene creed - i t was the purpose of Hilaryfei 

book to make t h i s common knowledge ( c f . 3 i f f 4,6) - by 3^0 i t had j 

become common knowledge (and so there would have been no reed f o r j 
if 

such a boos) . . r> 

B I I a l s o f i t s i n t o t h i s scheme of t h i n g s . For i n s t a n c e , p 

H i l a r y ' s appeal to the ti i shops, who have allowed themselves to be 

seduced i n t o condemning Athanasius, to renounce t h i s scandal, i s y 
i 

oat of place i n 3&0 because he t e s t i f i e s i n h i s De Synod i s 2 t h a t [| 
i. 

the G a l l i c bishons have a l r e a d y f o r - t h r e e y e a r s avoided co.amunion jj 
I' 

with Seturninus. The scandal could have been given only S L A r i e s , 
V I 

353 and Milan where so many bishops had been c o n s t r a i n e d by the j; v i o l e n c e / 
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v i o l e n c e of Valens, U r s a c i u s and Saturninus i n t o condemning 

Athanasius. 

I n a d d i t i o n to a l l t h i s tnere i s the externr.l witness provided 

by Phoebadius of Agen who seems to have used H i l a r y ' s work before 

So i t seems safe to assune t h a t , before going i n t o e x i l e , i n 

35^> H i l a r y has published i n Gaul a work of which B I , 3 I I , A IV, 

and the s o - c a l l e d Ad Const. I have been p r e s e i v e a l ^ 

But the same evidence i s not obtainable f o r t h e - p u b l i c a t i o n 

e i t h e r of a second or c t h i r d book'ty H i l a r y . A f u r t n e r i n t r o ­

duction, would have been necessary, but there i s no t r a c e of t h i s . 

The absence of n a r r a t i v e t e x t from so many of the other documents 

a l s o does not favour the view of Feder anu ^iJ-marv. c. Const. 2 
"l6 "toto hoc temnore..locutus sum i s f u r t h e r testimony a g a i n s t t n e i r 

V 

theory. According to Feder, 3 V I I I , 2 seems to i n d i c a t e the 

composition of a second book, but, as seen i n the Conclusion to 

the document, i t i s b e t t e r to regard t h i s as en i s o l a t e d personal 

address incorporated l a t e r with the r e s t of the documents. He a l s o 

takes the t i t l e which Jerome g i v e s the work as evidence f o r the 

p u b l i c a t i o n of a second book. But, a g a i n ^ t h i s i s not n e c e s s a r i l y 

so. I t has been already n o t e d ^ t h a t the t i t l e s vh i c h Jerome 

a t t r i b u t e s to vrorks i n h i s catalogue are often n e i t h e r accurate 

nor a u t h o r i t a t i v e ; i n any case, s i n c e about h a l f of the m a t e r i a l 

extant concerns Lhe synods of Ariminum and S e l e u c i a , t h i s i s 
s u f f i c i e n t / 
i l o t e s . 
14-. c f . B. Marx I . e . 
15« Though A V I I belongs i n time to t h i s s e c t i o n , i t seems b e t t e r 

to place i t among the other L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s . 
16. see n . 12 . 
17« c f . I n t r o d u c t i o n . 
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s u f f i c i e n t warrant f o r the t i t l e given t o the work by Jerome, 
w i t h o u t needing t o assume the p u b l i c a t i o n of a second boo.;. 

That H i l a r y d i d i n t e n d to -publish the r e s t of the docu . ijnts 
at some f u t u r e date must oe admitted - the n a r r a t i v e t e x t attached 
t o some of the L i o e r i u s l e t t e r s and Ariminum documents po i n t s t o 
t h i s - but there i s no evidence a v a i l a b l e t o prove t h a t ne ever 
c a r r i e a out h i s i n t e n t i o n . 

There i s no doubt t h a t the presumption of a secona oooc would 
f u r n i s h an easy s o l u t i o n f o r the " l i o e r secondus" which i s found i n 
tne WIS3 as s u p e r s c r i p t i o n to Series B. But j u s t as acceptable an 
explan a t i o n i s t h a t a c o p y i s t , not understanding the arrangement 
end d i s p o s i t i o n of the m a t e r i a l , has attached t h i s t i t l e t o the 
unpublished documents i n order t o d i s t i n g u i s h them from the puolisuec 
work of 356, the " l i b e r primus" so t o speak. <> — - y 

To h i s published work of 35^» then, H i l a r y has appended 
a d d i t i o n a l m a t e r i a l , s i m i l a r i n sub j e c t but l a t e r i n time. Though 
probably i n t e n d i n g t o form these a d d i t i o n a l documents i n t o another 
work, o f l i k e pur-nose and plan w i t h the f i r s t , he ha s somehow oeen 
prevented from completing h i s task. I t may have been an untimely 
death which caused t h i s because the l a s t document i n h i s c o l l e c t i o n 
must have been added j u s t s h o r t l y before he di e d " ^ . 

The published work of 35^ snd- "the unedited documents have thus 
been t r a n s m i t t e d together and, i n course of time, some documents, 
i n whole or i n p a r t , have been l o s t ( t h e i r haphazard arrangement 
would c o n t r i b u t e g r e a t l y t o t h i s ) , w h i l e the o r i g i n a l d i s p o s i t i o n 
has/ 
Notes. 
13. c f . Conclusion of B V I . 
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hss been el tereu, perhaps i n t e n t i o n a l l y through some cop y i s t 
t r y i n g ' t o ^ i v e a new " o r d e i " , as he thought, t o tne documents, 
perhars a c c i d e n t a l l y i n course of transmission, and trie unpuolished 
m a t e r i a l has become mixed w i t h the puolished. A l l t n i s ma-ces i t 
now imnossible t o discover any purpose or order i n the present 
arrangement of the documents i n the i»SS. 

Decsuse of the gaps i n the work,as i t i s now preserved"^, ana. 
tne f a c t t h a t so mu3 h of the . m a t e r i a l i s p e c u l i a r t o H i l a r y ' s 
c o l l e c t i o n , the tas.c o f e v a l u a t i n g H i l a r y as a h i s t o r i a n i s a 
' G i f f i c u l t one. Almost three-quarters of the m a t e r i a l contained, i n 
the c o l l e c t i o n i s found now only i n t h i s work. The reason f o r 
t h i s i s probably t h a t H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c t i o n i s e s s e n t i a l l y a personal 
one; a l l the documents i n the work are those which v i t a l l y a f f e c t 

e i t h e r H i l a r y h i m s e l f or the Western episcopate. Furthermore, h i s 
dominant i n t e r e s t i n V/estern a f f a i r s has preserved many a document 
which an Eastern h i s t o r i a n would have overlooked as unimportant. 
I t i s ? I i l a r y alone who has preserved the e n c y c l i c a l o f the Easterns 
at Sardica and given us an account of the synods which took place . 
w i t h regard t o Photinus, Ursacius and Valens d u r i n g the p e r i o d o f 
stalemate between 343 and 351. I n h i s work i s found almost a l l the 
i n f o r m a t i o n now a v a i l a b l e concerning the synods of A r i e s , I.lilan and 
B i t e r r a e , and t i e events concerning L i b e r i u s . To H i l a r y we owe 
man,/ i n t e r e s t i n g d e t a i l s oncerning the synods of Ariminum, Ni-ce' and 
Seleucia, the happenings a t Constantinople 360, the e f f e c t s of these 
synods/ 
Notes. 
19- c f . I n t r o d u c t i o n . 
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s/nous on Gaul, and the l a t e r a c t i o n s of Valens, Ursacius ana 
aer.ninius. 

I n h i s choice of documents , anu, above a l l , i n h i s n a r r a t i v e 
t e x t s , he shows en i n t i m a t e knowledge and understanding &riu a f i r m 
grasp of the issues at stake i n the A r i a n controversy of nis da/, 
regarded from the Western p o i n t o f view. The d e c e i t s of trie 
Arione, e s p e c i a l l y as seen i n the conduct of Valens, Ursacius ana 
Saturninus, whom he detests as the r i n g l e a d e r s of the A r i a n cause 
i n the '.Vest, the L i b e r i u s question, h i s i r t erest i n securing an 
a l l i a n c e and c l o s e r co-operation between Western orthodox and 
Eastern Semiarians, the problem of the lapsed oishops, the change 
of mind on the p a r t of Germirnius, are a l l i n keeping w i t h h i s 
o r i g i n a l plan and purpose as set f o r t h i n the Preface t o h i s took 
of 35^« I n a l l are seen h i s passionate desire f o r the r e s u s c i t a -
t i o n o f ' t h e Nicene creed, h i s strong c a s t i g a t i o n of those who 
knowingly depart from the truQ . f a i t h , h i s h a t r e d of the impious 
creeds and treachery of the A r i a n s . 

I n only one p a r t of h i s work, as now preserved, does he 
m a n i f e s t l y allow h i s bias t o override h i s c r i t i c a l judgment. That 
occurs i n the n a r r a t i v e t e x t B I I , 9> where, though he earns praise 
f o r h i s i n s i g h t i n exposing the i n d i r e c t attack on Athanasius, he 
yet can not escape censure as a h i s t o r i a n f o r h i s p a r t i a l i t y towards 
Athanasius. This " s l i r i " can, however, be excused when one 
rememoers the circumstances and extreme provocation under which t h i s 
s e c t i o n was w r i t t e n . 

Comparison w i t h m a t e r i a l preserved elsewhere reveals t h a t , 
w h i l e the l i s t s of bishops given i n the c o l l e c t i o n are u s u a l l y 
incomplete/ 
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incomplete, no g r e a t d i f f e r e n c e i s found i n suostance between 
H i l a r y ' s t e x t o f the documents and t h a t found i n the other con­
temporary sources. 

One i s l e f t w i t h the impression of a shrewd and c a r e f u l 
c o l l e c t o r , who, l i k e every h i s t o r i a n , could on rare occasions be 
.aisled by h i 6 passions, h i s own n a t u r a l i n c l i n a t i o n s and bias. 

F a b e r ^ admirably sums up t h i s c o l l e c t i o n when lie states t h a t 
i n number, of pages i t i s not a great work, but i n subject matter 
i t i s most weighty.. When the "Edict of L i l i a n " (March 313) brought 
peace to the Church, the production of C h r i s t i a n l i t e r a t u r e i n the 

21 
'.Vest seemed t o come to a s t a n d s t i l l , and u n t i l H i l a r y publisned 
h i s book i n 35-> no C h r i s t i a n w r i t e r o f any note had a r i s e n i n the 
West t o meet the challenge of Arianism. To H i l a r y goes the 
d i s t i n c t i o n of being the f i r s t Western bishop t o a t t a c k the Arians 
i n w r i t i n g , and indeed i t i s g e n e r a l l y admitted t h a t none of those 1 
who arose l a t e r , such as Phoebadius of Agen, Eusebius of V e i c e l l i , j 
or L u c i f e r of C a g l i a r i , ever approached the h i ^ h standard set by the 
bishop of P o i t i e r s . Fragmentary as i t now i s , the c o l l e c t i o n s t i l l 
stands as an imposing t r i b u t e to the genius of H i l a r y i n attempting 
to f u l f i l t h i s need, i n r e a l i s i n g how necessary i t was t o combat 
tue deceits of the Arians, not only the spoken word ana personal 
a c t i o n s , but by w r i t t e n testimony and documents,of whose a u t h e n t i c i t y 
there could be no doubt,and whose value, t h e r e f o r e , abides f o r ever, 
a p e r p e t u a l witness t o the t r u t h . 
Notes. 
20. P.L.X c o l . 888 Praef. J 1. 
21. c f . Eardy " C h r i s t i a n L a t i n L i t e r a t u r e ' i 
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I f h is work had been completed, i t would have given an 
a u t h o r i t a t i v e Western sketch of the A r i a n controversy comparable 
to t h a t given i n the East by the w r i t i n g s o f Athanasius. But 
even as i t now stands, i t i s inval uable f o r a f u l l a p p r e c i a t i o n 
and understanding of the A r i a n controversy as seen through 
Western eyes, andprovides many i n t e r e s t i n g aspects of the s t r u g g l e , 
evoked p a r t l y b^ the c u l i a r circuastances and s i t u a t i o n s i n which 
H i l a r y found h i m s e l f , "Partly by the p a r t i c u l a r persons w i t h whom 
he came i n contact, p a r t l y b;> h i s own standpoint and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
o f the issues at stake. 
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